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ARBITRATION AWARD

In the matter of the Arbitration between

INLAND STEEL COMPANY, Indiana Harbor Works,

and,

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA, LOCAL 1010,

Grievanee KNumder 20.De3

4

-

before, Franklin G, Moore, Arbitrator, ats the Inland 3tveel Company,

East Chicago, Indiana, on Tuesday, August 4, 1983,

APFEARAXCES

Por the Coupany

MR, T, G, CURE, Assistant
Supsrintendent, Labor
Relatiuns Department,

MR, T, R. TIZALSKY, Divisiomal
Supervisor, Labor Relae
tions Department,

MR, A. W, GRUNDSTROM, Senior
Wage Amalyst, Industrial
Engimeering Department,

MR. R, L. 3MITH, Assistant
Superintendent, Industrial
Engineering Department,

MR, C. R. GREBEY, Job Anmalys%,
Industrial Engineering
Department,

MR, M, V. SCHILLO, Assistant
Superinterdent, Jtores and
Refraotories

For the Union

MR, FRED A, GARDNER, Vice-
Chairman, Grievance Commit tee,

MR, JACK WILSON,

MR, DON BLACK,

MR, ROBER? MORGAN,

MR, CLAUDE MITCHELL

ARBITRATOR

Franklin G, Moore



The Dispute

The Union conitends that chenges heve taken plece in the job of
"Trusk Uriver" (index 12-0203-11-12) in the Stores snd Refracteries de.'
partnent since the original rating was established and thad the present
rating is therelore ingorrest. The present job title, dessription and
rating were set up in 1948, It represented a consolidatien inte ene
title end rating of what had been tentatively set up as three separalts

Jobs by the Company's Industrial Engioeering department,

The Union 1ists she following specifie ehanges whieh, 1% son-
tends, justify changes in the reating of eertain facters used {n the
evaluation of jods (Tr. p. 0)

le Radios in trucks,

8, Keeping time on coils, popoorn, sheets snd breskdowns.

8. Addition of new and different kinds of %rweks and trailers,

4. Uill has been enlarged end more ¥rueks have deen added sinse
the installation of the old slassification whieh brings abous grester
responsidility and more safety hasarde 40 eontend with,

8, iHelpere have been rexoved from %rucks 84.75-149-150-176 and

the drivers have te perform both xen's work,

The Union, in {ts grievance, filed January 22, 1943, eontende
that the Coupany has violated Artiele V Section € of the gollective

bargaining agreement by not giving recognition %o the effect of olaimed
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erupvos, The Unlen furthrir co-tanie shat the changae in the job of

Trael Driver justify the followirg changes in ratings of the faoctars

liateds
Fresent Hebting Reting Requested
in Orievanse
Faator Level Degrme FPoints Le7e)l Lezreae Folnte
Thysiosl Strength 1 c 2 1 D .
Quicknasy of Come
prehension 3 e H 5 D $
Experience 2 B 4 s ¢ 8
Aacident Exposure 3 c 7 4 ¢ 10
Responsibility for
Equipment Conaer-
vation 3. 3 & 4 T
Responaibility for
Safety of Others 3 ¢ 3 3 D 5
Educetional Hequire.
pauta 2 e 8 ] Y ]

The Conpany contends that there have beem mo chamges {ia jod
contsnt which jJustify a change in the classifiecation of the Truck

Driver's job,

Lisocuision

In eveluating a job, 1% is customary to desorihe the work done,
thu desaription being written up in spproxinately the wanner followed
at I:twid “teel, The evaluation itself 4s often dons after waking wp

a second type of description (as is doiw on the reverse side of
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Inlazd's devoription sheed ard titled "Job Classificasion”) im which the

job requirg:.exte of tho werious faetors are sst forth,

In ‘Le case of the job "Truek Drive: ® (index 12.0209.11.12), the
driving of several warieties of trucks, haniling various waterials
over warious routss, has heen corhined irte a single job title und has

besn given a single rate,

The deseription of duties is not & 1is% eof things done by the
driver of any one truek, It includes the most imporsant work done en
several different truok driving Jobs, 9ince truck drivers shift adout,
to some extent, from truck to trusk, most of the drivers weuld, over a
poriod of tize, have %o perforn wost of the work llsted.

The rating givan to job 12-0209-11«12 in 1948 wae dased on the
"average” truck drivinr job, recognizing thas such an "average" ruefloeected
£has {1wlusion of sous 3lightly above and some slightly belew average
Jobs,

Aegording %0 tha Collective Bargaining Agreement She Arditrator's
power is lizni%ed %o interpretation, applicatioa and determination of
eoxpl lance with the Agresment, Whea pew jobs are oreated or when old
Jobs change suffioiently ¢o warrant a change in the elassifiocation, the
Conpany le rejuired by the soniract to dovelep a new sppropriate

dassription and to rate the jJob macordingly.

The first question realessd here is, has there been acy changs at all

in the Truecx Uriver's job sinze 19487 If it has changed even & little,
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then a second question is raised, has it changed so as to ohange its
roquirecents as to training, skill, resporsibility, effort or working
coniltions enough to ochangy its classificationt It should be noted

that 12'ond Steel, in common with other steel acempanics, haas many
rathisr than few job clanmsifications so that only small changes in the
level or degree of factors will usually cause shanges {2 the slassifica-

tion,

If the answer to the first quaation, "has there been any change
at all i{n the job?" {s nepative, Ghua the Arbitrator has no authority

45 do other than %o disallow the gri!evince,

However, the Union has §1;1-.d and the Conpany has not denied
that at least minor changee have ocourrsd, Thus the seoond queastien,
relating to the extent of the chanzes, 1is raised, Kere, as in the firet
qusstion, if the changes are so minor s not to have imersased the re-
quirensnts of the job as to training, skill, responsidility, efford or
working sonditions, the Arbltrator must disallow the olaims for greater

point ratings.

The Union has listed five speaific changes which it clains have
been made, The Coupany ocontends that et no time have (Tr. p, 30) "the
Union Hepresentatives or the employees been advised that the jod content
of this cacupation has changed in sny way so aa to affect the job

deseription or classifisation.” I4% further aconterds (Tr, p. 31) that a

raviow of tho job conteat rads by the Corpinmy after the filing of




grisvanae 20-D-3 “d430l03ed that there had besn no change in the jed
coatent that would affect the cecoupation as to sraining, skill, re.

sponsibility, effort, or working sonditions,...".

The Company eomtends further thad (Tr. p, 40) the Unlon d&id
not olaim, {a Jrievance 20-D.3, tha$ the job description waz nos
sdoquate and so the Coapany concludes VYhat only the rating and nod
the description is in dispute, The Union eontends (Tr. p. 112)
that $%s list of alleged changed eondiSions constitutes a slainm $hat

the desaription of the job no longer fully descrides is..

The job requiresents of the Truek Driver job (Index 12-0209.11-.12)
being a composite of several unlike jobsmay, unlike mos$ jJebs, shange
even Shough little ohange ocours i{n the description iteelf, The jod
deseription made up in 1948 was based on the averare truck driver's
Job using the shen existing truoks, Since 1948 the numder of truocks
has more than tredled and, acoording te the Unfem (Tr, p. 121), &
eonsideradle number of large trucks have been added, Desides more
large Srueks more varlety has been added (Tr, p. 59). It {s possidle
for the list of duties performed to continue to be roasombdly ac-
surate yet ¢o have had a change in the job requiresents of the aversrge

trusk driver jod,

The Arditrator believes that because of the incresased nmumber




of trucks in use, their greater diversity, and the greater number
of large trucks in use since 1948, there may have been, since 1948,
a change in the average job of Truck Driver (Index 12-0209-11-12)
which would change its requirements of one or more job evaluation
factors. The Arbtitrator, therefore, holds that he has the juris-
diction to decide the grievance on its merits as presented by the

contending parties.

The Specific Claims

The Arbitrator has not considered the evidence submitted by
the Union nor that submitted by the Company concerning the wage
rates of Truck Drivers employed by organizations other than Inland
Steel. Job Evaluation is a procedure whereby reasonably equitable
Jjob hase rates within a company are established. The amcunts paid
by other organizations are not pertinent here. Nor, in fact, is the
wage paid to Truck Drivers at Inland. The money value of any given
point total is part of the general wage structure of the Company.
The only question here is, "what is the proper level and degree for
each factor in contention?"

1) Fhysical Strength. The Arbitrator holds that the removai of
helpers or learners, whichever they may be, from five out of 98 trucks,

with a consequent increase of the physical effort on the part of the



-8-

drfvyre of tihicse Five Srusks 18 of irsulficient Luporianie to insreass
Lhe physles) stisaghkh reguiressats for the evirage Truck Driverts jub
sasagzh Lo warrand fiareasing tho rasing %0 leda3, The Job Clsasilica- "

t¥lon lamual deacription for degrue 1-C-2 appaars to be proper for the Jdb,

2) Experisnce, The Arbitra%or holds that tha faol that ths Cozpany
1s able to hire Truok Drivers with more than the miaimun expsileme, and
hoe done %o, 18 {nsufflolsnt ovidence to support the ecntention that the
axpeoriense requiresncats of the Job have changed, If the exporiome of
epplicaata hired ware agcoptoed as the weasure of the job rsquirsmsas, the
Coupany, 1n hiring, would havo 3 discrisinate against appliesats with
longthy exparionse, TWarg the truck driver’s job being evaluated now for
the first time ths Arbitrator would fesl that 4t mighd be appropriate to
reise the question as to vwhother the 2.3 or 3.C rating should apply. Eus
since ths 2.8 ratiny was ystablished in 1943, the Arbitrator has m
authority to ohangs 4% unlesa he finds thet a corrospooding ehange in the
Job requiremenus has occcurred., Failing %o find sueh a change hs holds

that the 2-B rating $e propsr,

3) Educational Requiremonts, The Job Classification Himial doseripe
tion of the "D" degres of sigrifiesnsy for Fducatiosal Reguirezesnts {Union
Exhivis 1 and Tr, p. 33) is as follows;

"Iulispunsable qualificatien since applicants would not be sclected

wlens poscezsing this qualifieatisn %3 an exesptional degree,”
Dogres "C" {s deseribed as follows:

"Distinstly preferrud qualification sinse applicants would usually
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L exazciad £o peagass this qualification,”

TLy Truak Drivep's Sob, it 1s conte~dod by the Union, should te
glven devrea D becauss of the {nstallation of two-way radios and ¢he
veyulresonss of ksaping a resord of lcads delivered, ete, {(Unlan

vxhidis 12,)

Tha Arbitrasor fails %0 3ce how the installstion of the rrndis in.
or.a198 ths edusadional roequirenents, In pertisular he falls to sos
how thalr fastalletion oa six truoxs inorcases the average esducational

ryguiresents for drivers of the 98 trucks,

The rilling 4n of ths record of the day's activity en o prepared
forxz instoad of turning in suohka report on a slip of paper (Tr. 101)

ssenis nold to require any greater edusatiomml abilisy,

The Uaion contonds that the :bility to maks out this raport is an
$rdlspancable pard of the jod whioch, thorefore, justifies & 2.D rating,
Tio roport to be turned in doss rot, however, eall for she Truok
Cyiver'e poszessiny the ability to make out reports to an exae¢piloml
dasras, Tiw Unien'’s ocontention seoms to be more that tho 1048 reting

wid wipoung dhan that the job requiressuts have ohanged substacstially,

In viow of the fact that the changcs in the lanznur of rercrting
tho Jlay's vwork 48 90 slipght, the Arbitrator holds tha% the existing

rating of 2.C-5 ia prouper.

4) Bosponsivility Sor EZgulpoout Consersetion, The Job Clus2irisation
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Manual instructs job raters to consider the greatest possible damage per
turn. From the evidence presented, the Arbitrator believes that the use
of greater numbers of large and more costly trucks necessarily raises
the Responsibility for Equipment Conservation. It is difficult to apply
the manual instruction to consider the greatest possible damager per
turn. If it bhad been intended that this figure should be the total
repaeir costs divided by the number of turns worked, such a figure could
have been submitted in evidence. Lacking such evidence, the Arbitrator
feels that if 3-B-5 was the appropriate rating for this job in 1948,

the substantial increase 1in the average value of the present equipment
makes a higher rating appropriate. The description in the manual for
level 3, degree B is no longer adequate and the description of level L,

degree B, more properly describes the present situation.

5, 6 and 7) Quickness of Comprehension, Accident Exposure and Re-
sponsibility for Safety of Others. The claimed Justificétion for
increased credit on these three factors is that there are more trucks,
more plant workers and more dense traffic. The Company has not directly
denied that there may be somewhat greater traffic density but contends
that the Job Classification Manual definitions of the levels and degrees

of these factors now in dispute are appropriate for today's conditions.

Because of some expansion in plant facilities since 1948, part of
the increase in the number of trucks in use which has occurred would not
increase the density of traffic since they operate over a greater ter-

ritory. Similarly the substitution of trucks for rail movement of

materials would increase the number of trucks but it would not in every
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crin insrease ths denaity of %relfle on forrer voadways,

Tha Arbitrator bslieves that sone insrease in ths density eof traffie
h:s cgourred zince 1948 but when he rcfe '8 %o the Job Clasaification
Kaxarn) ko €ieds that the change has haan so littls that the dsrinitions
of lavsla and degrece now used for these Lthree factors are aprronriate

and finds thaé mo changs in the rating for these tactors is justiried,

Award,

The Arbitratoer finds that the present ratings of 1.C-2 for Fhysieal
Strength, 2-B.4 for Experience, 2.0.8 for Fducational Requirementa, 3-C-3
for Quickness of Ccomprehensicn, 3.C.7 for Aecident Eapiiure and 3.C-$
for Responsibility for “afsty of Others are ocorrset, but that the rating
of 3-B.8 for Respomsibvility for Equipzent Conservation is inadeguete

ard that 1%t sheould be changed to 4-%.7,

-
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Octobar 16, 1983 \ CFrRnkiin Ge Noure

los Anzsles, California




