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Arbltratioa Doard

Fursuaat to a Jolat requeat, Join Z. ¥yle was named as aole
arblitrator Ly the Sixth Regional Wer Labor Socard of Chilcage,
Illinols, on Decenber 3, 1943.

Honring

A hearing was conducted at the offices of the Inland Steel
Company at Indiana liarbor on Jece: ber 17, 1943, at which both
rarties presented evidence,

guontions

l. Is Corley Rippe entitled to be paid for four hours!
work at tiie occupational rate for his job, by virtue of his
having reported for work on Saturday, April 10, 1943.

2. 13 Jack Greenberg entitled to be paid for four hours

at the occupatlional rate of his Job as feeder, by virtue of liaving
reported for work on May 11, 1943,

Discussion of the Issues

Rippe Case
A, Unionts Contentions

Rippe 1s a scrap yard crans operator, employed at Yo, 2
Open Hearth of the Company. e woried his regulmr shift as such
oporator {rom 12800 lildnlght to 3:00 a.m, Thuraday, April 8. On
Thursday, april 9, at spproximately 8:00 or 8:30 P.m., he tele-
puoned the lo. 2 Open Fearth office and reported tiat ue would
be unable to work that night. Upon reporting for his regular
snift »n Saturday, April io, he found & note from the forenan,
as fallows: "Y/ou can work as stocker tonischt from 12 to 8, 4-10-43,
and see me Saturday morning before Soing home. There s 1o place
on the crane for tiuis turn." The foregoing note was initlaled

by the foreman, 1he stocker's job is losa responsible and the
stocker receivos less money,

7he Unlon quotes Article V, Section S, of the igreement
betiieen Lhe Conmpany and the Union which s tates as follows:




iy

Greenberg Case

A, Uniontas Tontention:

m™at <irins the wesk of  'ay 9 to llay 15, Jack Freenberz
was 3cheduled to work as a feeder in tne [lack Plate Division
of the tin nill at the rate of approximately 59.96 per 8-hour
day. On ilay 11, Zreenberg reported for work, One of the crew
of h!s unlt was abaent because of 1llliness and the crew was

short handed. The Management decided not to operate this unit,

‘e ilanagement then notlfled Greenberg that he could work
on another job at a lower rate than the iob that he was scheduled
for as a feeder, ireenberg expressed willingness to work on this
Job but nbjected to working for a lower rate. He requested that
he be rald -ils regular rate and contended that payment under
thls rate was necessary under provision of Article IV, Section 3,
which reads as followss

"An employee workingz on a regular Job ordinarily
filled by someone else, 3ahall be pald the rate of the
jobe An employee requested by Hanagement to take a Jjob
paylng less than the normal ray of the Job on whidh he
1s regularly employed shall receive the rate which hLe
receives when regularly employed."

Creenbergs was then told that he would either work at the
lower rate or there would be no work available for him, He then
went horie and requests that he be given four hours'! pay for re-
portinz for work under the provisions of Article V, 5ection 5,
quoted nheretofore in the Rippe Case.

Be Company's Contention:

That Greenberg was not assigned to lhils regular work be-
cause of conditions beyond the control of the Company and that
he should nave accepted the work which was offered to him.

Ce Discussion:

Article IV, Section 5, provides that an employee requested
by llanagement to take a job paying less than the nomal pay o’
the job on which he is regularly employed, shall receive the rate
which he receives when regularly employed. -+-he foreman in the
Creenberyg case, who insisted that Greenberg work at the lower
rate, was violating the principal provisions of the section above.
Greenberg, having reported “or work for which he was scheduled
and finding no work available, through no fault of his own, 1is
therefore entitlsd to be paild for four hourst at tie occupatlional

rate of the job for which he was scheduled to report as requlred
in Article V, Section S.

In passing, trere 13 3jome queation as to the procedure
followed by Creenberg ln this case. It would probably nave been
wiser for him to have accepted the Job olfered to ulm and then
to nhave brousht up, as a grievance, his plea for pay at his




"inenever an employee 1s scheduled to work or
~.~3 heen notifled to revort for work, and upon are
rivel at the plant finds no work available, Lie snall
be r2ld [op four 12urs! work at thwe nccunatisnal rate
of the job for whicih ..e was scheduled to report,”

B. Company's Contentlon:

The Company polnted out at the hearing that when people
renoxt .20 LUlci, LU 23 tiwe tustom Iin Vo, 2 licartn to arcange

, for a 3ubstitute to taike over the job and that the substitute

13 50 il wiulod minull Uiie resular ..an rozorts "on" ILn advance
of comins to work; thet the crane operator 1s a key man and the

- work of othor emnloyees depends nn the operation of the crane;

that 1t 13 necessary to schedule crane operators in alvance,

The Comrany also noints out that havinz no word as to whether or
not RWppo would rejort for the Saturday shilt, a substitute wes
assicned to the crane and, had the substitute been withdrawm from
this work when Ripre appearcd at the teginning of tlie shift, it
would have been necessary, under the contract, to pay the sube-
stitute for four hours! work.

Ce Discussion:

I¢ appears, {rom the testimony, that there had been a
practice in No. 2 Open Hearth to require an absentee to report
"on® after an absence; although this may not have teen a iard 2and
fast rule, It appears, however, from the testimony csiven with
reference to the type of work, tiat It was essential for the
managenent to know that a crane operator, regular or substitute,
would be on the jobe This 1s made necessary by the fact tiiat

Vaas

the work of other employeesa dJdepends upon the crane being operated.

Your arbitrator is impressed by the clause in Article V&
Section 5, referring to an employee being "scheduled to work,
It appears that the foreman had no definlte Lnformation as to
wnether Ripvpe would appear on the nigsht in question. He, there=-
fore, assizned another man to the job to insure the operaticn cf
the crane and, intending to be absent, left a nessage for Ripre
assigning him to work as stocker in the event that he would ap-
pear. The note left appeared to be necessary to t ake care ol the
contingent appearance of Rippe and to make a definite adsigmment
of responsidilities for the shift in question.

The general practice for reporting "on", after reporting
off, appears to be a necessary part of the scheduling of the en-
Ployee t5 work. The instant dispute could have been avalied
had the Company adopted definite rules as to reporting "off" and
"on"y However, under all of the circumstances of the case, it
is the ~pinicn of 7our arbitrator that Rijpre is'not entitlsd to
comrensation, a failure to receive his regular assimment having

resulted from conditions within his control, rather than witiin
the control of the Company.




regular rate under Artlicle IV, Section 5, rather than to have
followed hia own inclinatlions as to whetler or not he would work
on the day in question. iwhether or not he did or did not follow
the wilser course doea not, however, affect the rights siven him
under the contract.

ARBITRATION AWARD

: l. That Corley Ripre is not entitled to receive pay ‘or
four hoursa! work under Article V, Section 5, of the contract, .

2., That Jack Greenberg Is entitled to te pald for four

hours! work under the provislion of Articles IV and V, Section 5,
of the contract.

S/ JOHN K. KYLRE
rboltrator

Dated thia Sth day of Aprll, 1944.




