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The NO. 3 Open Hearth Department, consisting of four furnaces

started production in September, 1952,
of almost 300 tons per heat.

ment .,

An expansion profram got under way in 1956,
templated certa
tion of three new furnaces (to a total of
ary equipment,
its general statement re
are as follows:

Each furnace had a heat size

Wage incentive plans were inaugurated
and placed in effect with respect to the occupations in the depart-

This program con-

in changes in the four original furnaces and the addi-

gseven) with related auxilil-

The principal chanres, as listed by the Company in’

lating to all of the cases 1identified above,



"1.

"2.

"5.

"5.

The original steel ladles used for pour-
ing ingots were completely rebullt and
enlarged and larger new ladles were pur-
chased in order to permit an increase in
average heat size from 300 tons to 320
tons per heat,

New metering and control equipment was
installed on the four original furnaces
in order to introduce a higher amount

of fuel into the furnace during the time
the scrap charge 1s beilig melted. In-
creasing the maximum fuel firing rate
from 800 to 1000 gallons per hour re-
sulted in a more rapild melt-down of the
scrap charge on these furnaces,

Three new furnaces were built (Nos, 41-43),
These new furnaces are designed to fire a
maximum fuel input of 1200 gallons of oil
per hour. The larger volume of pre-heated
alr necessary to burn this higher fuel in-
put is supplied by an increased checker
volume and larger capacity force air fans,
The products of combustion are carried

away by larger capacity waste heat fans *:..
than those installed on the four original
furnaces,

Additional equipment was 1nstalled to ex-
pedite material handling and the over-all
efficiency of the operatirn, One additional
scrap crane, one additional charging machine,
an additional hot metel crane, an additional
hot metal loading station, raw material crane,
increased trackage, and scrap pan cars wers
added to the existing equipmént to deliver
raw material to the furnaces,

An additional ladle crane, mould crane,
and locomotive were added so that the
additional open hearth product could be
handled efficiently.

The expected over-all work foce for the
seven-furnace shop to be covered by in-
centive was increased 50% to man the ad-
ditional facilities and equipment. The
work force of the operating crews, ex-
cluding the furnace crews, was increased
54%, while the maintenance crew was in-
creased 29%, The expected changes in
work force for the varlous occuﬁations
are shown in Company Exhibit F.
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The expansion program was substantially completed in August,
1957, The Company restudied the jobs and the applicable incentive
plans in the light of the equipment and other changes that had taken
place, It found certain of those plans inappropriate and submitted
revisions to the Union, The grievances filed by the Union with re-

spect to the installation of those plans form the basis of all of
the cases identified above,

At the hearing and in the course of the consideration 6f these
cases, we have had the benefit of the valued assistance of Mr, Paul
Edwards, an industrial engineer, who had been designated as Consult-
ant by the Permanent Arbitrator under the authority conferred upon
him in Marginal Paragraph 197 of the Agreement., Mr., Edwards? general
report, consisting of an exposition and his understanding of the in-
centive practices involved in these cases was sent to the parties and
their comments thereon have been solicited and recéived, Mr, Edwards
has also filed reports on the individual cases heard, These reports
have been reviewed and are found to be consistent with the general
princlples expressed in the awards in Arbitration Nos, 151, 156, 159
and 187, They are set forth below as a part of the discussion of
each grievance,

In all of the cases the Union's objections, generally, were
grounded on Article V, Section 5 of the Agreement (August, 1956),
It 1s claimed, 1in each case, that the new (or changed) incentive
plan

"does not provide equitable incentive earnings
in relation to #% % & the previous job require-
ments and the previous incentive earnings"

(See Marginal Paragraph 57). The detail presented by the Union to

support a favorable finding under the quoted provision will be set

forth in the separate discussion of each case, There are however,

certain allegations, claims and facts which are relevant to a con-

sideration of all the cases, It would seem to be both suitable and
expedient to refer to them at this stage,

The Union asserts that the Company has informed it that with
full utilization of the facilities the productive capacity of the
Department (measured by production of the furnaces) will be increased
88%., The production of 37,300 tons (average per pay period) in the
period of three months of four furnace operation immediately prior
to installation of the revised plans was materially increased in sub-
sequent pay periods, For example, using the figures on the last page
of Union's Exhibit No, 1 in its Statement in Grievance No, 22-F-38,
the average production in the first eleven pay periods of 1958 was
45,226 tons or 5,926 tons more than in the equivalent unit of time
during the three months "reference period", This increase in pro-
duction was attained with the operation of a varying number of
furnaces, Thus, there were five furnaces operating in the last week
of the pay period ending August 10, 1957 (immedlately after installa-



tion of most of the revised plans) six furnaces were operating during
the pay period ending August 24, 1957 through the pay period ending
October 19, 1957; five during the pay period ending November 5, 1957
through the pay period ending December 28, 1957; four during the pay
period ending January 11, 1958 through the pay period May 17, 1958;
and five, thereafter through the pnay period ending June 28, 1958,
These are averages for the number of furnaces operating during a pay
period and are rounded out to whole numbers, For example, during

the pay neriod ending March 22, 1957 in which it is represented that
four furnaces were operating, the precise average was 3,83 furnaces,

The incentive earnings of all of the occupations (excepting
First and Second Helpers whose pay is measured by the production of
the specific furnaces they tendg is measured by the overall production
of the department., The earnings of each of the occupations in these
cases, says the Unilon, bears no equitable relation to the considerable
increase in overall departmental production and what such production
entalls in terms of increased effort, movement, et cetera, It pro-
tests strongly that it does not seek a direct or precise positive
correlation between departmental production and earnings - but it
regards as inequitable a situation in which during a period of in-
creased production, earnings levels, even when the same number of
furnaces were used, were lower than heretofore, or, if not lower, not.
in some reasonable relationship to the increase in production, The
Union took the position, throughout these cases, that substantially
more work and effort is now required in the affected occupation to
reach the earnings level the employees enjoyed during the three
months "reference period", Further, it argues that although the re-
vised plans are geared to maximum utilization of the expanded facili.-
ties, there 1s no assurance whatscever that this will ever take place,

The earnings and production date comparisons on the basis of
which the above claims are advanced will be set forth in greater
detail below,

Generally stated, the Comvany's position is that the plans in
question were developed in accordance with its standared wage incen-
tive policy and practice., It argues that they are equiltable in their
relation to the "workload" of the affected occupations both before
and after thelr inception and, further that they are equitable in
relation to the previous job requirements and previous 1lncentive
earnin-s, It regards as unsound and inconsistent with the Agreement
the Union's argument for increased incentive earnings because the
equipment and technological changes made have resulted in increased
production, It asserts that when increased production has been
achleved by an increase in "workload" the aporopriate adjustments
have been made,

With this general background expressed, it is sultable and
timely to proceed with a consideration of the several cases 1ldenti.
fied at the head of this decision,
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A, Grievance_No. 22-F.38

Docket No, IH 298-291-4/9/58

Arbitration No, 281

Furnace Crews: First, Second and Third Helper

The Consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case,
together with a chart 1llustrating his comments is set forth below
as Exhibit A,

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report
are sound, consistent with the views expressed in the Permanent
Arbitrator's prior awards in incentive cases, and are hereby made
a part of this award, Several additional comments appear to be
necessary, however, déaling with aspects of the case not covered
in the Edwards report,

First, 1t must be observed that this case presents a situation
in which comparison is sought to be made between unlike situations in
order to ascertain whether the basic orinciple of equitability as :
stated in the Agreement has been observed, This is sufficiently dif-
ficult under controlled conditions which remain fairly static, Here,
however, we have a number of variables that make precise commarison
futile. Among the changing factors are the number of furnaces in op-
eration, the sige of the heats, the quantities of fuel used, the
specifications of steels, the upgrading of relatively inexperienced
men in substantial mumbers, the operation of new equipment, the
scheduling of vacations and the filling of vacancies by less ex-
verienced personnel, etc., All of these variables affect the data
upon which a comparison for the purpose of determining equitableness,
mist be made, Hence it is not valid to rely on the naked statistics
of production, earnin~s, or similar other factors alone, One must
also inquire into the special circumstances obtaining in order to
interpret the figures,

Second, considerable discussion at the hearing was devoted to
the question whether the Union had agreed at the 1956 negotiations,
with respect to a conversion from incentive plans expressed in money
to plans expressed in standard hours, that the incentive earnings
curve might commence at 50% rather than 55% of the base rate., In
changing to a standard hour plan with respect to furnace crews, the
Company started the rate curve at 50%.

The Arbitrator can find in the record no more than a sharp
difference of opiniori, between the representative of the Company and
the representative of the Union as to whether the conversion in in-
centive plans contemplated, as well, a possible change of the point
at which the incentive earnings curve might start, Ths information
being insufficient for the making of any findings on that subject,
none will be made, Howéver, assuming for the purposes of this case
that no understanding, such as was alleged by the Company was reached,




it does not appear that there is any important aspect of equitability
affected by the change described, within the fair meaning of the ap-
plicable contract provision,

Third, the kernel of the Union's objections, (insofar as it
is claimed that current incentive earnings are not equitable in re-
lation to previous incentive earnings) is best i1llustrated by the
data on Company Exhibit No, L in its Statement in this case, There
it appears that First Helper in the 90 day "reference period" had
average hourly earnings of $5,178 in a period when there were 4 -
furnace operations and average nroduction per furnace hour of 31,1
tons, These average earnings were not attained during the pay neriods
ending August 10, 1957 - March 8, 1958, The earnings produced by the
plan ranged from $4,.,451 (pay period ending August 24, 1957) to 5,105
(pay neriods ending January 25, 1958 and February 22, 1958)., During
this period, four, five or six furnaces were operating at different
times, Then, for the pay period ending March 25, 1958, $5.,180 was"
achieved, only ,002 above the reference neriod earnings of $5,178,
However, the Union observes, the practical equivalent of the "refer-
ence period" earnings was attalned only by producing 43,120 tons as
against 37,300 in the "reference period", Thus, for 5,820 additional
tons produced, First Helpers received almost the same pay as they
previously earned,

From this and like illustrations, the Union concludes that in-
centive earnings are not nrovided in equitable relationship to pre-
vious incentive earnings. Taken by itself and apart from the context
of the plan in its various manifestations the illustration given above
might be disquieting. However, it is necessary to look further,

In the pay period ending June 28, 1958 when five furnaces were
opérating to produce 51,020 tons the earnings increased to $5.296
(%118 more than in the reference period for 13,720 more tons oro-
duced). Nor does this tell the entire story. The Company's Exhibit
K shows that individual furnace crews (both First and Second Helpers)
on numerous occasions have exceded the reference period earnings in
various amounts. This sugrests, as has been mentioned above, the
effect of a variety of factors operating in combination to nroduce
the earnings and nroduction reflected, Thus, the number of furnaces
in operation at the particular time that additional auxiliary equip-
ment was made available and the layoff situation (relatively heavy
in early 1958) as affecting available skills and experience are
factors tending to obscure the meaning of the naked figures,

Another factor concerning which a considerable amount of tes-
timony was adduced was the relative inexperience of the crews, Co-
incident with the expansion there was considerable upgrading and re-
assignment, It seems not unreasonable to assume that with the in-
troduction of larger heats and the operation of new facilities it
would take some time for a normal level of production efficiency to
be achieved, This was borne out to some extent by the similarity
of the curves of production ner furnace hour for various periods in




the No.3 Open Hearth Department after the introduction of new equip-
ment, It is perhaps better illustrated by an analysis, nresented by
the Company, of First Helpers' earnin-~s for a nine month vneriod end-
ing June 28, 1958, On 57 occasions in that period earnings in excess
of $5,040 (the average total hourly earnings for the pay period rep-
resented) were earned by First Helpers., 58% of such First Helpers
were "exverienced" in the sense that they had been "regularly assigned"
as First Helpers prior to August 4, 1957 when the plan was installed)
and 42% were new men, Contrariwise, uf the 50 occasions when less
than $5,040 was earned, 46% of the First Helpers were experienced and
54% were new men,

While this data does not haye the quality of establishing as
proof positive the facts they &are presented to demonstrate, in the
absence of an affirmative showing to the contrary 1t must be accepted
as upport of the normal assumntions one would make, in any event,
when new equinment is introduced and the operators hiave yet to acguire
their highest skills and proficienciles in thelr jobs,

In conclusion, 1t is necessary to return to the basic question:
namely, is there validity in the Union's argument that the new plan
does not provide for an equitable relationship between the incentive
earnings the plan 1is to produce and the previous incentive earnings
and between the new job requirements and the previous job require-
ments? As to the latter (job requirements) the facts found in the
Edwards report requires a negative answer, As to incentlve earnings,
the data discussed hereln requires a similar answer, The Union has
perceptively noted several inconsistencies and raised several valid
questions with respect to the Company's vprocedures and thelr results,
These matters, however, are too insubstantlal to warrant a finding
that an "equitable" relation between the earninss to be compared, in
view of all of the circumstances, does not exist,

AWARD

1, Judgment is suspended with respect to a) the effects of a
1200 gallons per hour firing rate on the operation of the incentive
plan and, b) the adequacy of the auxiliary equipment and the organi-
zation of the Department for simultaneous seven-furnace operation, As
to both these matters, there has been insufftcient experience on which
a sound fudgment could be based., The Union may reopen this case as
to these matters should future events furnish it with valid reasons to
believe they affect the equitability of the incentive plan as described
in the Agreement,

2. In all other respects the grlevance 1s denied,



EXHIBIT A

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-138

Consultant's Comments on the Union Case

The Union bases its case for adjustment of the furnace crew incentive
on the following items:

1. Added work for the Third Helpers due to the longer shop
floor.

2. Added work per hour due to increased firing rate.

3. Added work for furnace crews when more than four
furnaces are operating due to the extra load on service
operations.

4. Added work per heat due to larger heats.

5. Possible limitations on production due to stretching of
furnace capacity and service available for seven
furnaces.

It is the contention that since the Third Helpers work on all furnaces
and there are now seven furnaces stretched over a longer line, the effort of the
Third Helpers must thereby be increased as a result of walking longer distances.
It is the opinion of this consultant that the walking between furnaces would be a
small amount of effort compared to the amount of work engaged in at specific
furnaces. There was always the chance of having to walk the length of four
furnaces; now there is the chance of having to walk the length of seven. But the
Third Helpers are called to each furnace only a few times a day; and it is, there-
fore, doubtful if the amount of added effort is significant in the present case.

It is contended that there must be an increased amount of effort because
heat times have been reduced, although the amount of work per heat may remain
the same. The figures on heat times indicate that the contention is based on an
erroneous assumption. During the reference period prior to the change, the
299-ton heats were produced in an average of 7. 91 hours (Company Exhibit P),
while during the last half of June heats were produced in 8. 23 hours (verbal
testimony). This is an increase of about 4 percent in the actual time of the heats.
(It is to be noted that the tonnage per heat went up 7 percent.) Therefore, if the
amount of work to be done per heat remained constant, the time in which it must
be done was increased by 4 percent, which would have resulted in a decrease in
the total work load. However, since the larger heats did involve some increased
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amount of work, it is logical that an increase in the average work load per eight
hours was found for the First Helpers and that no change was found for the Second
and Third Helpers since the duties of the Second and Third Helpers are more
closely related to the heat cycle than to the size of the heats.

It is contended that the Pay Looaders when operating with four furnaces
could assist the Second Helpers, but that when six or seven furnaces were
operating, no additional Pay Loaders being provided, there would, therefore,
be an increase in the work load of the Second Helper. The consultant is not in
a position to judge the validity of this statement. At any rate, there is no reason
to believe that the change would be large in relation to the other work of the
Second Helper.

It is contended that there was to be an 88 percent increase in productior.
This claim has no bearing in this case inasmuch as additional man power has
been added to operate the additional furnaces. The increased output expected
per man hour of furnace crew time was only 3 or 4 percent (a 7 percent increase
in tonnage per heat from 299 to 320 tons reduced by a somewhat longer time to
make the heat).

It is contended that the firing of twelve hundred gallons per hour had
not been properly tested and that the firing at the rate of both one thousand gal-
lons per hour and twelve hundred gallons per hour would produce roof burns to
the extent that furnaces could not be kept in production. The fact is that appar-
ently the firing rate of one thousand gallons per hour has been well established
and is working satisfactorily for the larger heats. The Company furnished no
records on roof life, and they are not pertinent to this case. The Union men-
tioned that a penalty had been instituted for burning a roof more than three inches
per month; and should this penalty be imposed for conditions which are beyond
the reasonable control of the First Helpers, then it would appear that the Union
should seek redress through grievances on this subject. As to the firing of
twelve hundred gallons per hour, testimony revealed that this had been done on
an experimental basis only for short periods, and it is probable that the Company
has made unjustified assumptions in setting production standards for the twelve-
hundred-gallon rate. There is no logical reason why the arbitrators should
approve an incentive plan which is based on as little experience as is the twelve-
hundred-gallon firing rate.

It is contended that the operation of seven furnaces will so overload the
service facilities of the shop that the expected rates of production cannot be main-
tained. The management stated that they expected to operate 6. 58 furnaces as the
normal maximum over a period of time. This indicates that seven furnaces would
be operated about half time. The-other half time one or more furnaces would be
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down for rebuild. Based on past history in the steel industry, the Union conten-
tion may possibly have some merit. Many open hearths have at various times
been limited in output by the ability of the stock yard to load scrap, by the ability
of the floor tracks and engines to bring it to the furnaces, and by the ability of
the charging machines to charge it into the furnaces. The number of ladles, ladle
cranes, molds, and mold yard facilities may also become limiting factors.
Certainly Inland Steel has had sufficient experience with open hearth operation to
design an open hearth department with adequate service facilities. However,
because seven furnaces would be operating less than half time, it may have been
considered uneconomical to add, say, a fourth ladle crane or a third mold yard
crane or some other major piece of equipment to assure adequate service under
all conditions. It would seem quite appropriate to withhold unprejudiced approval
of the incentive rates until it had been proven that seven furnaces could produce
at the expected tons per furnace hour.

It is contended that the present rate does not provide for special steels.
It was stated that the previous rate had provisions for special steels which
require longer times per ton of steel produced. It is to be noted that the furnace
standards do provide for varying carbon analyses, as well as a provision for the
amount of cold iron charged. The carbon analysis is a reflection of the grade of
steel being produced; and although it does not provide for special steels as such
(i.e., alloy steels), it is probable that these standards are adequate for the kind
of steels normally being made in the No. 3 Shop. To protect itself against a
gradual shift in the quality of steel being made in the No. 3 Open Hearth, a check
might be made on the proportion of special steels whenever it has seemed to
increase. Then if the number of special heats does increase significantly over a
period of time, even over a long period of years, the Union will be in a position
to bring the matter to the Company's attention and request standards for special
steels as they are needed.

Comments on the Company Case

Work load of the First Helper - Between eight and nine months prior to
the change in the incentive plan, the Company made time studies of the work of
the First Helper for nine turns. The length of the time studies seems adequate,
and it is doubtful if anything further could have been gained in accuracy by extend-
ing these studies. No detail data was submitted on the method of making time
studies. It is understood that the actual times were leveled to incentive pace.
Rest and personal allowances were added, 10 percent being a minimum and 30
percent the maximum added for this purpose. There is a question in the mind of
this consultant whether 30 percent allowance is sufficient for such activities as:
"shovel material into furnace, " ""rake front area, " "build and repair banks, " and
"shovel material into bath." These operations are performed under severe con-
ditions of heat and are outside of the experience of most industrial engineers.
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Even though an argument might be made on the Company time study
allowances for seven heat conditions, it happens that in this case only the dif-
ference in the work load before and after the changes is used. When converted
to total work load and further converted to earnings, the amount becomes in-
finitesimal. For example, assume that the allowances for some factors were
increased enough so that the total work load changed by 5 percent. Then:

Original work load = 67.5% (x1.05) = 70.9%
Work load after changes = 69.7% (x1.05) = 73.2%
Difference 2.2% 2.3%

x 35% incentive
earnings 0.770 : 0. 805

The Company used 0.8

The difference in earnings has been reduced to . 005%, hardly a
significant amount.

The conversion from the time study data made at one thousand gallons
per hour firing rate and for 299-ton heats to the other conditions of eight hundred
gallons per hour for 299-ton heats and to one thousand gallons per hour for 320-
ton heats appears to be logical, and the data arrived at by this method is cer-
tainly more useful for this purpose than if time studies had been made on each of
the three separate practices. The Company industrial engineers found an increase
in work load of 2.2 percent for the First Helpers by the conversion method they
used and checked it out later by check time studies on 320-ton heats. It is not
seriously challenged by the Union and should be accepted as adequate for the
purpose. The conversion from the increase in work load to the increase in earn-
ings is shown on Chart V. The incentive plan which the Inland Steel Company
purports to be correct for the First Helpers would be represented by a line on this
chart drawn from 50 percent of the base rate at zero work load through the Point
"C" for the condition existing prior to the change and through the Point ""D" for
the condition existing after the change. Since the actual earnings were 155.7
percent of the base hourly rate, the actual point was located at "A'; and the
Company moved on a line parallel to the line through "CD" to establish the
Point "B." This resulted in an expected increase in pay of 0. 8 percent of the
base hourly rate. The method that the Company has used to revise the incentive
plan is based on logic. Each step is based upon a reasonable assumption.

The rest of the Company's computations follow a logical pattern and
are sound both mathematically and industrial engineeringwise.
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In the case of the Second Helper (Company Exhibit I), the work load
was found to remain unchanged; and, therefore, the Company proposed no
change in earnings at the expected output. (There was a change of . 4 percent
made in order to bring the standards for the Second and Third Helpers to the
same figures, not justified by the measurement of performance.) The starting
point for the incentive earning line was set at 50 percent of the base hourly
rate. There was no testimony as to whether this represented a significant
change in the form of the incentive or not. The Point "A" on the First Helper
chart would be at 149. 5 percent of base rate and 51 percent work load. This
point would have remained unchanged so that it would also represent Point "B"
on the First Helper's chart. Points '""C'" and "D'" on the theoretical earnings
line would also have been represented by a single point. The Third Helpers
were treated like the Second Helpers, their pay, of course, being based upon
average furnace performance and not upon their individual furnaces. Their
work load was shown as 47. 6 percent. There were no adjustments for the
changes in furnace size or practice.

With the twelve-hundred-gallon firing rate, if and when proven in, the
output may be 7 percent higher per furnace hour. The pattern of earnings
during the past year indicates a steady improvement and is presented as showing
that the expected output and earnings will be attained.

Consultant's Recommendations

It is recommended that the technical work of the Company industrial

engineers be accepted at face value. The points that might be questioned result
in only insignificant differences in the final results.

The progress made in reaching the expected rates of furnace output
for 320-ton heats at the one-thousand-gallon firing rate are convincing, and
these standards are recommended for acceptance.

It is recommended that judgment be withheld in the case of the standards
for the twelve-hundred-gallon-per-hour firing rate.

There has been no demonstration that the departmental services are
adequate for the operation of seven furnaces simultaneously. Unprejudiced

acceptance of the expected seven-furnace output is hardly justified by the
experience.

With the exceptions noted, it is recommended that the Company position

be upheld in this case.

wards, Professional Engineer

September 17, 1958
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B, Grievance_No. 22-F.28

Docket No, IH 292-285-4/9/58

Arbitration No., 282

Hot Metal Distributor

The Consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case
are set forth below as Exhibit B,

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report
are sound, consistent with the views expressed in the Permanent

Arbitrator's prior awards in incentive cases, and are hereby made a
part of this award,

In further illustration of the points made in the Edwards
report it might be profitable to compare production and earnings in
the "reference period" with those in the pay period ending May 31,
1958, Thus, the Hot Metal Distributor whose incentive earnings are
measured by departmental production had average hourly earnings of
$2.823 for the 90 day period nrior to the installation of the incent-
ive plan, During thils time the average production per pay period was
37,300 tons, These earnings were exceeded in all but one of the pay
periods in 1957 ending September 7 to December 28, 1957 during which
there wee T or 6 furnace operation, Starting with the pay neriod end.
ing January 11, 1958 through the pay period ending June 28, 1958
(during which there were 10 pay periods with only four furnace opera-
tion and three pay periods with fivé furnace operation) the average
earnings consistently fell below 32,823 in the reference period dl.-
though the work load rose or at worst remained at the same level,
Parenthetically, it may be noted that production was higher in all
these later pay periods, "The following table will illustrate how
the sarnin~s deteriorated,

Reference Pay Period Ending

Period 10/19/57 2/8/58 5/17/58 5/31/58
Av, No, of
Furnaces 4 6 4 4 §

Earnings $2.823 $2.,898  $2,735 $2,721 $2,817

However equitable the earnings relationship may be in the event of a
six or seven furnace operation after experience has been acquired and
a normal plateau of efficlency achieved, these figures raise a serious
question whether the standards in the Agreement are being met during
periods of four or five furnace operation., Thus, comparing two
periods of 4 furnace operation (the reference period and the pay
period ending February 8, 1958), although 4,022 more tons were pro-
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duced, the Hot Metal Distributor received $,089 less under the plan
than 1n the reference period, The factors of upgrading, inexperience,
et cetera referred to as explaining, in part, the vagaries in the
earnings tables in the Furnace Crew and in other cases seem not to

be operctive or significant with respect to the Hot Metal Distributor.

Under these circumstances the standard of equitable relation

with previous earnings clearly requires appropriate adjustment in the
incentive rate,

AWARD

The grievance is upheld, The Company, under the procedure
set forth in Article V, Section 5 of the Agreement shall present a
new revised incentive plan to the Union which shall satisfy the
standards set forth In that Sectidén, as recommended in the revort
of the Consultant attached hereto,.




EXHIBIT B
PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-28
- (HOT METAL DISTRIBUTOR)

Comments on the Union Case

The basic Union contention in this case is based upon the employee work
load. The Union does not state what it believes the work load to have been, but
it does base its contention upon the fact that in increasing the size of the open
hearth shop from four to sever furnaces with approximately the same time per
heat anticipated the number of heats will go up by 75 percent. Therefore, the
Union infers that the work load of the Hot Metal Distributors would also go up
approximately 75 percent.

It is understood that the same number of hot metal ladles are handled
per 320-ton heat as were formerly handled for the 299-ton heats. The work of .
the Hot Metal Distributor is approximately the same per ladle of hot metal.
However, there are some other parts of the work in which the increase is not
in direct proportion to the number of heats. For instance, the Company data
points out that the daily operation of calculating the hot metal requirements does
not materially change because of the increase in tonnage. Also, there is an
additional helper scheduled for five-, six-, and seven-furnace operation; and it
is incontestable that some of the additional work load will be assumed by the
additional helper.

The Union says that at no timne during the period shown in their exhibit
did the employee even approach the expectancy shown by the Company. The
period which the Union shows was entirely one of four-furnace operation. It
will be noted that during those pay periods ending from September 7 to December
28, when five and six furnaces were operating, the Hot Metal Distributor did
exceed the reference period earnings of $2. 823. The Union says there was no
change made in the furnace which would tend to lower the work load of these
employees. Also, there were no changes made in their jobs to lessen the work
load of the Hot Metal Distributors.

Comments on the Company Case

The Company states that their industrial engineers measured the work
load under the conditions prior to the changes at four-furnace operation. They
found a work load of 52 percent for the Hot Metal Distributor at that level of
output.
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Fifty-two percent multiplied by the 35 percent expected incentive
earnings for full work load would indicate 18.2 percent bonus payment as being
justified. The crew actually earned 17. 6 percent bonus during the reference
period, and the Company says that it threw into the adjustment a gratuitous
increase in earnings from 17. 6 percent to 18.2 percent bonus, an increase of
. 6 percent of the base rate. The amount of the work load was projected from
four-furnace operation to seven. It was computed that at seven-furnace opera-
tion the work load of the Hot Metal Distributor would be 66. 3 percent.

The Company then established a new incentive plan based on the concept
that at seven-furnace operation (actually six and a half average) the Hot Metal
Distributor would be working at a 66. 3 percent work load. This increase in work
load is a result of increasing the number of hot metal charges which the Hot
Metal Distributor must supply; but since many of the work elements of the job
do not increase as the tonnage or number of charges increases, the Company
figured that the work load would increase only from 52 to 66.3, or 14.3 per-
centage points (an increase over the old work load of 27 percent) and that some
of the work load of the Hot Metal Distributor would be reduced by an additional -
helper when operating five, six, or seven furnaces. The Company figured that
at the anticipated seven-furnace work load of 66. 3 percent it would be justified
in paying 35 percent of this, or 23. 2 percent incentive.

Consultant's Opinion

The Company has based an anticipated earning of 23. 3 percent on the
work load anticipated for seven furnaces, but it has pivoted the entire incentive
structure around this one point, There is no claim that once the incentive is
installed the pay will vary with the work load. In other words, as the number of
furnaces drops back to four, the old four-furnace work load should recur. This
was 52 percent and indicated an earning of 18. 2 percent bonus. However, with
this incentive plan a four-furnace operation would result in the payment of only
13. 4 percent bonus because the bonus is based on tonnage and not on work load.

If the No. 3 Open Hearth Shop should operate at seven-furnace operation
(actually six and a half) at all times, then the incentive might be considered equit-
able. However, when the operation drops to four furnaces, the situation has
returned approximately to that which existed prior to the change except that the
earnings of the Hot Metal Distributors have dropped 4 percent below what they
were prior to the change. There is certainly doubt of the equity of this procedure
under the terms of the Agreement. The trouble appears to be that the expected
incentive earnings are calculated on anticipated work load, but actual earnings
are calculated upon tonnage output. In the case of the Hot Metal Distributors,
tonnage output is not a true reflection of the work load; and, therefore, the incen-
tive theory is carried out at only one point.
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The relationships between the number of furnaces operating, the work
load, and the percent bonus are shown on Chart IV, (It is to be noted that the
scales are different from those on the charts presented previously, these
changes being necessary to show the relationship between earnings and effort
in this case.) The earnings normally resulting from the incentive plans, both
old and new, are shown as heavy lines, while the amount of effort for the same
rate of operation is shown as light dotted lines and is referred to the right-hand
scale of work load percentages. The percent of bonus expected (23. 2) has been
made to fall at the sarne point as the corresponding work load (66. 3) in order to
most clearly show the relationship.

It is clearly seen that the earnings expected from the revised incentive
plan do not equal the previous earnings at any point reached by the old plan. The
exceed them only when the previous work load is substantially exceeded.

There is certainly no guarantee of seven-furnace operation at all times
in the future. In fact, since the increase in the number of furnaces, there has
been four-, five-, and six-furnace operation but no period of seven-furnace
operation,

The equity of the proposal to pay 23. 3 percent bonus at the maximum
output with 66. 3 percent work load can be defended; but it appears necessary to
pay 17. 6 percent (or 18.2 percent as proposed) at the old job requirement of
52 percent work load. No simple type of incentive plan will fulfill both of these
conditions., The consultant does not have the assignment to tell the parties how
to design incentive plans. The following remarks are inserted to illustrate the
problem rather than to propose a specific solution for it.

1. The old incentive plan might be applied for rates of operation
up to and including four furnaces. For operation of five, six,
and seven furnaces, an incentive that proportioned the earn-
ings in a straight-line function from the 17. 6 percent (or
18. 2 percent) at four furnaces up to 23.2 percent at seven-
furnace output would seem to fill the requirements of the
Agreement.

2. A separate incentive rate carrying out the earnings - work load
relationship as set forth by the Company for each number of
furnaces in operation could also be designed to provide equitable

earnings in relationship to the previous requirement of work
load.
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It is the recommendation of the consultant that the Company be required
to restore the previous earnings when the previous work load is required of the
Hot Metal Distributor. At higher work load the 35 per cent bonus earnings - full
work load relationship may be used as a guide in setting the amount of earnings
expected for intermediate work load requirements.

g Y i

Haul M. Edwargds, Professional Engineer

September 24, 1958
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C. Grievance No, 22-F.30

Docket No, IH 293.286-4/9/58

Arbitration No., 283

Charging Car and Ladle Crane Operator

The Consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case
are set forth below as Exhibilt C,

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report
are sound, consistent with the views expressed in the Permanent
Arbitrator's prior awards in incentive cases, and are hereby made a
part of this award,

~ AWARD

This grievance is denied,




EXHIBIT C

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-30
(CHARGING CAR OPERATOR AND LADLE CRANEMAN)

Consultant's Comments on the Union Case

The Union expressed grave doubts that the projected tonnage of 74, 665
tons per pay period could be produced by the No. 3 Open Hearth with the scheduled
five-man crew, The Union also offered testimony to prove that the work load
would increase even for the same tonnage output in the seven-furnace department.
The longer distances that would have to be traveled by the cranes or the charging
cars to serve four furnaces in the seven-furnace shop were offered. Also pre-
sented was the testimony that the Ladle Cranemen at times work all of the time,
sometimes foregoing needed relief.

The consultant believes that the points made by the Union are material.
He finds, however, that they have been compensated for in the revision of the
incentive; and, as will be brought out below, the incentive may prove equitable
even if the expected tonnage is not attained.

Comments on the Company Case

The Company industrial engineers made time studies of the Charging
Car and Ladle Crane operations before the changes from four furnaces to seven
and before the change from 299 to 320-ton heats. The work load was projected,
element by element, from the 299 to the 320-ton-heat basis., The consultant
finds that in so far as observation, testimony, and study of the situation indicate,
the projection was fairly made; and it is believed that the increased time allowed
for the Charging Car and Ladle Crane Operators per ton of ingots produced is
adequate by comparison with the 299-ton-heat operation.

Consultant's Opinion

The incentive plan for the Charging Car Operators and the Ladle Crane-
men has been changed very little. The amount of work performed by the men in
these positions is a function of both the tons of steel made and of the number of
heats that were required to make the steel.

It would be presumed that the amount of work per ton was less with the
larger heats. The Company has, however, increased certain elements of work
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in its projected change from 299 to 320-ton heats, so that actually more work
per ton is allowed in the new incentive for the larger heats.

The average work load found for conditions prior to the change was
70 percent of a full incentive work load. On the Company's 35 percent bonus
practice (discussed in the consultant's "Exposition of Incentive Practices'),
this would have justified payment of 24. 5 percent bonus. Twenty-four and a
half percent bonus was actually paid during the three-month period prior to the
development of the new rate. While presumed to be a coincidence, the actual
incentive fits the Company standard practice. This relationship is shown as
the point marked "Prior to Change' on Chart VIII.

The total output of the department was expected to increase 88 percent
in the Company figures. However, five men are expected to be used in this
group instead of three. The tonnage output per man hour, therefore, would
increase only about 13 percent, to the point marked "Expected after the Change"
on Chart VIII. The Company says that the average work load would increase
24 percent (16. 8 percent of full work load). The difference is caused by the
increases in the standard times allowed,as mentioned above.

From the evidence presented, the consultant believes that the adjustments
to the allowed times were adequate; in fact, probably rather generous.

Earnings may fall below the previous average but only because (a) the
men added to the crew have caused the ingot tons per man hour to be lower than
previously, or (b) the output of the furnaces has declined.

The new incentive plan pays slightly more per ingot ton at all levels of
production than the old plan.

Some actual payments resulting from the new plan at various outputs
(and corresponding work loads) are also shown on Chart VIII as solid dots.

Within the framework of the 35 percent bonus practice the new earnings
are held to be equitable in relation to the previous job requirements and the

previous incentive earnings. M

P%)ll M. Edwapds, Professional Engineer

September 29, 1958



Bonvs

PERCENT

CHARGING CAR. ANDP LADLE CRAME [NCEXTIVE AM,

/NLAND STESL Co,

3

30

25

20

/5

/0

.

NE 3 OFax HERARTH
O ACTUAL EARNINGS AND WHK LIADS -DATA FRIN UNIeN Z)umrr z -

ExPECrep Afrin

THE CHWANGE \

PRIGR Tv CHAV(E

o 55% Bamys ar

/ FVULL MORK LOAD

#o és

7 X g Jo.8

/“ % wokk tm
Tons ﬂ'l MAN R
320 ToN NEATDS

.ﬂ"‘ ToNS MR MAw fR
199 T NEA

C. AR NI

EARpn 14 §3
Palcams /-

3y
346t
3.031
3y
i

]
i

{
3.0¢

|
i
293

|
|
~2.7¢

|




- 11 -

D. 3rievzace lo. 22-r'-31

Docket No., IH-29L-287-4/9/58

Arbitration No. 284

Hot Metal Craneman

The Consultant'!s report oa the techaical aspects of this case,
together with a chart illustrating hls comments, are set foith below
as Exnibit D. The comments and conclusions in the Cousultant's re-
port are regarded 2s sound and are hereby made a part of thls Awarc.

This cese oreseants a question that was the subject of the dis-
cussion wnich took olace at the hearing on December’ 6, 1358 subse-
quent to the date oil wiich the case was originally preseated 1in
arbitration. Stazted briefly, it is whetneirr the Agreement requires
that where an incentive plan becomes inappropriate, tne new in-
centive plan must provide lncentive earuings at least equal to
those enjoyed uncer the previous plan desplte the fact tnat addi-
tional employees have been added to the crew under clrcumstences
that 1iidicate less inceative effort willl have to be put forth in
the performarnce of the jobs.

The Union vigorously tzkes the positioa that 1t was aever con-
templated that in a new incentive plan replaciung one that has pecoue
inappropriate due to chaanzes, the lncentive earnings miznt be re-
duced. It asserts thet in cases arbitrated prior to thne preseat
Permanent Arbitretorship, the Company's position was 1inconsistent
with that it presently maintains. The Union polnts to the average
hourly Zuarantee (Marginal Paragraph 58) as evidence that a floor
of earnings was intended when a new inceative plan 1is substituted
for an incentive plan previously in effect.

The Compa.ay, for its art, strescsed the point that incentive
plans were intended to compensate for incentive effort (Marziaal
Paragrapn 52) and that incentive earningzs unier & Plail are required
to be equitably related to previous Job requirements and previous
incentIve earnings. Thus, says the Company, where chanies have
rendered a plan inequltable, it is appropriate to measure and evalu-
ate the effects of the changses to the end tnzat the 1lnceative earn-
inzs ylelded by the new plan will be equitable 1a relation to pre-
vious job requirements and previous 1lnceutlive earnings. Thls 1is
done, according to the Comoany, by resorting essentially to work
load studies. It rezards tnis as consistent with tne term "job
requirements" as used 12 Article V, Section 5. Thus, when the
"work load" has been increased by the change, an upward adjustment
of rates, asserts the Comyany, is ilundlcated; coutrariwlse, wneu the
wori load studies disclose a diminution of "wors load", indlcating
that less ince..tive effort need be put forth, a downward adjustment
of ezrnings is appropriate. The Comjary uwotes in this connection
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that measuremeat of job requlrements i1s discusszed by it witn refer-
ence to tne incentive effort required to be put fortsn over and above
what 1s compensated for in the base rate and there should be no con-
fusion petween "job content" as used for base rate determinations
(Article Vv, Section €) and "Job requirements" as used in Article V,
Section 5.

The responsibllity of the Permanent Arbitrator neve is to in-
terpret and apply the porovisions of the Agreement 1a a reasonable
mammer. The words the parties have placed in the Agreement are the
best evidence of thelir intentions. Where tnere 1s a lack of clarity
then observations made by other arbitrators ia a different coatext,
or the arguments advanced by the parties, may be helpful, but
basically the provisions of tne Azreement are controlling.

A careful study of Article V, Section 5 persuades that where
"new or chanzed conditlons" within the meaninz of Marzianzl Para-
Zraph 59 occur and the previous lacentive plan 1s alleged or con-
ceded (as in this case) to have become iaappropriate, tnere should
be a "new inceative" conforminz to four standards expressed tnereiln.
for the purposes of tnis case we snall refer ouly to tne requirement
that in the lizht of the new or changed conditions the new plan
must provide "equitable incentive earnings in relation to * # # the
previous job requirements and the previous incentive earnings® :
(Marginal Paragraph 59). The total meaaing of "Jjoo requirements”
1s not apparent; it is a general and imprecise term. Thils was dis-
cuscsed by the Permanent Arbitrator at some length on pazes 4 and 5
of Case 156. Therefore, it should pbe open to the parties at any
time to enli:nten the Arbit:ator as to what 1t compirenends in a
particular case. In any eveat, the problems preseated in this case
do not ceem to require a treatise on what 1s included ia the term.
On the other hand, the word "equitable" and the term "incentive
earnings" and "previous incentive earnings" arce belleved to be well
understood. These features have been commented on in a number of
prior awards.

Thus, 1t 1s tae duty of the Arbltrator to assure that whateve.
the new inceative plan provides as lacentive earninzs shall ove
"equlitable" 1n relationship to what the old plan ylelded as incen-
tive earnings for the Job requirements wnich were extant before the
new or cnanged conditions. Thls calls for a broad exercige of dis-
cretion inasmuch as the term "equlitable" inst_ ucts us that tne
parties did not intend that new iacentive earnings should either
increase or decrease in direct and preclse proportion as new or
changed conditions are held to affect the job requirements. See
discussion of this in Cases 151 and 156.

There 1s general agresement that where the new or changed con-~
ditions resulted in increased Job requirements, the new incentive
plan should produce incentive earnings ire-ter thaa did the olad
plan to an equitable degree. Marzinal Parazraph 59, however, does
not concern itself with whether the job requlrements were increased
or decreased: 1t does not state that 1t applies only to increases
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in the Jjob requirements. It provides a formula for application to
the facts of a case, whatever they may be.

When we look elsewhere in the Agreement, we find no mandate which
1s inconsistent with this normal reading of Marginal Paragraph 59.
Parazraph 58 (the guarantee of average hourly earnings) deals with
a specific situation. It does not purport to state what the new
incentive plan should yleld in earnings; rather it is limited at most
to the proposition that until a dispute on a new incentive plan is
resolved,the employees are to be protected by guaranteeing them
thelr earnings level under the old incentive plan. It may well be
asked why this guarantee 1s provided. Certainly, there would be
no need for such a guarantee if the Union were satisfied that the
new incentive will ylield earnings greater in appropriate degree and
extent than those produced under the old plan.

It seems more reasonable to conclude that the juarantee was leg-
1slated to protect the employees in the situatlion in which, because
the job requirements had been reduced as a result of the new and
changed conditions, the incentive plan would yleld lesser incentive
earnings than the previous plan had ylelded. In such an instance,
plainly, the employees have an important reason to maintain the .
status quo in incentive earnings until the Arbitrator can determine
whether or not the job requirements were, 1lndeed, reduced, and
whether the equitable balance required in the Agreement has been
maintained.

Thus, the Arbltratoir reaches tne coaclusioan that whatever may be
the total content of "job requirements" and whatever other ambigui-
tlies may exist in Article V, Section 5, 1t 1s the duty of the Ar-
bitrator to apply the standards and the formula of Marginal Para-
giraph 59 as he finds them. This means that when a new incentive
plan 1s being reviewed, one must see whetner 1t willl yleld incentive
earnings which are equitable in relation to the previous job :.e-
quirements and the previous incentive earnings, or to the other
standards set forth in Section 5. This 1s so regardless of whether
that relationship willl cesult in increased or decreased incentive
earnings under the new plan.

In the instant case the Company elected to assign two Cranemen
for almost all of the turns since the installation of the incentive
plan when four, five or six furnaces were operated. Obviously the
introduction of another crane reduced the job regulrements as was
shown on the work load studies submitted by the Company and dis-
cussed in the Consultant's report. It also had the effect under
the installed plan of reducing the incentive earnings per man. The
data in that report and the whole record of the case support the
conclusion that the standards in Marginal Paragraph 59 have been
met.

AANARD

This grievance is denied.



EXHIBIT D

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-31
(HOT METAL CRANEMEN)

Consultant's Comments on the Union Case

The Union states that during the base period which determined the
average earnings of the Hot Metal Cranemen the average earnings were $3. 089
per hour for a production of forty thousand tons of ingots for the shop (later
corrected to 37,300 ingot tons). The Union points out that even though produc-
tion rose to 52,406 tons, the Cranemen's earnings were $2. 940 per hour, a loss
of $. 149 per hour. The Union further points out that Craneman earnings since
the new incentive was installed have dropped as low as $2. 845 per hour, even
though the shop tonnage increased to 41,322 tons. Even when serving four fur-
naces, the same number operating before the change, and producing thirteen
hundred tons more than before the change, the Cranemen lost $. 245 per hour.

The Union brought out that whereas one Hot Metal Craneman was em-
ployed per shift in the old shop when four furnaces were operating, now in the
new shop two Hot Metal Cranemen are employed even though only four furnaces
are operating.

The Union claims that even though seven furnaces were operating with an
increase of 88 percent in output of ingots for the shop, the earnings of the Hot
Metal Cranemen would not be as high as they had been in the old shop with four
furnaces.

Testimony was presented as to increased work load, particularly in con-
nection with filling the dolomite machine and the handling of spouts.

In analyzing the effect of the change upon the earnings of the Hot Metal
Cranemen, it is true that the total tons produced is a significant figure. However,
it must also be noted that it is not the only significant figure. It is earnings and
job requirements in relation to previous earnings and job requirements that must
be considered. Tons produced in the shop is certainly a reflection of job require-
ments; however, the amount of work which the Hot Metal Cranemen must do per
ton produced and the number of Hot Metal Cranemen among whom that work was
divided are also significant factors. These will be considered in the consultant's
analysis.
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Comments on the Company Case

The Company submits time study data which indicates an increase in
the standard hours of work of the Hot Metal Cranemen per heat from 1. 5723
for the 299-ton heat to 1. 6235 for the 320-ton heat under the conditions exist-
ing after the physical arrangements of the shop were changed. This represents
an increase of slightly more than three percent where the size of the heat was
increased by 7 percent. When reduced to amount of work per unit of output, it
is found that the standard hours per one hundred tons of ingot output has been
reduced from . 526 to . 507 per one hundred tons, a reduction of about three and
a half percent in work load per hundred tons. This change appears to be logical
in the light of the fact that the same number of ladles of hot metal are poured
into a furnace for each heat.

Apparently the management has made the decision that with a three per-
cent increase in work load it is now desirable to staff the department with two
Hot Metal Cranemen per shift. At least two Cranemen have been used per shift
since the new facilities went into operation and while the shop had four, five, and
six furnaces operating.

The management agrees that the earnings have been lower at all times
with the new conditions than with the prior conditions, even though five and six
furnaces were operating at times. During the three months prior to the develop-
ment of the rate, 26. 1 percent incentive margin was earned (Company Exhibit D),
while during the period from its installation in August, 1957, to the pay period
ending June 28, 1958, a margin of only 17.5 percent was earned. From the cal-
culations it is obvious that this reduction in earnings is due in part to the fact
that the standard hours of work per hundred tons of ingots produced has been
reduced as a result of the Company's finding that the amount of effort per one
hundred tons of ingots produced is lower than prior to the change by the three
percent mentioned. The big difference, however, has been the fact that since the
installation of the second hot metal crane two Cranemen have been assigned to
the crew per turn almost continually.

Consultant's Opinion

The data provided by the parties, Union Exhibit 1 and Company Exhibit F,
have been plotted in two different forms. Chart IX shows the earnings as a per-
cent of the base rate compared to the percent of full incentive work load. What
the Company refers to as its '"standard incentive practice' is shown as the Line F,
running from no bonus at zero work load to 35 percent bonus at 100 percent of full
incentive work load. As a result of the time studies, the Company says that it
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found a work load during the base period of 61.5 percent, with an earnings of

26. 1 percent. This condition is plotted as the point ""base period" on Chart IX
(Note 1 on Chart X). The Company states in its brief (pages 6 and 7) that the
assignment of two cranemen to the hot metal cranes would result in a decrease

in work load compared to the old conditions, even when seven furnaces were
operating at normal output. Rather than cause a decrease in earnings because

of this drop of five percentage points in the work load, the Company ''loosened"
the incentive plan so that at the expected output of seven furnaces and two cranemen
assigned the earnings would be the same as those during the base period. The
point of the expected earnings with two cranes and the 56. 4 percent work load is
shown on Chart IX marked "expected-two cranes, seven furnaces.'" Now, if it
had been possible to operate with one craneman assigned up to four-furnace opera-
tion, there might have been an increase in earnings, as shown by the point "ex-
pected-four furnaces, one crane.'" Of course, if two cranemen are assigned when
only four furnaces are operating, the amount of work available for each man will
be only half of that for one and the bonus margin paid above the base rate will be
half of that for one craneman. This condition is shown as the point marked

"expected-four furnaces, two cranes.' It shows on the chart as 17.5 percent,
which is exactly what was earned on the average since the new incentive went into
effect.

The same data has been shown directly against ingot production in
thousands of tons per pay period and the resulting earnings in dollars per hour
on Chart X. The expected earnings at various levels of production are shown
by the two lines marked ''earnings-one craneman' and "earnings-two cranemen."
The actual earnings during the base period and since the new incentive has been
installed are shown as small circles, with notes explaining those that do not fall
on the '"two cranemen' line.

Conclusion

The Company applied its "Standard Wage Incentive Practice' and then in-
creased the earnings slightly above those indicated by it, so that there was an
expectation of increased earnings at both the four-furnace and the seven-furnace
level of operations under the new conditions. This is on the assumption that one
craneman would be assigned for four-furnace operation as in the past. There
would have been a reduction in earnings for five and six-furnace operation if two
cranemen were assigned for these conditions, as was stated to be the management
intention.

However, the management assigned two cranemen to work when four fur-
naces were in operation, and a decrease in earnings resulted. It must be
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remembered that a comparable decrease would have resulted under the old plan
if the same action had been taken.

An attempt has been made to set out the significant facts in tabular form

on the attached sheet.

aul M, EdwErds, Professional Engineer

December 1, 1958




‘UsamouUBIO OM) uUSOMlIeq UT3avm sArjuedouy oyz Suyljyrds £q painduwoo

usaq aavy sdutures oarqeqoad

*POIINOO0 ATTENIOB JDAOU UOTITPUOD STUL ##

*1eo13osvaduy xo
erqeureljvUn 9q 031 H¥ YI[Y OF 9q PINOM UOTITPUOD STY} JOF PBOT HIOM *

%2S°T  (%£°8-) %¥S*'T  (%E°8-) %6°2T %0°€8 * * %001 %L
pET°E$ %P 9C PET°E$S %V°9C vET'°ES %¥°9¢ * “A8°2Z11 g99°‘vL (114
(¥¥°8-) (%9°L¥b-) %6°2 %LV %9°1 %LV %6°2Z L Y24 2 1 72 1 92
1€8°2¢ %z°z¢ 8L1°€$ %¥°¥9 1€8°2¢ %2T°2E 8LT°E$ %P P9 000°0¥% (114>
680°€$  %C°19 680°c$ %S°19 **xLBL°Z$ #*%8°0F€ '680°ct  %5'19 oog‘Le 662

JINOH J8d pBo1 JNOH J3d peo] JNOH J9od peo] JNOH Jxod peol potrxed 9ZIg
s3utuxey JIoM g8uyuxeny NIOM sB3uturey HIOM s3uyurey HJIOM Leg 3®oH
7*8904 2-% ‘uomaurvx) g ‘8904 .-G 'uowauvI) Z um], Jag am] xeod J0d SuU0J

Jaom PIa L1venjoy
uerd ayy sy

‘82804 P JOJ ueswouUvI) 1
uotun ay3 4Aq
POO3IBIapU(] SBM
ueld syl sy

uewmouvI) g

TemeurI) T

SNOILIANGO SNOIWVA ¥Od dALOALOUd ANV TVILLOV

NARINVHD TVLIN LOH 40 SONINYVE
T€~4-22 °*ON FONVAAIWD

NOLLVULIGHV VOIYANV 40 SYINHOMTAILS JALINN - ANVANOD 'TIHLE ONVINI

*uerd pro wouy
*uetd meu

*uerd pyo woxj

8G6T ‘T Joquadeq

288OIOUT JUIDII4

-~ §00%8UJINY UBASS

888oJIOUT jJuUldI0d

‘ueyd mou - geswuUINy anoyg

‘ueyd pIo - #80BUIN JNOF

‘S

‘v

‘€

4




EARNINGS - PERCENT OF BASE RATE

140
/20
/00
8o
40
40
20
0o

HOT METAL CRANEMEN

/NLAND 3TEEL - N2 3 OPEN NEARTH

i

CnART TX

3SA Bokrs AT
Fvie WokK LaAD

——— -

! :
i i
' t
]
; :
Zypered ’ '
Hoxx U ' '
7 Fegs X -t
4 | |
5800 ! i
Lns ) :
1 ] i
pr 7 7 /1‘ '-
fzx ctﬂr oF AULL (,vcewr/vd WoKK LJAD
- BEREERE 1 Phed
| 9y ) | ”. |




! I 1 I

EARNINES — DoltARS - PER HooR

. "
l

348

320
348

3./0

A.70
248
2.60
255

A.5°

 HOT METAL CRANEMEN . CHART X
INLAND STEEL -USWA - 22-F-13/
NOTE /. BASE PER100 - & FCEJ OASRATING
NoOTE 2. ONE WEEK - AVE 10, 1687

NOTE 3. QY P00 ENNNG JAN H, 4S8 5',4‘6
ONE CRANEMAN MRT oF Tim&
~oTE 4. EARNINES WITHN 2 CRANEMEN

NoTE 5. ExPcTEd EMNWES -2 CRNA.,

0,"
K
(0] r‘o{e
o
(4
&
S
00
- ' . .
S Fcgc  4Fcks 7 Feks

| GuAsANTEED NooRLY RATE 2. 485

f}. 3 § é 7
\ | l
4, ABLIETEPUN I I S NS U EOu B S TS W I W T W A"l'\'|'ll‘l‘ll [ P [

20 30 4o 50 60 70 80

INEOT PRIDUCTION
THoosANDS OF Tons PER PAY PERID

Pme
/0-3-58




- 14 -

E. Grievance No. 22-F.34

Docket No, IH 295-288-4/9/58

Arbitration No. 28F

Strivper Craneman

The Consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case
are set forth below as Exhibit E,

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report
are sound, consistent with the views expressed in the Permanent
Arbitrator's prior awards In incentive cases, and are hereby made a
part of this award,

~ AWARD

The grievance is upheld, The Comnany, under the procedure
get forth in Article V, Section 5 of the Agreement shall present a
new revised Incentive plan to the Union which shall satisfy the
standards set forth in that Section as recommended in the Consultant's

report,




EXHIBIT E

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-34
(STRIPPER CRANEMAN)

Consultant's Comments on the Union Case

The Union presented figures showing that at increased tonnage output
and correspondingly increased work requirement the earnings of the Stripper
Cranemen actually decreased. The additional fact presented that an 88 percent
increase in production stripped by the same number of cranemen would result
in an increase of only 22. 9 cents per hour or an 8.2 percent increase in pay
over previous earnings cannot be accepted as proving that an inequity exists.
However, the Union appears to show that the incentive earnings for previous
tonnages are not equitable in relation to previous incentive earnings and previous
job requirements.

Comments on the Company Case

The Company says that the previous incentive earnings were 3.2 percent
higher than would be indicated by their "Standard Incentive Practice' (28 percent
work load x .35 = 9,8 percent, compared to actual incentive earnings of
13 percent in the base period).

The Company projected the observed work load from the 28 percent at
39, 300 calculated ingot tons per pay period at four-furnace capacity to 52. 3
percent work load at the expected full production of 74, 665 tons. The tonnage
increases 90 percent (from 39, 300 to 74, 665 tons), while it is expected that the
amount of work will increase about 87 percent (52.3 + 28 = 187). Since there
are certain duties that are not related directly to the number of ingots stripped,
the difference between the increase in tonnage and increase in work load appears
to be reasonable and is accepted.

The Company calculates the amount of incentive earnings justified by
their “"Standard Incentive Practice' at 18. 3 percent of base rate (52.3 x . 35).
To this percentage was added the 3.2 percent that the old incentive was '*high. "
This procedure indicates an expected incentive rmargin of 21. 5 percent at
74, 665 tons. This is held to be equitable in relation to previous incentive
earnings and previous job requirements.
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Consultant's Opinion

The Company contention that the expected earnings are equitable could
be supported if there were a guarantee that tonnage would always be at or near
the seven-furnace level. However, examination of earnings at all levels indi-
cates that at previous job requirements the previous incentive earnings will not
be received.

Chart No. XI shows the relationship of earnings to work load (and tonnage)
for both incentive plans. Point ""A" represents this relationship for the base
period. Point "B'" represents the earnings at the capacity tonnage of 74, 665 and
52. 3 percent work load. The new incentive plan is based on Point '"B'" and is not
a '"'steeper’'' pay line, as mentioned in testimony, but is actually a "flatter' one.
The small dots represent actual earnings since the new incentive was installed.

It indicates that there will be a reduction in earnings at the previous tonnage,
which reflects previous job requirements.

Actual earnings were $2. 793 per hour for 37, 300 tons. New incentive
earnings would be $2. 753 for 37, 300 tons. This is a reduction of $. 04 per hour

for work requirements, practically identical to the '"previous job requirements."

Recommendation

To comply with the criteria of the Agreement, the Company should revise
the incentive plan so that $2. 793 per craneman hour will be earned when 37, 300
ingot tons are produced per pay period. Earnings of $3. 022 per hour appear
equitable for production of 74, 665 ingot tons per pay period.

Tl I Semid,

Pﬁ}d M. Eﬂ-wardi, Professional Engineer

October 10, 1958
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F. Grievance No. 22-F-27

Docket No. IH 291-284-4/9/58

Arbitration No. 286

Scrap Yard Craneman

The Consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case,
together with a chart lllustirating his comments are set forth below

as Exhibit F.

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report are
sound, consistent with the views expressed in the Permanent Arbitra-
tor's prior awards in lncentive cases, and are hereby made a part of

this case.

AWARD

The grievance 1s denled.



EXHIBIT ¢

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-27
(SCRAP YARD CRANEMAN)

Consultant's Comments on the Union Case

The Union contends that the earnings of the Scrap Yard Craneman under
the revised incentive plan have not maintained a proper relationship to the in-
creased work load. The revised incentive plan is based on an anticipated 88 per-
cent increase in production, which the Union doubts will be realized. The Scrap
Yard Cranemen have not attained the expected $2. 854 per hour earnings from the
incentive. With increased output of the No. 3 Open Hearth Department the earn-
ings have at times been below those received prior to the addition of three furnaces
to the department.

Comments on the Company Case

From time studies the Company found 3. 27 standard hours of work per
heat of 299 tons. It was then calculated that the 320-ton heat would require 3. 41
standard craneman hours of work. (The heats increase 7 percent in size; the
crane work goes up 4.2 percent with 2. 8 percent of the work, ''load by bucket, "
removed from the craneman duties. The full 7 percent increase in amount of
scrap handled is thereby accounted for in the work load figures.)

The Company computes that full seven-furnace operation with 320-ton
heats will increase the craneman's work load from 64. 1 percent to 78. 9 percent
of full work load, an increase of 14. 8 percentage points. Applying its 35 percent
incentive earnings practice, an increase of 5.2 percent of the base hourly rate
is indicated.

During the base period the cranemen were actually earning 25. 4 percent
above their base hourly rate. This compares with 22. 4 that would result from
the application of the 35 percent practice to their work load.

The Company provided for increasing the craneman earnings 5.2 percent,
thereby arriving at 30. 6 percent incentive margin where 27. 6 would have been
computed from the projected work load for the new conditions. Thus, the incre-
ment by which the incentive earnings had exceeded those called for by the 35 per-
cent practice was maintained.
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Consultant's Opinion

The earnings for actual periods have been plotted against the ingot tons
per pay period on Chart No. VII. The point marked "A" is computed from the
Union's Exhibit I ($2. 701 per hour for 37, 300 tons with two cranemen per turn).
The point marked "B' is taken from the Company Exhibit D, showing the data
for the three months prior to development of the rate. (Seven pay periods, an
average of 39, 700 tons per pay period, and earnings of $2. 735 after adjustment
for the general wage increase of July 1, 1957.)

These two points indicate the line on which the earnings for any other
period could be found prior to the revision.

The Lines '"C'" and "D'" are plotted through the points representing actual
earnings for various periods after the revision. It is about 1.5 cents per hour
less than the prior earnings for the same tons of ingots per craneman hour.

The Scrap Yard Crane job was relieved of the work ''load by bucket" at
the time of the changes in the department. The work was transferred to a raw
materials crane in the new bin building. This represented a reduction in work
load, all other things remaining unchanged, of 1. 8 percent of a full work load
(2.8 percent of the work being done).

Applying the Company's 35 percent earnings practice would warrant
a reduction of 0. 6 percent of the base rate in the job earnings from this change.
This percentage of the base rate ($2. 185) is $0. 0135 per hour. The actual
reduction that occurred in the earnings at a given production rate per craneman
hour is the same, as nearly as can be determined from the figures.

To summarize:

1. An increase in the craneman's earnings has been provided
equivalent to 35 percent of the increase in the work load.
This conforms to the Company's '"Standard Incentive Practice, "
which has been discussed in a general review,

2. The work load varies directly with the output of ingots per
craneman hour.

3. The incentive has been adjusted for the reduction in work
load resulting from relieving the Scrap Cranemen of 'loading
by bucket. "
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4. The earnings above the base rate (the "incentive margin")
were slightly higher than the ""Standard Incentive Practice"
would indicate. This increment has been maintained in the
new incentive.

Recommendation

With acceptance of the work-load method of determining incentive
earnings and the 35 percent margin at full work load, the Scrap Craneman's
incentive plan, as revised, is considered completely equitable. [t is equitable
in terms of these criteria even though the expected total tonnage was not achieved,
and its equity is not affected by size of heat or firing rate.

l LW A,

M. fdwﬁr s, Professional Engineer

October 14, 1958
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G. Grievance No, 22-F-38

Docket No, IH 296-289-4/9/58

Arbltration No, 287

Payloader Operator

The consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case
are set forth below as Exhibit G,

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report
are sound, consistent with the views expnresgded in the Permanent
Arbitrator's prior awards in incentive cases, and are hereby made a
part of this award,

The time study data on the basls of which the plan was devela
oped was gathered in the course of a three turn study on December 20
and 21, 1956, This data was projected to levels of operation and
sizes of heats expected under the changed conditions, The Compvany
reasonably might have reached the conclusion that its work-load
comnutations were sufficlently accurate not to justify a check study.
The testimony adduced at the hea®ing, however, as to present banking
practices for the old furneces, the cleaning up work and the extent
to which assistance 1s available from a Labor Payloader raised ques-
tions as to the work-load computations under the changed conditions
that need to be answered more satisfactorily than by mathematical
projection, This is also true as to the offset in work-load claimed
by the Company by reason of a more convenient arrangement of bins and
payloading procedures generally, In thlis comnection reference is
made to Arbitration No. 156 in which the Permanent Arbitrator com-
mented:

" s+ & I do not believe the precise differ-
ence between the respective work loads 1s
to be measured and then applied with mathe-
matical exactness to the new plan, This
difference 1s simnly one of the factors to
be considered along with the others mentioned
in Section 5, when we undertake to say whether
a new 1ncentive plan is equitable,"

AWARD

Final decision is withheld pending a check time-study of the
job to be undertaken under properly representative conditions at the
earliest convenient opportunity. Such study shall be submitted to
the Arbitrator and to the Union which shall notify the undersigned
whether it desires to be heard further in the case with respect to
the additional data presented,



EXHIBIT G

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-36
(PAYLOADER OPERATOR)

Consultant!'s Comments on the Union Case

The Union says that the work load of the Payloader Operators has
evidently increased more than the 26. 9 percentage points of a full work load
as found by the Company. Also, the employees have at no time approached
the earnings expected from the new incentive plan. The Union states that it
doubts that the anticipated assistance for the Payloader will be realized in
practice.

The Union did not offer any substantive evidence of the amount of the
increased wqrk load.

Comments on the Company Case

The Company position is that the nature of the duties of the Payloader
Operator have changed, with a net increase in work load of 26 percentage points
(from 38.5 percent to 65.5 percent of a full day's work) accompanying the
physical changes in the department.

The work loads indicated by the time studies made when 299-ton heats
were being produced by four furnaces were projected by judgment and calculation
to the work load for 320-ton heats and to the total work load per day for seven-
furnace operation. The adjustments shown for the various classes of work are
worth some attention.

Build Banks - The time allowed was increased 6 percent.

A question of the correctness of this figure is justified by the
fact that one of the means of increasing the furnace capacity
from 299 tons to 320 tons was by banking the doors higher, at
least for the old furnaces. It does not appear that the amount
of material used to bank the doors is necessarily proportional
to the increase in heat size. It is doubtful if the basis for a
good projection of this work was available before the change.
It is difficult to accept it at face value when the opportunity
for a check under actual conditions is available.

Clean Up Floor Area - The allowed time was increased by
5 percent. This would seem to be a reasonable projection except
for one point--it is possible that the amount of material used to
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bank the doors is increased out of proportion to the increase
in total amount of materials charged and used. If this is true,
the clean-up time would not necessarily be 5 percent,

Restock Furnace Materials - The allowed time per heat was
reduced by 14. 5 percent. The Company position on this item
was that the Payloader would get help from other jobs, such

as the Highlift Operator, and that better handling facilities and
more convenient placement of materials would reduce the amount
of work to be done by the Payloader Operator per heat. It is
difficult to accept this projection as adequate to the needs of the
case from the figures supplied.

Maintenance of Vehicle - The constant would appear to fill the
needs,

Miscellaneous - The constant time per heat would seem to fill
the needs.

Consultant's Opinion

The relationship of earnings to ingot tonnage produced is shown on
Chart XII for both incentive plans. The point marked "A" represents the base
period earnings of $2. 678 for 37,300 tons per pay period. The line marked
""old" should give the earnings for any other tonnage produced. The point
marked ""B'" represents the expected earnings from the new plan of $2. 981 for
74, 665 tons. It will be seen that the Company has adjusted the plan to pay more
per ton, while the increased capacity is expected to increase the earnings from
the greater tonnage. The small dots represent actual earnings from August 10,
1957, through the pay ending June 28, 1958.

In order to determine that the change in the amount of work per ton
caused by the new conditions has not acted to upset the relations that appear on
the tonnage chart, the same earnings were plotted on Chart XIII in relation to
the work loads as calculated by the Company. Although the Company says that
the Payloader work per ton of steel produced is reduced 10. 6 percent, neverthe-

less the new plan pays a higher earning at the same work load, as well as for
the same ingot production.

Except for the fact that the projections of work loads to the new condi-
tions were subject to question, it may safely be said that earnings from the new
incentive are equitable in relation to the previous incentive earnings and the
previous job requirements.
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Recommendation

Of the eight cases heard during the week of August 11, 1958, the method
of projecting the work loads to the new conditions is most subject to question in
this case. It must be remembered that the Company increased the new earnings
to the level indicated by their "Standard Incentive Practice,' a point higher than
required by the terms of the Agreement. This appears to be an increase of 1.6
percent of the base rate at 39, 300 tons per pay period. Nevertheless, it is our
recommendation that a check time study of the Payloader Operators be made under
the new conditions and that the results be submitted to the Arbitrator before final

decision is rendered in this case.

lM Edwa ds, Professional Engineer

October 14, 1958
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H, Grievance_No. 22-F.37

Docket No, IH 298-291

Arbitration No, 288

Maintenance Crews

The Consultant's report on the technical aspects of this case,
together with a chart illustrating his comments is set forth below
as Exhibit H,

The findings and recommendations in the Consultant's report
are sound, consistent with the views expressed 1n the Permanent
Arbitrator's prior awards in incentive cases and are hereby made a
part of this award,

Under conditions of four furnace operation with 37,300 tons

?roduced per pay veriod, 7.1l3 tons were produced per man-hour

5,236 man hours per pay period) and there was an incentive margin
over base rate of 9,1 per cent, (Point A on Consultant's Chart VI),
Under conditions of full seven furnace shop operation with an es-
timated 74,665 tons per pay period the production per man-hour 1is
expected to go up to 11,43 tons(based on 6531 man hours per pay
period) and the earnings margin to 1l per cent (Point B on Con-
sultant's Chart VI), This I find to be equltable and in conformity
with the standards in Article V, Sectlion 5 of the Agreement,

The increase in tonnage per man hour (7,13 to 11.43) resulted
principally from two physical facts: the increase in furnace heat
size and the number of furnaces., The output increase due to the
larger heat size (299 tons to 320 tons) was about 7 per cent, Had
this occurred with no actual increase in work load of the mainten-
ance crews, and with no revision of the plan, there would have been
a small increase in the earnings of one half of one per cent which
point would have been directly above "C" on the line marked "01ld
Plan" on the Consultant's chart. The tons of ingots per maintenance
hour would have increased from 7,13 tons to 7.47 tons, Under the
new plan and operation, however, this increase in tonnage would be
compensated for at four furnace operation at about a 7,1 per cent
margin over base rate instead of 9,1. This 1s not regarded as sat-
isfying the standards of equitableness provided by the Agreement f or
the job requirements as nearly as they can be reproduced, The rec-
ommendation of the Consultant as to the basis for correcting this
inequity in the new plan is regarded as sound and is adopted.
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AWARD

The plan is remanded for adjustment in conformity with the
recommendations of the Consultant which are incorporated herein and
made a part hereof,

Peter Seitz,
Assistant Permanent Arbitrator
Approved:

David L. Cole,
Permanent Arbitrator

Dated: January 2, 1959




EXHIBIT H

PAUL EDWARDS & ASSOCIATES

CONSULTANT'S REPORT TO ARBITRATORS
on
INLAND STEEL COMPANY - UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
ARBITRATION OF GRIEVANCE NO. 22-F-37
(MAINTENANCE CREWS)

Consultant's Comments on the Union Case

The Union's case stresses the fact that at no time from January 1, 1958,
to May 31, 1958, did the earnings of the maintenance occupations in the No. 3
Open Hearth Department equal those enjoyed during the base period prior to the
installation of the revised incentive plan. The amount of added equipment is cited
as evidence of the need for larger crews. Certainly the Union's point that at the
four-furnace level of operation with the crew size controlled by management the
earnings are lower than previously should carry substantial weight.

Comments on the Company Case

The Company states that a projection of the amount of work necessary
to maintain the equipment in the department was made from the actual experience
in the four-furnace shop to the new seven-furnace condition. This is a matter of
judgment, and it can only be said that the projections appear reasonable. There
is no precise way to measure the increase in the amount of equipment, and the
determination of the amount of maintenance required is even less precise. The
basic Company position is that at seven-furnace operation there will be an increase
in the work load of the Maintenance Crew and that the men will be equitably com-
pensated by an increase in bonus earnings equivalent to .35 of the increase in work
load. This position, of course, is based on the Company's '"Standard Incentive
Practice' wherein 35 percent bonus above the base hourly rate would be paid for
100 percent incentive work load.

The Company position has much to recommend it, being based on a set
of principles. The principles, however, are not a part of the Agreement between
the parties. The question then is whether the application in this case meets the
criteria of the Agreement. The criteria in question are previous job requirements
and previous incentive earnings.

Consultant's Opinion

The problem may be put in graphic form, as shown on Chart VI. On
this chart the previous earnings, in percent of base hourly rate, are shown as
Point "A, " related to the previous job requirements of 7. 13 tons of ingots per
maintenance man hour. This represents the former four-furnace level of
operations. Two changes have taken place in the operation of the department.
First, the size of the heat has been increased from 299 to 320 tons, and the firing
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rate has been increased from 800 to 1000 gallons per furnace hour. Second,
the number of furnaces was increased f rom four to seven, with attendant
increases in equipment to be maintained.

Now, if the first change had caused no increase in maintenance work
per furnace hour, there would have been a 7 percent increase in tonnage for
which the same earnings would have been equitable. That is, no more work;
the same pay. The idea of no increase in work cannot be accepted at face value,
There obviously would have been some increase, but not in direct proportion to
the increase in tonnage. If the idea had been accepted, the incentive plan should
then have been revised to pass through the point marked "C'" on the chart. The
new plan, at the new four-furnace operation, would still have produced appreci-
ably lower earnings than this revision.

The new incentive plan is based on the Point '"B'" representing the new
level of earnings justified by the '"Standard Incentive Practice' at the expected
tons per man hour at seven-furnace operation. The factors that entered into the
determination of this point are evaluated as follows: '

Tonnage - 74,665 tons per pay period, still to be attained.

Man hours - 6,513 to maintain the equipment. To be demon-
strated, although the projection to this figure appears reason-
able.

Work load increase from 29. 8 to 32. 1 percent of full incentive
work load. This increase in work load appears reasonable,
considering the projected increase in total work together with
the increased man hours.

Earnings - 11 percent above base rate. This is equitable
in relation to the previous requirements of tons per man hour
and the previous earnings of 9. 1 percent.

The expected level of earnings may be accepted as equitable if all of
the other conditions work out as planned.

The plan does not meet the criteria at the previous job requirements.
The Company has apparently taken the position that the opportunity to earn
2 percent more at seven-furnace operation compensates for a reduction of
about 2 percent when the old conditions of four-furnace operation occur. A
tabulation of the significant figures follows:
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-3 -
Old New
Plan Plan
a. Four-furnace Operation
Tonnage per pay period 37,300 40, 000
Man hours 5,236 5,236 (est.)
Tons per man hour ' 7.13 7.65
Earnings - incentive margin 9.1% 7.2%
b. Seven Furnaces
Tonnage per pay period 74, 665
Man hours 6,513
Tons per man hour ' 11. 43
Earnings - incentive margin 11. 0%
Recommendation

The incentive plan for the Maintenance Crew should be revised to
return earnings of 9. 1 percent above base hourly rates at an ouput of about
38, 700 ingot tons per pay period. This figure divides the effect of the increased
heat size by half. The 11l percent earnings with the proposed tonnage and crew
hours at seven-furnace operation is considered equitable.

Ty 5An d

ul M. Edwar , Professional Engineer

October 14, 1958



