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AND
T TTED STEEL WORKERS CF AMERICA, LCC4 . THINT 40, 1010

GRIEVANCE NO. 6-D-1

DECISION OF ARBITRATOR

INTRODUCTION

The Management of the Indiana Harbor Works of the Inland Steel Company andi local
Union No. 1010 of the United Steel Workers, CIO, having been unable to settle the
Grievance No, 6-D-1, in accordance with Step No. 4, under Section 2, Article VIII, en-
titled "Adjustment of Grievances™ of the Agreement between the Compsny and the Union
dated July 30, 1952, the matter was submitted to the undersigned, as Arbitrator, on
Wednesday, September 16, 1953. The hearing was held in the Conference Room of the Inland
Steel Company,

Mr. R, L. Smith, Assistant Superintendent, Industrial Engineering

Mr. T. G. Cure, Assistant Superintendent, Labor Relations

Mr. L., R. Mitchell, Division Supervisor, Lebor Relations

Mr. C. R, Grebey, Jr., Industrial Engineering

Mr., ¥. A, Grundstrom, Industrial Engineering

Mr. . Thanos, Assistant Superintendent, Power and Steam Department,
representing the Company, and ’

Mr. Joseph B. Jeneske, International Representative

Mr. F. B. Hughes, Grievance Committeeman

Mr, J. H. Street, Aggrieved Employee,
representing the Union.

ISSUE

The question to be decided in the subject case was whether or not the Company was
in violation of Article V, Section 6, of the Collective Bargaining Agreement when it
denied the upward revision of the classification and base rate for the occupation of No.
3 Open Hearth Sub-station Operator of the Power and Steam Department.

Article V, of the Agreement deals with ®"Wages", and Section 6 thereof svates that:

The job description and classification for each job as agreed upon
under the provisions of the Wage Rate Inequity Agreement of June 30,
1947, and the Supplemental Agreement relating to Mechanical and Main-
%a-eace Occupations, dated August 4, 1949, shall continue in effect
smless (1) the Company changes the job content (requirements of the

job as to training, skill, responsibility, effort or working conditions)
g0 as to change the classification of such job under the Starndard Base
Rate Wage Scale or (2) the description and classification is changed by
motual agreement between the Company and the Union.

When and if, from time to time, the Company at its discr=tic- esuzblishes
a new job or changes the job content of an existing Jjob (reqairemau’ s

of the job as to training, skill, responsibility, effort or workirg con-
ditions) =0 &s to change the classification of sush job under the Standard
Base Rate Wage Scale, a new job descriptiocn and clesssification for the new
or changed job shall be established in scz- -a.ce with the following pro-
zedure:




A, The Comvany will d:zvelop a dascripiion 2+3% » ansification ¢f the
Jst in arzcordance with the proviaicns >0 “'i- a0 '2321d Wage Rate
Inegquit  Zi-reement.

B. Lo ;roposed descrivtion znd cliazzifica.’ %+’ 11 be submitted to

the grievance committee o the Unicn fer appr 2l

C. If the Company and the grievance comrittee are unable to agree
upon the description and classification, tiie Compary may, after thirty
(30) days from the date of such submission, install the proposed
clasgification and such description and clasgsification shall apply in
accordance with the provisions of the aforesaid Wage Rate Inequity
Agreement, subject to the provisions of sub-paragraph D below:

D, The employee or employees affected may at any time within thirty
(30) days from the date of such classification is installed, file a
grievance alleging that the job is improperly classified under the pro~
cedures of the aforesaid Wage Rate Inequity Agreement. Such grievance
shall be processed under the grievance procedure set forth in Article
w*IT of this Agreement and Section 9 of this Article. If the grievance
g~21l be submitted to arbitration, the arbitrator shall decide the ques~
tion of conformity to the provisions of the afcresaid Wage Rate Inequity
Agreement and the decision of the arbitrator shall be effective as of the
date when the disputed job description and classification was put into
effect.

BACKGROUND OF THE CASE

In 1951, the Company started work on extending the Open Hearth facilities by four
additionel Open Hearth furneces to & new building known as the No. 3 Open Hearth Shop.

Preliminary to the operations and in preparation of a work force and rate structure,
the Industrial Engineering Department drew up Descriptions and Classifications for some
60 occupations.

- One of these occupations was the No, 3 Open Hearth First Substation Operator. A
rough draft of the Description and Classification of this job was written and dated
"September, 1951°%,

In December, 1951, the rough draft of the description prepared in September, 1951,
was ~hecked against existing bench-mark occupations and similar Jjobs in the Company. A
new Job Descrivtion and Classification was prepared and dated "December, 1951".

On meay 28, 1952, before the construction was entirely complete, employees for the
Substation were assigned to the No. 3 Open Hearth end carried as Operator Repair Men -
Joo Cless 10, The Substation was not in operation at this time and consequently the
employees mentioned were not carried as Substation operatlors,

On August 19, 1952, a rate presentation was held at which time a member of the
Company's Industrisl Engineering Department, substituting for the man who el originalii,
described the job, erroneously presented the "September, 1951" rougk lraft Classification
to the Union re::er than the revised "December, 1951" Clessificaiion.,

On the basie of an error discovered in the %to%a1® .» ¢f the number of points on the
September, 1951 Classification, the Union challen;s? '« evaluati>n and submitted a

RESR-E



Classificaticn of *xneir own. The Covpany zgreed 1: .. u4 “he factors in dispute.

At a later ©a:e the Company revised the Decemr.., 7+, Description and Classi-
firz4ion and issue., and evidently press-ied *o the Un ~+, » Job Description and
Clagsification dated August, 1952, The ecact date when = August, 1952, Classification

was zivern to the Union was not recorded.

On September 20, 1952, the Union agreed to thes installation of the new Description
and Classification for this occupation, but reserved the right to file a Grievance in
accordance with the provisions of Article V, Section 6 (d) of the Collective Bargeining
Agreement. The Description and Classification at thet time in the hands of the Union
wasg the Description of the latest revision dated August, 1952, This Description was made
retroactive to May 28, 1952, by agreement with the Union.

On September 25, 1952, the Union filed a Grievance, No, 6-D-1, requesting an upward
revision of the Classification and Base Rate (by implication), charging a violation of
Article V, Section 6 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement.

Trhe G:”~»rance was processed in the first, second, and third steps of the Grievance
procedure. N2 satisfactory settlement was reached and the Grievance was brought before
me, as impartial Arbitrator, in accordance with the provisions of Article VIII, Section
2, Sier 4, and Article V, Section 6, of the Collective Bargaining Agreement.

POSITION OF THE UNION

1. The Union based its entire presentation and arguments on the original Classifica-
tion dated September, 1951. They did this because they contend they did not get a copy
of more up-to-date descriptions until "quite recently"®.

2., The Union did not agree with the September, 1951 Description and Classification
when it was presented on August 19, 1952, but more significantly noted an error in the
addition of number of points. The point total shown was 70, whereas it should have been
shown as 71. The addition of this one point was sufficient to place it in the next higher
job classification than the one indicated.

3. When the Union called the Company's attention to the error, the Company contended
that the September, 1951 Description had been presented in errcr and issued revised
Descriptions.

4. The Union contends that when the Company compared Job Descriptions with other
jobs in the shop, the Company rationalized their point values and descriptions, working
backwsl, &s-it-were, from the 70 point total they needed, to keep the job in the lower
class. Factor descriptions were juggled to fit the desired results.

5. The Union questions the "basis of rating®, the ®level or elements", the “"degree"
and consequently the point values on the following factors and contends that their & -
gested values represent more closely the true measure of those factors for the job iu
question:



—ifm

Cosmany "alue Unicn Value
Quickness »~° _Jomprehension - D=3
Mental Stall.ity . T D=3
Education ' Jmim i 4-D-12
Accident Exposure 2L~ - 3-D-10
Avoidance of Shutdown 3-B-4 4-C-11
Safety of Others 3-B=2 4-B-4

6. The Union has applied the Job Evaluation technique and has attempted t¢ rate
this job on the basis of the factors as they are described in the Job Evaluation Manual.
In so doing and because they presumably have no access to the descriptions on other jobs,
the Union has not compared descriptions and point values on comparable jobs.

7. The Union further holds that the coding and point value for the factor *Physical
Exerticn", as it appeared on the September, 1951 Description, was correct and should not
have been chenged by the Company.

8. Ir addition to the 6 factors questioned in No. 5 above, the Union questions the
adequacy ¢ point values allowed for the factor "Maintenance of Pace." 1t is the Union's
contenticn that the requirements of the job relative to the factor "Msintenance of Pace®
have c¢h2uged since the third step of the Procedure has been applied to this Grievance.
Accordingly, the Union believes that there now is a basis for changing the coding for
this factor from the present 4-B-7 to 4-C-11,

POSITION OF THE COMPANY

l. The Company contends that the Job has been properly classified under the proced-
ures of the Wage Rate Inequities Agreement and denies that there has been a violation of
Article V, Section 6, of the Collective Bergaining Agreement.

2. The Job Description and Classification in question is not that dated September,
1951, but rather the most recent revision of that Description and Classification, which
is dated August, 1952, and supercedes the Description dated December, 1951.

3. The Company further contends that the Union was given copies of each of these
Job Description revisions as evidenced by the fact that the "Final Disposition of Wege
Study®, issued on September 20, 1952, states that *F., Hughes, Grievance Committeemar,
agreed to the installation of €Classification and Rate with the reservation of his right
to grieve.... His agreement to install the Rate and Clacssification of the Substation
Operator covere the latest revision dated August, 1952 ....®* This Final Disposition of
Wage Study indicates that Mr, F. Hughes, Grievance Committeeman, received a copy of this
form and the Company contends that if it had not been correct, then the Union should have
80 indicated at the time.

As further evidence of the fact that the Union had been notified of the revigsions
in the Job Description, the Company submits Mr., R. E. Hoover's Third Step Answer %o :hLe
Grievance in which Mr, Hoover, then Superintendent of Labor Relations, states that *Tra
Grievance Committeeman agreed to install the August, 1952 edition of the Ilesc-iption a.”
Classification (with his right to grieve them specifically reserved), sc¢ %nax :his Griev-
ance now appliessr to this last edition."” Copies of this Third Step Answve:r ware sent to the
Union, represented by Mr. F. Hughes and Mr. J. Street, No. 19198, Membzr Aggrieved Group.
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4, The Ste ..msnt of Grievence filed by the Ur .:» cor aing no statement ot
prosition tc .2 Job Descriptisn, The Union has mzi: i Ffor an increase in the Classi-
2

ficalivn by "implication®.” However, thcre is no requev 'rn fact or by implicaticn for
a revigion of the Job Description.

5. Prior to the Arbitration hearing, the Union failed to reduce into writing fac-
tors that are in dispute and reasons why any of the 18 factors of the Classification
should be increased,

6. In the Third Step of the Grievance procedure, the Union held 7 factors in dispute
as opposed to the 6 factors presently being disputed.

7. In their hearing presentation, the Union requests increases of more than 18
points in the evaluation. This would raise the Job f.rom Class 12 to Class 18, which is
the same class as that assigned the First Switchboard Operator No. 1 AC and the First
Switchboard Operator No. 3 AC. This would seem to indicate that the jobs are similar
in nature having substantially the same demends for skill and responsibility. This is
not the caze, however. The First Substation Operator No. 3 Open Hearth is & job very
similar to the First Substation Operator No. 1 Open Hearth and, as Section 3 of the Wage
Rate I-eguity Agreement requires, the First Substation Operator No, 3 Open Hearth was
classiiied with the intent to group jobs having substantially equivalent contenst re-
gardless of department or location in the plant.

8. The Job Classification for the First Substation Operator No, 3 Open Hearth has
served the purpose of assigning the job to properly related Job Class in relation to
higher and lower jobs within the departmental sequence.

9. The two jobs, First Substation Operator No, 3 Open Hearth and First Substation
Operator No., 1 Open Hearth are in the main identical and are properly grouped.

10, The Company contends that the job of Substation Operator No. 3 Open Hearth has
been accurately described and fairly evaluated on the most recent Job Description and
Evaluation dated August, 1952,

1l. Having been carefully analyzed, and, after two revisions, fairly evaluated, the
point values allowed for each of the factors are adequate for the job and &lsc equitable
with similar jobs having substantially the equivalent content.

12, The question of the adequacy of the coding applied to the factor of *Maintenance
of Operatirg Pace™ is not correctly bhefore the Arbitrator, becavse it is & contention
made afier the negotiation stages of the Grievance, and as such has been ruled by leading
Arbitrators as not having exhausted the possibilities of settlement by negotiation.

DISCUSSION

1. The first question to be settled is thet of which Job Description is the onc
correctly under discussion at this arbitration.

The Company contends thet it is the currently effective Descriptisn, zaiad August,
1952, which is under arbitration. Because they presumably had nct received copies of
subsequent Descriptions, the Union contends that it is the criginal Description, dated
September, 1951, which is the basis for the arbitras’ :n,




In view o7 :7e fact that:

(a) the Union, through the Grievance Committeeman, F. :...aes, received copies of
the "Final Disposition of Wage Study®, dated September 20, 1652, which report
specifically states that "his agreement (Mr. Hughres) to instsll th2 rate and classi-
fication of the Substation Operator covers the latest revieion dated August, 1952,
g6 that no formal presentation ie necessary™, and

(b) Dbecause the Union also received copies of the Third Step reply in the form of
a letter from Mr. R. E. Hoover, the then Superintendent of Labor Relations, which
letter specifically states that ®.... the Grievance committeemen agreed to install
the August, 1952, edition of the Description and Classification (with his right to
grieve them specifically reserved), so thet this Grievence now applies to this last
edition ....", and

(c) Vbecswee the Union did not note these references to the August, 1952, Description
as errors,

thereicre, I hold that it is the August, 1952, Job Description and Classification with
which we are concerned at this Arbitration.

2. The second question to be settled is that of which factors are in dispute. 1In
the Third Step of the Grievance procedure the Union held 7 factors in dispute. These
factors were:
quickness of comprehension
mental stability
education
physical exertion
accident exposure
avoidance of shutdown
safety of others
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They are the factors upon which the Company prepared its arbitration hearing statements,

However, in its arbitration hearing statement, the Union presented esrguments pur-
porting to show that the factors which had been incorrectly rated are the following:

quickness of comprehension
mental stability

education

accident exposure

avoidance of shutdown

safety of others

maintenance of operating pace
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It will be noted from the above list thet some time between the Third Step 7€ the 3.
ance and the arbitration hearing, the Union has dropped its questicning of = *Physical
Exertion" factor but added another factor ®"Maintenance of Operating Pzue®,



Izasmuch as .. 7 factors listed by she Compeny .ove z2r2aled as a part of the

Third Step of “%.: Irievance procedure, both the Compe . ~ ané ths Union have had suf-
fizier. time to prepare evidence in supreort of their ¢ - 3. on these factors., In
preserting their evidence, the Union did aot questicn c .2 the arbitration hearing

the Ccmpany coding applied to the facter of ®"Physical Exertion®. From this I presume
that the Union is not questioning the coding epplied ts this factor and consequently
agrees with the coding applied by the Company.

The factor of "Maintenance of Operating Pace" was not questioned by the Unicr until
the arbitration hearing. 3Because this factor was not questioned before the tiae of the
hearing, the possibilities of settlement by negotiation, as provided by the Agreement,
had not been exhausted.

In 211 other instances of which I found record, arbitrators have held that such
contentions made after the negotiation stages of the grievance, are not properly a part
of the arbitration. Therefore, I hold that a ruling on the adequacy of the coding ap-
plied to this factor is not within my jurisdiction.

Accordingly, the factors upon which a ruling will be given are as follows:

1) quickness of comprehension
2) mental stability

3) education

4) physical exertion

5) accident exposure

6) avoidance of shutdown

7) safety of others

In justifying their contention that the improper coding had been applied to each
of the above factors, the Union has attempted to apply the Job Evaluation technique %o
the job of Substation Operator No. 3 Open Hearth alone, irrespective of this job's rela-
tionship to other similar jobs in the plant.

Job Evaluation ie not an exact science. Even such terminology as "seldom¥,
®*cccasionally®, Yfrequently®, and "constantly®, are in their final analysis only relative
terme, which must be interpreted in the light of experiences on similar jobs. The
Company's own Job Classification Manual states that "the plan of Job Classification dis-
cussed in this Manual is a simple blend of both the point rating and Jjob comparison
methods for determining the relative values of production and meintena&nce jobs .... for
the purposes as follows: 1. Placing their job in their proper value relationship....”

Almost any job in any plant, upon being evaluated separately, could, by stretching
a point here or there, be given an additional point or two in the evaluation. The point
values applied to a job for any factor have significan~~ ~nlv insofar as they indicate
a relative value of that job in comparison with other jobs within the plant,

After a visit to the job site, which included &an interview with the cperators c¢-
both the Substation Operation No, 3 Open Hearth and Substation Operation N», X Opern
Hearth, and after a careful study of all the factors brought out is tis heari.gz and the
mutvally agreed upon post-hearing statements, I conclude the following:




Quickness of Cor: . shension

On this facior the Union contends “ha% She Compar. .4 2ot consider the highest
elemert under this factor that the inherent zature of & o .station Operator's job re-
quires. They cite that he is alone on duty in the building and in the event of an
emergency would have to rely on his own quickness o? comprehersion to take positive
action in correcting an emergency. Therefore, the Union holds that the element de-
scription listed in the Job Classification Manual, which reads "ability to size up
emergencies not covered by specific instructions and to sct quickly or give instructions
t6 others®, more accurately describes the requirements of this job and they reguest a
D-3 coding.

The Company contends that their description of "recognized source of trouble to
correct® is the appropriate description end that a C-2 coding, which the Manual de-
scribes as "ability to recognize minute differences quickly and precisely" is sufficient.
Furthermore, the Company contends that the Substation Operator No. 1 Open Hearth is a
Jjob almost identical to the Substation Operator No, 3 Open Hearth. The coding applied
to this similar job is C-2 and the Company would consequently be unfair to the Substation
Operato-s at the No, 1 Open Hearth, as well as to the employees on some 2300 other jobs
in the =:11 if this one occupation were evaluated beyond its relative worth. On the
basis I comparison with other bench-mark jobs as listed in the Job Classification
Manuel, the C-2 coding is sufficient.

Decision
On the basis of the evidence presented and the similarity between this job and
Substation Operator No. 1 Open Hearth, I hold that the C-2 coding is sufficient and the

request for an increase to the D-3 coding is denied.

Mental Stability

The Union contends thet because of the inherent requirements imposed upon a Sub-
station Operator by reason of being the sole person in the Substation most of the time,
the description "Dependability in extreme emergencies in action without specific in-
structions either individually or in direction actions of others® is a more suitable
description. Consequently they request a D=3 coding.

The Company contends that the description as found on the Job Classification ®Cool
and deliberate during power interruptions™ ies adequate for the job, especiaslly in the
light of the fact that the First Substation Operator in Plant No. 1 has been given the
same deaiription and the corresponding equivalent C~2 coding. They hold, furthermore,
thait the jobs of First Switchboard Operator No. 1 AC, Pirst Switchboard Operator No, 3
AC, and First Switchboard Operator No. 2 AC require considerably more mental stability
nct at all in keeping with that required on the Substation Operation No. 3 Oper Hearth.
Consequently they feel that the C-2 coding applied is sufficient.

Decision

Baged upon the svidence presented, I hold that the C-2 coding is suliic-ent and
the request for the increase to D-3 coding is thus denied,



Education

Tne statement of the Union with resp:ct to %$his fac + rcntends that the main and
most imrortant part of the basis of rating clearly fally .-.dier the highest educaticnal
requirenents factor which is "Ability to understani ard apply practical working know-
ledge of chemistry, physics, mechanical drawing, <zscriptive geometry, or know skills
or crafts crdinarily acquired only by special preparation either at post high-scnool
extengicn courses or independent study.® This classification indicates a point value
of 4-D=-12,

The Company believes that the descripiion "Understands essentials of electricity
and power distribution, interprets prints and directs others®™, which is identical for
the job in question, in the First Substation Operator Plant No. 1 and in the Second
Switchboard Operatcr No. 3 AC. The Company further believes that this description
parallels quite closely the description listed in the Job Classification Manual end
descrited as "Ability to understand and follow complicated technical instructions and
drawing involving accurate taking-off of quantitative data. Requires the equivalent
of two year. and preferably four years of high school with manual training emphasis,™
which description requires a 3-D-9 coding.

The two jobs of First Substation Operator Plant No. 1 and Second Switchtoard Opera-
tor Plant No. 3 AC are essentially the same jobs as the First Substation Operator No. 3
Open Hearth., To place the Jjob in question in the highest level and the highest degree,
. 4-D-12, would be unfair not only to the employees in jobs carrying this perticular
coding, but also to employees in other jobs carrying a lower coding. Consequently the
Company believes that the 3-D-9 coding is sufficient.

Decision

The evidence presented indicates that the job in question has been compared for the
factor o7 education with other similar jobs and, on the bagis of such comparison, indi-
cates that it has been properly classified when it is coded ss 3-D~9, Consequently the

request for an increase to 4-D-12 is denied,

Physical Exertion

Although the rating 2pplied to the factor of Physical Exertion was at one time
questioned by the Union as a part of the Third Step in the Grievance Procedure, at the
arbitration hearing the Union presented no evidence to indicate that they were in dis-
agreemen* witk: the 2-A, 3-A, and 1-B-? coding which the Company hes applied to this
facsor for the job in question.

Declsion

Inasmuch as the Union offered no evidence to indicate that there was any disag:  u-
ment with the Company's evaluation, I must conclude that the Union is in agrewment
with the rating which has been applied, namely, 2-A4, 3-A, and 1-B-3.
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Azcident Exposure

The Union contends that the No. 3 Oren Hearth Subs.: i.. Operator is exposed to
danger of electrocution 2nd should therefore gualify s ne factor description
"Freguernt exposure requiring exceptional alertness and caution by the cperator at all
times if injury is to be avoided. Exposure not ex‘irely obviated by ordinary safety
measures observed ir the plant." This would require a 3-D-10 coding.

The Company contends that on the basis that the Substation Operator No. 3 COpen
Hearth has essentially the same likelihood and frequency of exposure to accident hazards
as First Substation Operator Plant No., 1., Second Switchboard Operator No, 3 AC, First
Switchboard Operator No. 1 AC, First Switchboard Operator No, 3 AC, First Switchboard
Operator No. 2 AC, all of which carry a 2-D=-6 coding; therefore, the job in gquestion
should merit the same classification for this factor.

Decision

Because of the similarity of jobs which have been classified in the 2-D-6 category,
I hold that the rating as applied by the Company is equitable and that the request of
the Unicn for a 3~-D-10 rating is denied.

Avoidence of Shutdown

The Union contends that the No. 3 Open Hearth furnaces are isolated electrically
from the rest of the plant and are totally dependent upon the No. 3 Open Hearth Sub-
station to supply electric power., This job interdependence between the No. 3 Open Hearth
and No. 3 Open Hearth Substation and the effect of shutdown that applies to these jobs,
qualify the Substation Operator under the Fourth Level at "C* degree, which classifica-
tion merits 11 points and may be described as "Job characterized by interdependence with
others in an integrated series of sequential production operations of broad scope, i.e.,
large and complex combinations of units, such as a blast furnace or rolling mill,® and
"Failure of worker to perform fully his responsibilities would cause shutdowns of serious
proportions affecting overall production of a department.”

The Company, on the other hand, contends that the same method of determining the
level and the degree has been applied to this job in this instance sas it has %c¢ each of
the other 2350 jobs in the Mill, Consequently the same approach has been used and on
the basis of its use the classification of a 3-B-4 coding is sufficient. The description
applied by the Company for the level of job interdependence and affect of shutdown is
as follows: "Job characterized by interdependence with others in an integrated series
of cequertial production operations of limited scope, i.e,, large individual units such
as an Open Hearth furnace®™, and "Failure of worker to perform fully his responsibilities
would cause shutdowns of significance to all jobs in the series.® Furthermore, under
the degree of YB™ “Responsibility for performing duties requiring the exercise ci some
d*scretion and iniative within limits provided by general operating and meintenance .-
gtruction, i.e,, operate machines on repetitive work where shutdowns are fairly eas; -
avoid, or perform routine mechanical adjustments on meintenance tasks.®

Decision

Baged upon the evidence presented and in the interest of cornsistency in the applica-
tion of the Jot Evaluation technique for this factor “- the cther almost identical and
similar jobs, &s well as unrelated jobs, I hcld t:-at vae Company has fairly and judicial-
ly aprlied the Job Evaluation technique snd thz- tne Union's request for a coding of



4=.=11 is dsniec,

3272ty of Oshers

Trhe Union agrees with the degree of responsibiiity re:irng which ~he Jozpany has
ervliei ic this job, but believes that the likelirsca of expesure should be "Frequent®,
and the aeriosusness of the injury "Permanent®. Or vac basis of thiz contentiecn the
Union requests a coding of L-B-4,

The Ccmpany lists as 2 basis for rating "Cautiocus %o svcid closing circuits or
atarting ecuipment before others are in clear" and cualifies the basgis of rating under
the folleowing level: "Likelihood of exposure occasioral srd sericusness cf injury per~
manent,"”

Decision

As vrevioualy stated in the discussion, the Job Bvaluation technique uses relative
terme, 1n ."3iz instance the relative terminology involves *QOccasiornal®, "Frequent", or
“"Constant®, The difference of opinion between the Union and the Company on this job
for t%*: particular factor involves the difference between "Frequent" end "Occasionsl®,
the C:. pany corntending that the operator on this job is responsible for the safoty of
others cnly occasionally, while the Union believes thet arn exposure of others or this
job even ornce a week or oftener implies a “*frequent likelihnrcd of exposure." Rather than
argue ihe merits on the basis of relative terms, such as "Occasionally" and *"Frequeni® ,
it behnoves a8 to go back to the fundamental concept of Job Evaluaticn, which iz that$ of

a compariscn of jobs.
If we use this basis and determine how other identical or similar jobs have been

rated on this factor, we find that no less than six other identical or similar jobs have
been given a 3~3-2 rating,

On the basis of this evidence I conclude that the €Company’s rating has been eguitable
and that the Union's request for an increase to & 4-B-4 rating should be denied,

/s/ 8. J. Fecht
S. J. FPECHT, ARBITRATOR

April 26, 1354



