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DECISION OF TEEZ ARBITRATCR

In the case of the Inland 3teel Co,. :

and the :
United Steel iorkers of America, :
Local Union #1010

Grievance #1168 - Wage Adjustment
of William Ilaihofer :

This grievance arose as follows: William Maihoffer
was engaged 2s a motor inspector in the 36" Blooming }ill for which
he received 51.04 per hour. When the Company went on a ;8 hour
basls laihoffer, being the youngest in seniority, did not have a full
time position as motor inspector in the 36" Blooming “ill. The
Company, therefore, assizned him three days in that position at
31.0L per hour and three days in the 24" Bar Mill at an hourly com-
pensation of <73f.

Malhoffer insisted that he was entitled to $1.0L per hour for
the Bar 1111, as well as the Blooming Mill, and cited Article l,
Section 5, of the Agreement as the basis for his claim. That
section reads:

"Section 5. An employee working on a regular job

ordinarily filled by someone else, shall be pald the

rate of the job. An employee requested by !Management

to take a Job paylng less than the normal pay of the

job on which he is regularly employed shall recelve

the rate which he receives when regularly employed.,"

The Corpany insisted that Article i, Section 5, had

no application in the present case. The Company pointed out
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that Maihoffer had two regular assignments, one in the Blooming
111 and one in the Bar M1ll; that when sufflcient work was not
available in the Blooming Mill, Malhoffer, according to seniority,
had to be partially dermoted and that he was assizned to three days
in the Bar i1l as a result. The Company pointed out that if he
were to receive 31,04 per hour it would mean that he would receive
a 617 an hour more than the other workers in the Bar Mill with whom

he regularly worked.

The Issue depends entirely upon the interpretation of Article h,
Section 5. This section was intended to protect workers from loss
of incogg/temporary assignments. When an employee 1s requested by
management to take a job paying less than that in which he is re-
gularly employed, he nmust receive the rate of his regular employment.
In the present case Maihofer has two regular jobs, cne in the Blooming
311l and in the Bar M11l, He works at each three days a week., He
is not temporarily assigned to a job paying less, but the arrangement
is a cermanent one arising out of the decrease of the number of motor
inspectors in the Blooming Mill., When Maithoffer was demoted partially
from the Blooming Mill he had a right to choose such position as
his senlority entitled him to, but so long as he 1s assigned to the
Bar }M1ll for three days a week he is entitled to the hourly rate in

that mill as a part of his regular assignment.

The Arbitrator holds that Article l, Section 5 was not intended
to cover a case similar to that of Maihoff-r, but was rather for
the purpose of protecting workers requested by the lManagement to talke

a job paying less than that of his regular Job as a temporary exde-

dient. No cne would question that if !faihoffer had been demoted en-
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— tirely from the motor inspector job in the Blooming Mill to the job
in the 3ar 111 he would have no recourse under this sectiocn. Ee was
demoted nartially to the Zar Mill and likewise has no proper clain
that Section 5 of Article L requires that he bte paid the rate of his

orizinal job.,

~John A. Lapp,
Arbitrator

liicago, Illinois

November 11, 1943.




