In the Asbitrstion Matter )
Between the )

Inland Steel Company ) ARBITRATICN NO, #31
and the )

United Steelworkers of America )

Local 1017 3

Both of Indiana Harbor, Indiana LIS,

On December 3, 1946, the Inland Steel Company, represented by ¥. A. Blake,
Superintendent of lLabor Relations and the United Steelworkers of imerica, rep~
resented by Joseph B. Jenesks, Representative, addressed a letter to Jacodb J.
3lair, the undersigned, requesting him to serve as arbitrator to decide several
cases then {n controversy between them. A copy of this letter is shown belows

INLAND STEEL CONMPANY
IHDIANA MARBOR WORKS
East Chicago, Indianas

Dec. 3, 1946

Mr. Jacob J. Blair
335 B Union Trust Bullding
Pittsburgh, Penngylvania

Dear Hr. Blaixr:

Res Grievances Noa. 31-B«6, 4=B=8], %5=B-30 and 12=B-9,
requesting reinstatement of women war workers and

—SSEpenantion for time lost.

The management of the Indiana Harbor works Plant of the Inland Steel Cospany.,
and Local Union 1010 of the United Steelworkers of America, (CI0), have been ur-
able to resolve the above mmbered grievances, and in accordance with Step number
6 in Section 7, Article VI, entitled "Adjustment of Grievences” of the Agreement
between the company and the union, the matter {s new to be submitted to an im-
partial umpirs.

You have been agreed upon, and we would appreciate word from you regarding
your willingness to serxve. If you are avallasble, will you be kind enough to sub-
mit seversl possible dates for a hearing, to eliminate any danger of possible
conflict with other matters involving either the management or the union.

All of these disputes have to do with the question of whether or not the
company acted within {ts rights when it laid off women war workers following the
termination of the war effort because they were unsble %0 meet all the require-
ments and perform all of the duties specified in the job content of their parti-
cular jobe. The charge is generally made by the union that these women were laid
off in vioclation of the Seniority Article of the Agresment between the company and
the union and without regard to the provisions contained in Section 11 of Article
VI of the igreement dealing with Discharges.




Should you desire a formal joint submission of the fesue or issues involved
prior to the date of the hearing, we shall atteapt to have the same prepared
and agreed upon jointly in order to facilitate the hearing of the same.

The hearing '3 t0 bs held in the meeting room of the Indiana Harbor rorks Plant
of Inland iteel Company in East Chicago, Indiana, at & time and date mutmally
acceptable to all concerned. “hen a date s finally agreed upon, we will advise
you with respect to the type of transportation to take from Chicago, and arrange
to meet you If necessary.

Very truly yours,
INLANRD STEEL COMPANY

By_. M. A Dlake (Sioned)
Supt. of Labor Relations

UMITED STEELWCORKERS OF AMERICA

By
Representative

cct My, Joseph Jeneske
My. F. M. Gillies
Mr. L. 8. Luellen
Mr. %, G, Caples

Pursuant to the terms of the Agreement betwsen the parties, four issues
were submitted to Jacob J. Blair, in a hearing held {a the Offices of the Company,
at Indisna Harbor, Indians on January 14, 1947, Coples of the grievances identi-
fying these issues are shown belowt

June 7, 1946 STATEMENT OF GRIEVANRCE (%-8-30)
USA Locsl Union Ne. 1010

NAMEs Zlla Crews, Bennie Yaucy, Fannie Weteson, Johnetta, Mclawn, Mary Morris,
Ollie *1lliams, Daisy Upshaw.

CHECK NC. 3363, 3367, 3366, 8373, 8383, 3268, 8ml.

DEPARTMENT - DIVISION #2 Open Hearth - Labor

OESCRIPTION CF GRIEVANCES Aggrieved contend termination of e
ployment in vielation of Article VI,
Section 11 of the Agreement.
Request reinstatement and compensation
for time lost.

(5igned) Harry H. Powell, Rep.

June 19, 1646

SUPER INTENDENT 'S DISPCSITION)




These Somen War workers were lsid of f permanently because they could not perform
the normal requirements of the job. Ye do not feel that this action wes in
viclation of the contract.

(3igned) L. R. Berner

June 25, 1946

SUPERINTENDENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS DISPOSITIONG

Our investigation reveals that the following named employees, working as
Laborers in No. 2 Cpen Hearth, camnot perform more than 40%X of the job require~
mentsld £lla Crews, Bennie ii. Yancy, Johnetta 3. iclaurin, Mary F. Morris, Cllie
vwillisms and Dasly M. Upshaw. ¥e therefore must sustain the action of depart-
mental superintendent i{n permanently laying off these temporary war workers. In
the case of Kannie Viatson, Foundry Helper, our investigation reveals that she
cannot perform mere than one-half the normsl job requirements. Therefore, we
st sustain the permanent lay off of this temporary woman war worker. Reinstate-
ment and compensation for time lost is denied.

(5igned) M. M. McClure

July 2, 1946

GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT'S DISPOSITIONS

3ee reply dated July 2, 1946, addressed to Mr. Harry H. Powell, Grievance
Committesman, #2 Open Hearth. Ret Terminatien of Zxployment of Yomen “ar -orkers
in Alleged Vioclation of Article VI, 3ection 1l of Agreement. Griemance #%-3-13C,
dated 3/7/4a6.
Attachment (Signed)

Leland 3. Lyellen
Asst. to General Supt.

May 17, 1946 STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE (12-B-9)
USA Local Union No. 1010

NAME) Anne Jut, Nadgeline Mureean
CHECK NC. 4341, 4538
DEPARTMINT - DIVISION Galvsnize Dept. OCCUPATION Inspector Helpers

DESCRIPTION CF GRIEVANCE: Discharged without cause and not
according to seniority.

(3igned) "m. Jenvey, Rep.
May 22, 1946

SUPERINTENDENT *S DISPOSITION:

The aggrieved were employed for occupetions of Ingpectors and inspector
helpers because of the shortage of man-power during the war emergency.




The aggriaved had not besn able to perform the complete and normal require-
ments of (a2 sccupations and are therefore being replaced with male exployees.

(signed) H. ¥. Bradley
June 7, 1945

SUPERDNITENDENT CF INDUSTRIAL AZLATIONG DISHCSITIONG
An investigation of this grievance reveals that the women {nvolved are un-
able to meet the job requirements set up for the occupstion of i{nspector helper,

The Management feels that the women simply do not have the physical capacity to
perform the following job duties:

1. Hook and un~hook rolls during roll change, or equipment during flux
box change.

2. Orive machine in or out.

3« Clean sereen conveyor.

4. Obtain blocks and aid in dressing lot.

Inasmuch as the foregoing constitute sbout 25X of the total job requirsments, they
cannot be sald to be performing these tasks 3s well as the men and, consequently,
this grievance is denied.

(Signed) M. M, McClurs

GENERAL TUPRRINTENDENT*¢ DISPOSITION:

See reply dated June 12, 1946, addressed to ¥m. Jenvey, Grievance Committeeman,
Sheet Hill, et Galv. Dept., Ann Sut, #d%41, and Vagdeline Muresan, #4538. Grie-~
vance #12-B=9, dated 3/17/46.

(signed)__Ls J. Lusllen
Asst. to General Superintendent

April 17, 1946 STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE {4=B-51)
USA Local Unien Ne. 1010

NAMET General (women)

CHECK NC,

CEPARTMENT - DIVISICN 41 Open Hearth OCCUPATION  Labor

DESCRIPTION CF GRIEVANCE' Management of Mo. 1 Upen Hearth has laid off
indiscriminately & mmber of women from the
labor department. The Union objects to the
deliberate violation of the agresment. Younger
employees sre left in the labor department. we
request that these women be reinstated and pelid
all lost time.

Nick Migss, Grievance Committeeman

Halter Pedxiwiatr, Assistant

April 29, 1946




SUPERINTENDENT 'S DISPOSITION

5ee Cepartmental Management's reply dated April 29, 1946, addressed to
Nick Migas, Grievance Committeeman, #1 Open Hearth Re! General Grievance
#4=-3-%]1 or “omen Laid Off, dated 4/17/46.
Attachment.,
(Signed) John Rudolf, Supt., #1 O.H.

May 2C, 1546

SUPEZRTNTENDENT CF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONG DISPOSITIONS

In this grievance there are nine women involved, indicated by the following
check rueberss 723, 727, 729, 733, 74C, 741, 733, 790 and 788. Investigation
of this case indicates that eight of the nine employees involved were lald off
for proper reason. Ividence proves that they are not performing in the normsl
requirements of their jobs. There are aany elements of the normal labor job
at No. 1 Cpen Hearth which these female omployees do not perform at all, and
there are other tasks which they perform far below the normal standard of the
department. In the case of the latter, Check No. 733, {t was discoversd, after
she was laid off, that she was performing her work as well as would normslly be
oxpected of a male employss. Therefore, she has been reinstated and her lost
time made up,

(319““)'0 M. #cClure

July 18, 1946 STATIMENT OF GRIEVANCE (1~B=4)
JSA Local 'mnfon No. 1010

NAMESs vomen Employees
DEPARTMENT - DIVISICR Coke Plant QCCUPATION Laborers

DESCRIPTION OF GRIEVANCE: Cempantyy has violated Article 7 of the Agreement
by not recalling these women and placing new
enployees on their job.

July 20, 1946

SUPER INTENDENT 'S JISPOSITION:

The aggrieved were not returned to work to the Coke Plant because they were
hired as women war workers, and have now been replaced with sen. Therefore,
the grievance 1s denled.

(Signed) G. L. Corban

SUPERINTENDENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS DISPOSITION:

It is our opinien that any temporary women wer workers lald off since the
tarmination of hostilities with Japan are not subject to recall. The employment
of women in the steel {ndustry was strickly s war measure and not covered by the
usual censiderstions of the Labor Agreement. At the time of signing lLabor Agree-
ment on August 35, 1942, the manpower shortage during the war had not developed
yot t0 a point whare 1t was necessary to give considerstion to the question of
employing women on jobs traditionally held by men. It wes many months later
before action was taken to employ women. It hardly seems logical that amer-
gencies arising under the extremes of war conditions would be covered by the

.s-



Labor Agresment, which was written to include the ususl and normsl con-
siderations in the employer-employse relationghip. No thinking or fair-minded
person would deny the fact that women were taken {nto Amserican industry during
the war smergency because sufficient manpower was not available to fill the war
jobs. The women covered by this grievance were laid off upen termination of
their jobs. ‘lostilities have long since ceased and aen are now available and
there is no longer 2 need for the services of these women. It has been under-
stood all aleng by women war workers, Management, the Union, aleo war sgencles
such as ¥ar Manpower Commission, U.S. Employment Service, Women's Bureau of the
Department of Labor, State Labor Commissioner's Office, U.S. Army authoritiles
charged with the responsibility of manning war plants, that women were utilized
during the war emergency for the purpose of assisting in winning the victory on
the production line. That victory has been won and, therefore, their jobs are
done. Grievance rejected.

(Signed) M. M. McClure
Septesber 10, 1946
GENERAL SUPER INTENDENT®S DISPOSITION:

See reply dated 9/10/46 addressed to Mr. Glenn Cramer, Grievance Committeeman,
Plancor-Re: ¥omen employees, Coke Plant laborers contend Company has violated
Article VII of Agreement by net recalling them and placing new employees on
their job. p - Grievence #3-B-6, dated 7 '715/46.
Attachment.
(Stgned) L. B. Luellen,
Asst. to Cen. Swto

THE JSSUES,

Four grievances were presented by the parties in this case, 8ll dealing
with the same issue. Such differences as exist between these grievances are
differeaces in argument and fect. Because the same issus is involved {n all
four grievances, these four cases will be considered together, with diffe-
rences pointed out only as such differences are found.

The basic lssue running through all four grievances is whether the Company
has the right under the contract to permanently lay off certain female employees
hired during the war to take the place of male werkers who either entered the
Armed 3ervices or resigned to take the other jobs. Yomen were aleo hired to do
jobs usually assigned to men as 2 result of the expansion of the plant during
the war, male workers not being available for these assigrments. Upon the ter-
mination of the war, and when male labor became available, the Cospany permsnently
laid off the women involved in these grievances and replaced them with men.

This action of the Compary is challenged Dy the Union on the grounds first,
that these female employees were “discharged” without cause in violation of the
Agreement and second, these femsle employees were laid off in violation of the
senfority provisions ef the Agreement/

SONIRACT CLAVSES CITED EY THE PARTIES

Under Section 11 of the Agreement, the Union holde that the permanent se-
paration of these female employeses from employment in the Company wes the equi-
valent of s discharge. Discharges, according to the Union, are to be made accore-
ding to the conditions of irticle 6, Section 11, which reads as followe:

-f e
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Oischarges.

Section ii. In the exercise of its rights as set forth in Article XI,
Management agrees that a member of the Union shall not arbitrarily be
discharged, but that in all instances in whibh Management may conclude
that an erployvee's conduct may justify suspension or discharge, he

shall first be suspended. 3uch suspension shall be for not more than
five (3) calendar days. During this period of initial suspension, the
employee may, {f he belleves that he has been unjustly dealt with, re-
Guest 3 hearing and 3 statement of the alleged offense from his super-
intendent, or the department of Industrial Relations with the member

or members of the grievance committee present. After such hearing,
Management may conclude whether the suspension shall be convertad into
discharge or, dependent upon the facts of the case, that such suspension
may be extended or revoked. Any such decision will be given within forty-
eight (48) hours after the hearing. If the suspension {s revoked the
employee shall be returned to his regular occupation and receive full
compensation at this regular ate of psy for the time lost, but in the
event disposition shall result in sither the affirmetion or extension

of the suspension or discharge of the employes, the employee may allege

a grievance which shall be disposed of in accordance with this grievance
procedure of Article VI, starting with Step 4, without prior notification.
Should {t be determined by the Compeny or by sn umpire in accordance with
the grievance procedure that the employee has been discharged or suspended
unjustly, the Company shall reinstate the ampleyee and pey full compensa-
tion at the esployee's regular rate of pay for the time lost.

Under this Article and 3ection, it will be noted that the procedure re-
quires first, a suspension for not mere than five (3) calendar days, a hearing
on the alleged offense for which the employee was discharged followed by s
decision on the disposition of the case tersinating in arbitration under the
grievance procedure.

The Union also cites Article 7, the Semiority Clause. The pertinent pro-
visions of this Article are quoted below:

Seniority.

The Company and the Union recognize that promotional opportunity and
job security, when decresse of forces takes place, and reinstatements
after layeffs should merit consideration in proportion to length of
continuous service. It is 3leo recognized that efficient operation
of the plant grestly depends on the ability of the individual on his
particular job.

It will be the intent of the sdministration of the following action to
give full due consideration to the employee'’s length of continuous
service in the depertment within which he {s sctive.

Following the Preamble appears Section 2, entitled "Demotions.” This
providess

Demotions.

Section 2. *hen it {s necessary to lay employeas off because of do-
creased business activity, the following precedurs shall be in force:




1. Ewpleyees having no seniority shall be laid off. (Probationary
employees. )

2+ Trie hours of work shall be reduced to twenty-four (24) hours per
voax before anyons else is laid off.

Je 3hould there be further decrease in force, employees will be laid
off according to the senlority status as defined in the following
paragraphs of this section in order to maintain the 2M~hour week.

Employees will be demoted and laid off by considering the following
factorss

(a) Length of continuous departmental service.
(b) Ability to perform the work.
(c) Physical fitness.

Employees will be Jdemoted in reverse order of the promotional sequence in
accordance with factors (a), (b) and (c) above. Where fectors (b) and (c) are
relatively eQual continuous service in the department shall govern. No question
may be raised with respect to factor (b) "ability to perform the work", where
the employee has held and performed the duties of an occupation for six-months
or more.

In the evaluation of (b) and (c) of employees on occupations where employees
have not proved their ability to perform the work by heving held the occupation
six months or more, the campany will be the judge.

Under this Article the Unlon points out that the Company is obligated to
consider only length of continuous departmental service since sll of the women
involved have more than 6C-day satisfactory records in the departments from
which they were laid off.

The Company alss makes refezrence to Article 7, Section 2, claiming that
under the circumstances they were entitled te consider physical fitness ae 2
basis for laying off female employees when the full content of the job was restored.

The Company also refers to Article 11 of the Agreement covering ths rights
of mansgement. This Article is reproduced belows

Plant Management.

The menagement of the plants and direction of the working forces,
including the right to direct, plan and control plant operstions,
the right to hire, promote, demote, suspend, and discharge esployees
for cause, and to relieve esployees because of lack of work or for
other legitimate reasons, and the right to introduce new and improved
methods or facilities and to change existing production methods or
facilities and to manage the properties in the traditional menner,

is vested exclusively in the Company, provided that nothing shall

be used for the purpose of diecrimination against employees because
of membership in or sctivity on behalf of the Union. These provisions
shall not apply to nullify the other provisions of this agreement.




Under this article the Company stresses their right to "relleve employees

because of lack of work or for gther legitimate reagons.” (My underscoring for
exphasis.)

SRUIENT IS QF THE PARTIRS.

In cases involving grievances numbers 5-B-30, 4-B-3]1, and 12-B-9, the Union
holds that the femele employess involved should be reinstated in their former
positions with back pay on two principel grounds. Firet, that these women were
not discharged in accordance with the discharge procedure outlined in Article 6,
Section ll. Second, the Union claims that these women fully satisfied the jobs
to which they were assigned. They had :is0 been employed on these jobs with a
satisfactory record for more than six months. In view of this, the Company s
not permitted under Article VII, section 2 to lay them off while retaining other
employees, including men, who were junior to them in length of service. Such
action by the Company would jeopardize the entire seniority section of the Agree-
ment, thus weskening a "property right” which employees have in their jobs.

Grievance 3-8-6, involving women employed as laborers in Mo. 3 Coke “iunt,
wes argued on the same grounds as the first three grievances, plus the additional
claia that mele jobs have never been established in the No. 3 Coke Plant since it
did not begin operations until 1943, It was 3l90 argued that supervision in No. 3
Coke Plant had agreed that these women would be taken back on their former jobs
as soon as the Plant was reopened, this condition eccuring in June of 1946,

The Company claims that all of the jobs upen which these women were employed
were jobs traditionally held by men. The only exception to this are the jobe in
the Labor Department in the No. 3 Coke Plant, but even here the Company contends that
wOmen are not normslly employed on such work, hence, these jobs cannot be regarded
differently from the others. In order to meet the demands of the War, these jobs
ware then scaled downmward to ensble women te De assigned. As a consequence, women
a8t best performed only a part of the normal job requirements in these departments.
Opinions of supervisers in each of these departments were given to show the per-
centage of the full job which women were unable to do.

At the end of the ¥ar and when male ladbor became available, the Company under
its rights in Article 11 of the Agreement, changed the partial jobs back to their
full pre-wmar content. Under these circumstances women, being unsble to perfors
sll the requirements of the job, were relessed, and their places were filled by
nen.

On grievance J-B-¢ the Compeny denies that eupervision mede any specific com
nittment t0 re-employ women after Coke Plant Me. 3 wes again put in operstion. In-
stead, it was held that supervision indicsted that the women would be employed on
such work as they were capable of doing.

ANALXSIS AND FINDINGE

All four of these cases rest upon the question of the physical fitness of the
female ewmployse to perform the normel duties of the job. All the jobs upen which
thess women were employed were jobs requiring hesvy physical labor. Particuler
attention is called to the fact that two of the grievances are in the lLsbor Division
of #1 and #2 Open Hearth, a third in the Gslvanizing Department and a fourth i{n the




Labor Depariment of No. 3 Coke Ovens. As such, this lssue is not a new one,
but one which has been trested exhaustively in srbitration and %. L. R. 8.
decisions. %ith the general principle established that an eeployee should

be able and physically fit to perform the job in question, this principle is
found not only in arbitration decisions which will be reviewed later, but in
at least one decision of the Mational Labor Relations Beard. (Columbia Powder
Company, Frederickson, Washington, and Powder Morkers Federal Labor Union.
Case No. C‘NIBQ -"spl',.l 7’ 1942, 4C N. L. . B. 223, 10 L.RR Han. 58).

The obvious exception to this rule 1s a gain covered by an N. L. R. B.
decision in the Crossett Lumber Company case. Here the Company applied two
standards of physical fitness, the 3oard holding that such a policy was un-
_’u‘tifi.do

All arbitration decisions studied were unanimous in meintaining the prin-
ciple that in the case of women, the employer had the right to replace them if
their ability or efficiently was less than male workers. (See Republic Steel
Corporation ami United Steelworkers of America, 1 LA 244; Unjon O1l Company
and Cil “orkers International Unfon 3 LA 109 Seattle Department Stores ax<
Building Service Employees, 3 LA 130; Pittsburgh Corning Corporation and United
iine vorkers, 3 LA 364; Ingras-Richardson Menufscturing Cempany and United Steel
Workers of America 3 LA 482).

The cases then rest not upon a principle but upon a question of fact, via were
women physically fit to perform the work when the job was restored to its normal
content?

In answer the Company cited the work required i{n the jobs of the four de-
partments. It is pertinent here to inquire only into that portion of the job
which women were unable to do.

The women involved in grievance 5-B-)0 were employed in the Lador Department
of Ho. 2 Open Hearth. Testimony, uncontested Dy the Union, wes to the effect
that these women could perfora only 50X to 60X of the work in this department
sihich normally would be assigned to men.

The women involved in grievance 12-B-9 worked in the Celvanizing Department.
In this case testimony was te theeffect that they could do 50X or more of the full
job. 3Some eperations like drossing, hooking up rolls, bofling pot leaks and hand-
1ing wide sheets had to be done by men. Normslly, sll of this work was performed
by men assigned to the jeb from which women were laid off. These statements also
were not denled by the Union.

The testimony in grievance 4-B-31, involving women employed in the Labor
Departaent of 'to. 1 OUpen Mearth, was similar to that previously outlined under
the No. 2 Open Heurib. Examples given were to the effect that women were only
33X as efficient as men in wheeling brick up to the furnacess on light clean
up work around the furnace, they were from 50X to 60X as efficlent as menj and,
that in all cases where women were used, special arrangements of special allowances
had to be provided.

As noted before, the circumstances of grievance 3-B-6 differ from the first
three grievances in that women had initlally filled the jobs in 1943 when the plan:
was opensd. It is from these jobs that the women have since been displaced. In
addition, it is clasimed by the Union that supervison had agreed to take these women
back when No. 3 Coke Plant wes returned to operation. Except for the latter, the
Company acknowledged that women were i{nitially employed on the jobs from which they
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were later displaced, but claim that these jobs are traditionally held hy men.

In other words, under normal operations such as would preveil at this time, men
would do this work. Hany of the jobs in this department are clearly outside the
physical limitations of women. For example, unlosding lime and soda ash requires
1lifting up packages of 50 or more pounds in weight) cleaning the phenol tower and
the C=5-2 column require climbing and exposure to fumes and other hazardsi hreaking
concrete with an air hawmer together with heavy excavation work are clearly out-
side the limits of *he work that women can do safely. In all, women were unable
to do about 25X of the job in the Labor Department of No. 3 Coke Plant. Like the
others, these statements were not challenged by the Union,

From these facts it s clearly shown that the women were replaced by men only
because they unable to perform the work normelly included in the job. It has al-
ready been pointed out that most suthoritative opinion sustains the action of the
Company.

No merit can be found in the Union argument that women were digeriminated
againet because the Company did keep older men {n the Labor Department who were
aleo unadble to perform all the duties of the job. Such an argument would have
merit only if it was shown that the employment of such older men followed an
arbitrary policy. No fects to substantiate such a claim were revealed.

It is sbundantly clear that the fects establish that the women involved in
each of the four grievances were laid off their jobs because they were physi-
cally unqualified to perform the heevy and arduous work, normelly s part of this
job. Under these circumstances the seniority rights of employees are not en-
dangered. Ample evidence of this is in the careful consideration given to this
case. Purther evidence, !f necessary, is found in the grievance procedure wherein
"grievances arising out of the terme of this Agreement™ are subject in the final
step to arbitretion. This prevents unilateral action on the part of the Company
and gives sccepted protection to all esployees under this Agreement. The layoff
of these women for thees ressons does not violate Article VI, Section 1l and
‘rticle VII, the Preface and Section 2. Inetead, it must be held as being clearly
within the right of menagement under Article XI, "Plant Management” to “hire,
promote, demote, suspend, and dischargye employees for cause, and to relieve e
ployees because of lack of work or for other legitimete reasons.”

Phile not stressed by elither of the parties, it seems appropriste to point
out that Article VII, Section 11, “"Reservice labor” {s closely related to irticle
XI. Under Article VII, Section 11, "Employees laid off may, be spplication to the
Industrial Relations Department or Genersl Superintendent, be placed on the reserve
labor list. Preferential consideration will be given to these employees in line
with length of service, ability and physical fitness. In the event permsnent jobs
open in departments other than those to which the employee has been attached, re-
serve labor employses will be preferentislly considered for filling of these jobs.
His seninrity statua in his old department shall be reserved, byt not after ade-
quate nctice has been given and his refussl to reinstate to his old job when it
again becomes available.

Subject them to the rights which these women have under Article VII, Section 11,
the action of the Company in laying off the women in esch of the four grievances
discussed herein, because they were physically unqualified to perform the normel
duties of the jobs to which they were assigned, is sustained.




LGS I

In view of all the facts and arguments submitted by the parties, both orally,
and in writing, the Union claims under grievences 4-8-3]1, %B-30, 12~8~9, and
3-B-6 that these women were permanently laid off in violation of irticle VI,
Section 11, "Discharges™; and irticle VII, "seniority,” Preface and section 2,
“Jemotions” i3 denied on the ground thats (a) under Article XI, “Plant Mans-
gement,” the Company has the right to "Relleve employees .....forcecc..legi-
timate reasons”; and (b) that the jobs from which these women were laid off
were normally jobs done by menst and (c) that the women were unqualified phy-
sically, to perform the job when restored to lts usually and traditional content.
The Union claims with respect to these grievances ls, therefore, denied.

Jacob J. Blalr, Arbitrator

Jated In Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, March 21, 1947.




