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G, Boyd, a Rougher Helper in the 44" Hot Strip Mill, .
was disciplined with the loss of one scheduled turn for fail-
ure of duty. The grilevance notice contends that the Company
action was unwarranted and the Union seeks withdrawal of the
Disclpline Statemeént from the Personnel File and reimbursement
for the lost turn,

On'October 29, 1956, a roll change was required on
the #10 Mill, Boyd as Rougher Helper proceeded from the #4
Mill to t he #10 Mill to perform his required functions there.
He testified that when he last observed the #4 Mill, it was
turning over at full speed with the water flowing and "ready
to go", but not rolling. The roll change, it was stated,
takes approximately five minutes to complete. The #10 Mill
where Boyd was working was approximately 225 feet away from
the #4 Mili,

Apparently, during the course of the roll change on
the #10 Mill, the Roller undertook to check the #4 Mill for a
spall, He turned off the flow of water in order to do so &nd
did not turn 1t on again when his inspection was c ompleted,
The established procedure ¢alls for a blast onthe mill horn
when a mill starts rolling. This blast is a signal for all
employees, including the Rougher Helper, to be at their ap-
pointed stations and to perform such dutles as might %e re-
quired 1n ccnnection with the starting up of the mill, The
Assistant Superintendent of the 44" Hot Strip Mill testified
that approximately one minute elapses between the bla st on the
horn and the time the slab reaches the #4 Mill, In this in-
stance after hearing the blest Bozd completed hils dutles at
the #10 Mill and returned to the #4 Mill, When asked how long
he remained at #10 Mill after the blast he responded "t # % a
few seconds, minute, a couple of minutes; I am not sure on
that." He also testified that it took him a "couple of minutes”
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"to get back from the #10 to the #4 Mill" and that he did not
stop on the way.

The water flow in the #4 Mill, having been shut off
by the Roller, was not turned on again before the Mill began
rolling. In consequence of this failure, a roll was broken;
there was a loss of 12,2 tons of steel and a 38 minute produc-
tion delay was suffered,

Because checkling and adjusting the flow and angle of
water on the rolls before steel 1s rolled is a duty of the
Rougher Helper, the Company r egards Boyd as having been re-
sponsible for the damage and delay. His job description pro-
vides in the first paragraph of “Work Procedure":

"Before roughing mills are started, checks
and adjusts the following: Flow and angle
of water on rolls, position and condition
of top and bottom stripper guides, condi-
tion of mill entry and delivery guides,
steam and hydraulic sprays, keeper clamps, -
oil and gresse connections, vertical ed-

ers, and all other equipment on #3 and
4 mills,"

Boyd conceded knowledge of this work procedure and
duty and of the probable consequences of operating the #4 Mill
without a flow of water, The Unionis position in the case,
however, is that there was no "cause" for the discipline be-
cause he had no knowledge or informction and no reason to be-
lieve that the water had been shut off by the Roller; and that
if he knew or suspected that it had been turned off he would
not have lingered at the #10 Mill to finish his task after
hearing the blast but would have returned forthwith to the
#4 Mill to perform his duties. It is evident that this case
turns on the question of whether Boyd was unreasonable in ’
assuming that the water was still flowing in the #4 Mill, and,
therefore, justified in completing his task at the #10 Mill
after the warning blast.

It was penerally agreed at the hsaring that a con-
siderable number of individuals in the derartment are author.
ized to turn off the water to check for spalls, mechanical
defects, greace line connections and for other reasons, Thus,
the flow of water might be discontinued by any of the menbers
of the supervision In the Mill, the Roller, Asgistant Roller,
Rougher, or maintenance employees, in connection with inspec-
tion or work on the mill, It is customary for the person turn-
ing of f the water either to turn 1t on again himself or to
notify the Rougher Helper, whose duty it is to see to the flow
of water during rolling.

Boyd was not charged by the Company with idling on
his job or with indifference to the performance of his dutiles,
If he is culpable for the damage that was suffered, under the
case presented by the Company, it could only be for the exer-
cise of poor judgment in having remained for a short period of
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time at the #10 Mill to complete his duties there rather than
returning to the #4 Mill without delay, after hearing the sig-
nal,

The facts in this case are sharply distinguishable
from those in Arbitration No.,190 in which the employee dis-
ciplined showed disregard for his responsibilities first by
placing himself in a position where he might not have seen an
approaching weld, In that case it was found that there was
cause for the discipline imposed evén though, fortunately, no
damage resulted from the negligence,

Was Boyd reasonable and justified in assuming that,
because the water had been flowing in the #4 Mill when he last
saw it, that it was still flowing five minutes or more later
when the signal was glven? Was the completion of his taslk at
the #10 Mill so pressing and important that, in a balance of
imperatives, he was justified in taking the chance that none
of the persons authorized to do so had turned off the water
and elther neglected to turn it on agaln or neglected to in-
form him of the fact?

The answer to this question is complicated by several
facts, The firgt is that it was his duty to be at his station
at the #4 Mill promptly after the warning blast was given. Yet,
he was working with, and under the general dirsction of, the
Rougher on the #10 Mill at the time, and was not instructed to
drop what he was doing there the instant the blast was heard,
This in turn was probably dus to the fact that the Roller who
had shut off the water had neglected to follow the usual prac-
tice of informing the Rougher Helper of this.

Grievant alone was held by the Company to have been
derelict in his duty. Certainly, however, his culpability must
be tempered by the facts cilted; otherwise, it is difficult to
escape the feeling that Boyd is being singled out while the
fault of others is being overlooked,

This is the type of situation where offiéial noticse
of the employee's fault should be taken but no more. This sug-
gests that the penalty of loss of pay was unwarranted under the
circumstances., A reprimand would have sufficed,

AVIARD
The Company was justified in issuing a reprimand to
the grievant for not being at his assigned station at the #4
Mill promptly after the warning blast, but, under the circum-
stances of the incident, did not have sufficient cause to dis-
cipline him to the extent of depriving him of his pay for a turn,
The grievance is therefore in part denied and in part sustained.

Approved: Peter Seitz,
Assistant Permanent Arbitrator

David L. Cole,
Permanent Aprbitrator

Dated: September 16, 1957



