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THE ISSUE

The grievance reads:

"The aggrieved employees, #1 Blooming Mill Motor
Inspector leaders, contend the Company is in violation
of the Collective Bargeining Agreement by requiring
them to provide replacements for employees vwho absent
themselves from work. They claim this is a responsi-
bility of Management and not of bargain unit employees."

Relief sought:

"Aggrieved employees be relieved of responsibility
for replacing mer on Jobs due to absenteeism. This
is of a supervisory nature.”

DISCUSSION AND DECISION

The record shows that for at least eight (8) years, Motor
Inspector Leaders have been required as a "traditional" duty to
provide replacements for employees who are temporarily absent
from work. When the Jjob déscription was written and the job
title changed and the evaluation later revised, this essential
duty was uniformly performed by Leaders throughout the plant.

It is apparent that Leaders are required to provide replacements
on relatively rare occasions and if problems arise with refer-
ence to hold-overs or call-outs, the Foreman may be called for
instructions. Every job duty is not fully set forth in & jod
description.

The procedure was posted on February 19, 1951 and is fully
known to the Leaders and to the employees. It is somewhat auto-

matic., It requires only a limited type of decision making. The




Leader is not required to initlate discipline in carrying out
these responsivilities. The job deseription states that "he
directs". While this may not be as broad in scope and intent

as the phrase "direction of the working forces" as such language
appears in Article IV, it certainly contemplates the type of
direction being done by these Leaders at the time the job
description was written. The wording of the job description is
clearly contrary to the notion that the Company is prevented
from delegating any responsibility for "direction" to Bargaining
Unit employees.

Under Article VI, Section 8, it is provided "that the Com-
pany shall fill such a vacancy in the schedule". Management,
however, has the right to set up a procedure for filling these
vacancies. No language of the Contract has been cited that
specifically prevents an assignment of this type of responsi-
bility to Bargaining Unit employees. The record shows that this
work was being performed in the Mill by employees in the Bar-
gaining Unit who performed Leader functions at the time the Union
was recognlzed as the Collective Bargaining Agent.

In order to maintain a stable relationship, at some point
in time the general notion of estoppel should prevent a party
from attempiing to change a recognized practice not inconsistent
with the Contract and that was fully known and allowed to continue
without challenge for a long period of years.

AWARD

The grievance is denied.

(signed) Peter M. Kelliher

Dated at Chicago, Illinois PETER M. KELLIHER
this 19th day of August, 1960
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