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Piigrim Nuclear Power Station
Rocky Hill Road
Plymouth, Massachusetts 02360

Ralph G. Bird
Senior Vice President — Nuclear July 20, 1969

BECo itr. 89-105

Mr. Jumes T. Wiggins

Chief, Branch I

Division of Reactor Projects

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Rd.

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Docket No. 50-293
License No. DPR-35

Subject: Clarification of Nuclear Pcwer Plant Staff Working Hours
(Generic Letter No. 82-12)

Dear Sir:

Boston Edison Company requests the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC® to
provide written confirmation of the obligations imposed upon it as a licensee
of a nuclear operating plant by Generic Letter No. 82-12, as clarified for the
company by NRC inspection personnel during their inspections and reviews of
Pilgrim Station's overtime policies in 1987 and 1988. These reviews are
documented in Inspection Report 50-293/88-07.

During the inspections and reviews of BECo's overtime controls. Generic Letter
No. 82-1. was interpreted by NRC inspection personnel as requiring the staff
at licensed plants who perform safety-related functions to be subgect to the
overtime restrictions set forth in the Generic Letter, and that these
restrictions apply both when the Plant is operating and when it has been
shutdown for refueling, maintenance, plant modifications vr for other reasons.
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The applicability of Generic Letter No. 82-12 regarding safety-related
personnel during periods of plant shutdown was 1itigated in & labor
arbitration procoodin? between BECo and Local Union Nu. 369 of the Utility
Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO (Reference uttached arbitration

transcript). The arhitrator held that Generic Letter No. 82-12 was
inapplicable to the period of time when Pilgrim Station was inoperative during
fts extensive overhaul and that BECo violated the collective bargaining
agreement by restricting the overtime opportunity of plant personnel who
performed safety-related functions curing that period of time.

BECo views the arbitrator's award to be in direct conflict with 1ts
obligations as a ruclear plant licensee and the requirements of Generic Letter
No. 82-12. In the absence of additional documentation that will confirm the
proper interpretation of Generic Letter No. 82-12, pending 1itigation may
result in further decisions imposing obligations on BECo which are
incorsistent with 1ts obiigations under Generic Letter No. 82-12.

Your earliest review of this request 1s appreciated. Ly
'Y
R. G

Sad
RLC/bal

ee: Mr. William 7. Ryssel)
Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Rd.
King of Prussia, PA 19406

Sr. NRC Resident Inspector - Pilgrim Station
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VOLUNTARY LABOR ARBITRATION TRIBUNAL
In the Matter of the Arbitration between

Dtility Workers Union of america, Local ¥o. ,"E?\@BHWED

85
. . ' ‘. a a4 -
o (T
Boston Rdiscn Company, Ine.
fa, ** conp oo
CASE NUMBRER: 11w kiee Lo Dot

AWARD OF ARBITRATCR

Tnt UNDERSIONED ARBITRATOR(S), having been Gesignated lo
sccardance with the arbitration agresment entered into by the sbove-named Parties, and dated
and hoving beet Guly eworn ané having duly
heard the proofs snd allegations of the Perties, Awands as follows:
P & M Grievance No. 3251 4a disposed of per the
f;nﬂ;n:l and Qgie;ge appended hereto. The grievance
o remanded to the Local and the Company to attempt
to reack a mutually scoeptadle remedy to the grievazce
in sccordance with the i}n%}n;; and %ﬁ*g;gn. bie
Board will retain jJuriediction over 8" grievance
for a period of ninety (90) days from the date Rereo!

(May 1, 1988) 4o the event the Local and the Company
are uneble to megotiate an scceptadlie remedy.

‘oEort ;. E‘irian. aouircI Arvitrator
Nay 1, 1988

I ¢
$TaTE OF iz W.
CounTy OF 8 & o8, UOBpARY AT or
®

On this day of ol , belore me personally
came and appeared

o me known and known to me to be the individual (s) escribed in and who execuied the forsgoing Instru.
ment and he scknowledged to me that he  executed the same.

POAN | veals



ANERICAN ARBITRATION ASSOCIATION

AR N R
In the matter of arditration betveen: :
Local Feo. 369, Utility VWorkers Unien .
of Americe, Ai&-cxo :
epnd- :

Boston Bdisen Company :
AL Case No. 1130-2%53-86 .
Grievance: P & M Grievance #3251 ¢
Restriction on hours of work at .

Pilgrim Btation to mo more than 72 ¢

hours in any seven (7) luz tortod .

L BN B B B B R 0 0 0 0 e« & & 0 0

ROARD OF ARBITRATION

Rodert M, O'Brien = Noutral Arditratoer
Willian A, O'Shes - cotpcnx Arbitrator
Donald E. Weightwan « Union Arbitrater

APREARANCES

For Local No. 269, Dtility Workers Uszion
of Azerica: ,

Joanne F. Joldeteln - Attorney

For Boston Edison Company:
Robert G. Hennesuth = Atterney

SIAIEMENT OF THE ISSUE

As stipulated by the Parties, the question to de
resolved 4n this proceeding 4s as follove!:
What sball be the disposition of P & M grievance #3251 1



ZERIINENT CONTRACTUAL PROVISIONS
Article IV
Nutual Obligetions

1« The 00|r|ay Tecognises an ebligation to prescte good
exployee relaticns b‘ saintaining rates of pay, v:‘oa. ours
of enploysent and other ecosditions of exploysent that are
equitable, ressonadle and fair....

e Artiede V
Nanagesent Rights

. -

1« The Union azd the lesal recognise the right ard pover
of the Company ... to aseign, supervise, or direct all
vorking forces ... and generally to eontrol and supervise the
Company's cperations and to exercise the other customary
functions of Mansgement in onrr{tng out its business witbout
binderance or interference b{ tie Union, the Local or by
suployeed.... If the Loocal claims that the Cozpany bas
exercined any of the other foregeing rtghto in & capricious
or arbitrary sancer, sush elaims shall be subznitted to the
Orisvance Procedure 4n Article XXXII and Arbitreation under
Article XXXI11I.

Article 1X
Conforzaiion of Lave, Regulations and Orders

1+ It 40 understeod and agroed that all agreements herein
are subject to all applicadle lavs mow or hereafter in effect
and to the lavful regulaticns, rulinge and orders of
reguluntory cozziesions having jurisdiction., If any sals lave,
regulations, rulings or orders shall eonfliet with any
provieions of this Agreezent, the {nrtio- shall confer 4n an
effort to negotiate & lavful subdst tution or modification;
but, 4f as & result of such conference ne substitution or
wodification s agreed upen, the disagreszent shall not
affect the revaining revaoiono of this rgreezent and shall
not constitute a question subject to the Jrievance Procedurs
in Article XIXII or Arditration under Article XXXIII,

Artiole XIII
Overtize and Presiun Pay

1+ Overtice compensatior and preciun rates shall be paid
exployess subject to this Agreement in scoordance vith the
follovwing rulest

(d) B0 far as practical, overtize vork shall de
distridbuted equitably azong those 0lf10y0|l engaged 4n the
l:odo of work for which overtime ass gnzente are required...

Yy deponstrated inequity in the distridution of oevertinse
shall be corrected by the Company by future assignments 3
overtise work., . . .



BACKORQUND

The Bostoz Bdison Company (hereinafter referred to as
the Company) operates the Pilgris Nuclear Pover Station
(borotu.ttor referred to as the Pilgrie Otation) whiech s
located in ‘Plysouth, Aessachusetts, The production and
saintenance exployees who are aseigned to the Pilgrinm Btatien
are represented by Local No. 365 of the Utility Werkers Unien
of America, AFL-CIO (hereinafter referreu to as the Loeal).
Ao & nuclear pover plant, Pilgrin Station 4» regulated by the
Nuclear Regulatery Commissien (horeinafter referred to as the
the KFRC).

Oz June 15, 1982, the Nuclear Regulatory Ceszipedlon

io0ued Ceneric Letter No. 82-12, entitled Euclear Pouer Plant
S3aLL VWorking Heurp. The Company's compliance vith that

generic letter has precipitated the dispute novw before thie
Board of Arbitration (hereinafter referrvd to as the Board).
In Generic Letter No. 82-12, the NRC declared, in pertinent
Part, thet plant staff vho performed safoty-rolated functions
should net be permitted to work more than seventy-two (72)
hours 4in any ssven (7) day pertod. The NRC allowed for limited
deviations froem this 72-hour restriction 4n very unusual
eircuzetances, provided that these devistions are documented
and made availadle for NRC reviev.

Bozetine in 1985, the Company began restrictiag
ezployees who perfersed sefety-related functions at the
Pilgrin Station to mo more than 72 bours of vork 4o a 7 day
period 4n acoordance with Gezerie Letter No. 82-12. Before




i this, there vas 2o restriction oz the hours that employeee
vere alloved to verk st the Pilgriz Statien. According to the
Losal, esployess at the Pilgrin Btation frequently wvorked in
eX0000 of 72 bours weekly until the baz vas imposed.
Baturally, the 72-dour restriotion limited the potential
overtise that bdargaining unit exployees were alloved to work.
A fov monthe after this stricture vas izposed ox ezployess
vio perforzed safety-related functions, the Company expanded
it to all ezployees at the Pllgric Station whether or aot
they vorked on safety-related equipment., [It should be moted
that the Company subsequently reduced ths maximue hours that
exployees at the Pilgric Btation vere alloved to work from 72
to 60 hours in a 7 day pericd. The Local grieved that action
vhich grievance $» ourrently pending.)

Prior to the dmposition of the 72-heur linitation,
evertime at the Pilgrinz COtation, like overtise in other
separtuents of the Cozpany, was distriduted equitadly asmong
those bargaining unit srployees who were sngeged in the grade
of work for whieh overtime Gosignzents vere required. Such
felr and equitadle distribution of oevertize is mandated by
Artiele XIII 1. (4) of the parties’ collective bargaining
Agreonent dated April 8, 1987. Under thie provision, the
practice has deen to offer the spployee with the lowest
overtime hours 4in the grade of work fer vhich overtine vas
required first opportunity te work the evertime. If that
enployee refused, the overtize wvas offervd to the esployes in

the grade of wvork with the next lovest overiipe bours, and so



forth until somecne accepted it, I¢ every exployes in the
greade of vork refused the evertime, the exployes vitd the
l1east overtise was drafted to perfore 4t.

Under the 72-hour Festriction, 4f the employes in the
grade of vork vith the fevest hours of evertisme bas already
;;rkol 72 Bours in 82y seven dey period, that exployes s
passed over in favor of the exployes with the next lovest
evertime, and oo on until an oxployes with less than the
Baxizuz alloved wvorkinmg hours sccopts the overtise. Acoording
to the Local, (o many cases this procedure deprives the
ezployee vith the least overtise the opportunity te perfors
evertize vork which, of course, s compenssted at a presiuc
rate of pay. Pilgris Station, 4t skould be noted, 4s the only
facility of the Cospany vhere there 4s a Testriotion on the
azount of overtime that an sxployee 4s alloved to work. Is
other aress of the Compazy, suck as the underground, everhead
and production departments, 4t 4s pot wncompmon for enployess
to vork in excess of 72 hours in & veek, particularly during
overhauls azd storgs.

It should be observed that safety-rolated equipsent is
defined ap that equipsent whieh 4p required to scfoly shut
dovn the nuclear plant; tec maintain the shutdown; and to
protect the bealth and velfare of the pudbliec. At the Pilgrie
Statien, utility vorkers, nuclesar plant attendants and
cherical wverkers perfors no work on safety-related equipzent.
It should also be noted that since April, 1986, the Pilgris
Btation bas been 1dle due to &z overhaul which 4» expected to

continue for a ocensideradle period of time.



02 Maroh 6, 1986, the Local f£iled P & N Grievance #3251
protesting the Company's decdsior to addere to the KRC
guidelines on overtime. A satisfactory adjustaent of tiat
grievance eould mot be reached and it vas therefors appealed
to thie loft! io sccordence vith the provisions of Article
IIXIIT of the parties’ Agresment. A bearing vas held before
the Board on July 30, 1987. Botd parties appeared at the
bearing and proffered extensive evidence in support of their
respective positions. Both parties alse filed post-bearing
Briefs. Based on the evidence and the arguzents advanced by
the Local and by the Cozpany, this Board rezders the
following decision on P & M Orievance #i251,

A0CAL'E POSITION

In the Local's epinion, the Cenpany's unilateral
dsposition of & 72-Bour restriction on the hours enployees
are alleved to wverk violated several provisions of the
eurrent Agreesent. Initially, the Local contends that the
Company violated Article IX of the Agreenent since it never
offered to negotiate this significant change in the overtime
pelicy with 4t, Indeed, the Local maintains that the Cozpany
BevVer even notified 4t of the limit it unilaterally placed on
overtize. The Local also ssserts that the Cozpany violated
Artiele XIII 1. (4) of the Agreement when it placed o
Festricilon on the bours employees are slloved to vork since
overtime at the Pilgrie Btation in Bany inetances 49 nov
not belng distriduted Zalrly and equitadly as Article XIII 1.
(4) requires.



The Local furtber asserts that the Company violated
Article V of the Agreenent sinee its decision vas ardbitrary
and eepricious. In the Local's viev, the Company hes sizgled
out ites exployees at the Pilgrie Btation for special
Lreatzent vithout Justification by placing a limit on the
overtize vhieh they are alloved to work. The Lecal etresser
that ovartise at every other department of the Company 4»
unlisited. In the Local's epinien, the Company also acted
arbitrerily vhen 4t expanded the overtize restriction to
those szployees at the Pilgria Station who perfors no verk
on safety-related equipsent.

The Local inslste that, evntrary to the Cozpany's
eladinm, its adoption of the 72-hour restriction wes not
Justified by any action of the NRC since the Cozpany has
falled to prove that it vas "ordered" by the NRC to izpoee
this restriction on epployees at the Pillgrin Statien.
According teo the local, nothing 4n Gezeriec Letter No. 82-12
indicates that the Company wvas under orders from the NRC to
implepent this restriction., Iz the Local’s opindon, the
uncontroverted evidence clearly deconstrates tiat a goneric
letter 4» gerely a ToQuest from the NRC to a licensee, not an
order. The Llocal maintains that 4t 4» avare of other

utilition that have refused to imposs this restriction on
their exployese.

For all the adeve Foasons, the Leocal urges this Board to
sustain the grievance and to order the Cospany to cease and
desint frop izposing a 72-hour lipit on overtisme and to sake



. ouployess vhole for the time that they vere dexied overtine

vhile contract exployess perforsed service at the Pilgrin
Staticn.

EONPANT'E POSITION
" It 4 f’o Cospany's position that the NAC oréered it to
inpose a Vi;hour limit on thode employess at the Pillgrin
Btation who perfors safoty-related functiozs., The Company
subzits that cospliance with this order vas part of 4t
licezsing requiresent and that it vae obligated to follov
this order to saintain the right to eperate the Pillgrie
Nuclear Power Station. The Company stresses that it pever
voluntarily agreed to this iimitation as claimed by the
Local. Therefore, the Company contends that the KRC order 4o
Bot arbitrable due to the parties' OXPress agreesent in
Artiele IX mot te arbitrate grievances arising out of
conflict betveen the provisions of the agreonent and an order
of & regulatory cozzission such as the NRC.

The Cospany further maintaize that its extension of the
72-hour limitation to all ezployees at ths Pilgriz Station
VEE & proper exercise of the rights reserved teo the Cospany
by Article V of the Agreesent whioh rightes vere not exercised
in an arbitrary or capricious manner. According to the
Company, this vas & sound sanagepent decisicn since all
exployees at Pilgric may be called of to perforn overtine on
safety-related oquipsent., The Company argues that 4t made
thie decinion #o that all perscnnel on site eould be
Tobseigned to vork on safety-related equipzent at any time



Fatker than be ineligidle for thie vork decause they reached
the 72-bour waximus alloved ir & givex week. Azd iz any

ovezt, this question s moot, the Cospany nelets, since the
Fostriotion vas subsequently reduced.te eixty (60) bours. The
conynny stresses that sinee 4t decision vas nmeither arditrary
por capricdidls, the Board sust therefers deny the grievance
o%en 4f 4t considers thie Question not moot.

ZINDINGS AND OPINION

The ultisate Question defore this Board 49 vhether the
Company violated the collentive bargaining Agrescent deted
April 8, 1987, when 4t refused to allow bargaining unit
ezployees assigned to the Pilgrie Nuclear Pover Station to
vork more than 72 dours in ARy seven day peried. Eovever,
before that ultisate Question can de resclved, several
dignificant questions must bde addressed by this Board. For
exanple, vas the Company "ordered" by the NRC to impose this
livitation on those enployees who perfors safety-related
functions at Pilgris or did the Cozpany veluntarily agres to
these guidelizes ? And vas the Company required to negotiate
with the Local before isposing thie restriction on evertice ?
Y must also be docided whoether the Company viclated Article
TIIT 1. (d) and, 4f so, vhat shadl be the rexedy for this
vielation 7 We pust alse decide vhether the Cozpany's
decinion vas arbitrary or capricious ? Moreover, this Board
Bust detersine wvhether 4t vas peraiosidle for the Company to
extend the 72-hour limitation to employees who perfors 2o
safety-rolated wvork even AY 4t had the right to impose this



- Testriotion oz employees who porfors safety-related funetions ¢
A2d fizally, ve sust deterzine vBether the restrictics vas
properly applied Quring the shutdewvs of tre Pilgris Fuclear
Pover ltnt&ya ?

1)

A 'l ) \/ N 9 L4
ik AN ENPLOTEE MIY SORE 1Y & 1 VRN

e SOMPANY ON
(g HOURS ON TEE 11
gAY PERIDD

Naturally, the Cozpany cperates the Pllgris Nuclear
Pover Station under a license granted by the NRC and sust
eonply with orders iesued by the NRC to maintain it liocense
to operate this toe:ltti. The Neutral Mezber of this Board
Bust confess that ke 19 totally unfaniliar with the policies
and procedures of the NRC. Hovever, 4t appears frez the
documentary evidence sudbzitted by the Cozpany that the NRC
44, 4n fact, "order" the Cozpany to restriect those osployeesr
&t the Pllgrinc Station whe periorn safety-related functions
te work no more than 72 bours in any seven day period.

Unquestiorably, the document of the NRC entitled Qrder
constitutes an order to the bo-pcny regarding operation of
the Pilgriz Nuelear Fower Statien. Itez T44.1.3.1 of that
document, captioned Limit Overtime, requires the Company to
revise its adsinistrative procedures to limit overtime in
accordance with Generie Letter Fo. B2-12. As odserved
Previously, Generic Letter ¥o. 82-12 declares in pertinent
Part, that an individual should not de permitied to vork more
than 72 hours in any seven (7) day period excopt 42 wunusual

eircunstances. While it does not appear froe the evidence

10



bafore this Board that the Cumpany took exoeption to this
requiresent or sought to discuss it with the NRC, nonetheless
iz our considered opinien, the XRO sventually desued an order
requiring the Cosvany to impose this 1imitetion on those
ezployeen &t “he Pilgris Btation who work on safety-related
squipment, This Board fs of the opinien . » Company did
Bot voluntarily adopted this limitation on overtims. Rather,
it veas ordered to do wo by the RRC,

Article IX 1, of the Agresnent 4» quite olear. Insszuch
a5 Generic Letter No. £2-12 constituted ¢ Juve.l order of a
regul iry comzission kaving Jurisdiction over the Pllgrie
Station, that order must Provail over any prov.sion of the
Agre w3t 4n conflict with it. In the viev of this Board, the
erder of the NRC conllicts with the teras of Article XJIII 1.
(4) since, in sany instances, it precludes overtise work froe
beling distridutes squitadly to bergaining unit szployess at
the Pilgrie Station. In our Jud;lont,'tho Company violated
Article IX 1. of the eollective bargeining Agreesent by
failing to confer with the Local 4n an attezpt to negotiate a
lawful substitution or acdification of tLe Agreezment ap it
Vs expressly regquired to dc by Article IX of the Agreepent,
The Company 1s therefors ordered to confer witk the local as
required by Article IX. Of 'T8%, a8 explicitly provided by
Article IX, 4f mo substitution or medification s agreed
upen, the Local i1s proscrided frop subnitting the dispute to
the grievance and arvitratien procedures of the Agreemext.

"



DID TRE COMPANY VIOLATEZ THE AOREINENT WEEN IT RXTENDED THE 72.

. HOUR LIMITATION TO EMPLOYEES WEHO PERFORN MO BAPETY~RELATED

YUNCTIONS AT THR PILGRIM STATION?

The Company acknovledges that 1t vas mot required to
izpose the 72-bour restriction on those ezployees v'e do pot
vork en aar;ty-rolntoc equipment, Hovever, the Cospany
t‘ototu thiirit had the right to ispouse this restriction on
overtive consistent with the rights granted it by Article V
to aselgn, direct and supervise all wvorking forces. It is the
considered opinion of this Board that the burde:r resty with
the Cozpany to demonstrate vhy it transgressed the provisione
of Artiele XIII 1.(4) by restricting the amcunt of overtime
alloved those ezployees at the Pilgrinm Btation whe perfore no
safety-related functions.

The Cozpany sxplained that it extended this lizitation
OR overtise to all employees at the Pilgrinm Btation so that
81l perscnnel on site would be avalledle to work on safety~-
related equipment at any time rather than de ineligidle for
this work account having reached their paximus allowed hours
(72) in & given week. In the Company's view, this will enable
it to have safety-related equipment repaired iprediatel;
Tather than vait for a maintenance erev to be called in to
repalr this vital oquippent. Yet the Cozpany recognises that
this rationale does not apply to those exployees who perforg
20 safety-related work at Pilgrim, such as utility vorkers,
puclear plant attendants and chenical workers.

This Board agrees with the Company that it 4» sound
Banagenent practice to be able to utilise on-duty nuoclear

paintenance mechanics to Tepair safety-related squippent in

12



&8 energency rather than wait for Bochazios to Do oalled 4n
to perfors this service. Hovever, this jJustification does Bot
8pply to those ezployess who perfors mo safety-related work,
These enployees are not unlike employeess in other departuents
of the Company whe are mot restricted in the azoust of
overtize service they may perfors. In this Board's opinion,
the Company's decision to extend the 72-bour lipitation to
these ezployees vas an ardbitrary and ecapricious exerecice of
the rights reserved to it by Article V of the Agreonent., The
fatigue experienced by these ezployees at the Pllgrim Statien
is 2o different from the fatigue experienced by ezployess in
other facilities or departzents of the Cozpany. The Coxpany
therefore violated the Agresnent when it ucilaterally dsmposed
& 72-bour limit on the overtinme vhich these euployees wvere
alloved teo vork,
WAS IT PERMISSIBLE FOR TEE COMPANY T0 LIMIT THE HOURS THAT
;gcfgiko;ggzgngrzg¥gnDERING TEE SEUTDOWN OF THE PILOGRIM

It 18 uncontroverted that the order of the KRC was
inapplicable while Pllgriz Btation was inoperative during
its extensive overdaul. Based on the evidence before us, this
Board sust conclude that the Coupiny'u deciedon to 4mpose the
72-heur restriction on ezployees during the overhaul vas an
arditrary and capricious exercise of the rights granted it by
Atiole V of the Agreement. We can discern me cozpelling
Justification for such a lizitation while the Pilgrie Btation

vae not operating. In our view, there vas no material

13



distinction detvesn those OEployess at the Pllgrim Btation
end esployees iz other departaents of the Company during the
everhaul, Fatigue affects all these oxployess yet there was
Bo restriction on the overtime that exployees iz other
departaents vere alloved to vork. Therefore, the Company's
doo:uaon to Aepose such o restriction solely on the
bargaining unit oRployees assigned to Pilgrin Btation during
itr extensive overdaul vas, in our judgment, an arbitrary and
eapricicus exerciss of the Binagerial rights reserved to the
Cozmpany by Article V of the Agreenent,

This Board eertainly recognises the complexity of the
decieion we have rendered in the dispute ourrently before us.
In the light of the numerous Questions we vere cozpelled to
address, this BPoard finds 4t Quite diffiocult to frame a:
appropricte remedy to resclve this grievance. Accordingly,

Ve feel constrained to remand the diepute to the pariies so
that they may attempt to resch an Appropriate renedy. This
Board shall retain juriediotion over this grievance for a
pericd of ninety (90) days froz thy date hereof in the event
that the Local and the Company are unadle to pegotinte a

Butually acceptadle recedy.

%



A¥ARD

P & N Ortevanoe ¥o, 3251 10 disposed of per the
foregoing Zindings and Qpindon. The grievazce is rezanded to
the Local and the Company to attexpt to yeach a rutually
scceptadle io-.dy to the grievazee 4» accordance with the
Findings anf' Qpinsen. Tos Board vill retain Jurisdiotion
Over this grievance for o period of ninety (90) days from the
date hereof in the event the Llocal and the Cozpany are unable
to negotiate an acceptable remedy.

cbert N, rien, Neutrs r retor

Doratd X, Vigktess Viles Arbitrator

Dated:
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