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STATEMENT

A hearing was held in Gary, Indiana on January 11, 1961.
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THE ISSUE
The grievance reads:

""The aggrieved employee, D. Wilson, #2563, alleges
that on Tuesday, December 2, 1958, 8 to 4 turn,
he was performing and meeting the requirements
of the Hooker occupation, Index #52-0605.

Aggrieved requests he be paid Hooker wages for
work performed (8 hours) on December 2, 1958."

DISCUSSION AND DECISION

The essential question is whether the work performed consti-
tuted ''duties too minor in extent to require detailed description'.
The weight of the evidence is‘that this work of unloading billets
from stake cars was being done by Shear Laborers in 1946 when this
classification, as well as the Crane Hooker classification, Index
No. 52-0605, were described.

In considering the phrase '"too minor in extent' certainly it
must be understood in reference to the total amount of work done
by employees in the job classification and not be confined to the
work done by one or two employees. The record shows that the
particular work here at issue represents not more than five per
cent of the Shear Laborers paid hours of work. If the term
"extent'" be construed as encompassing not merely the quantum of the
duties in relation to the totality of duties described, but also

on the basis of their skill level, then the uncontroverted testi-

mony 1s that this task considered alone did not evaluate out




higher than Job Class 3. The Foreman's testimony is that the

lifts are ''easy' by comparison to the average lifts of the Shipping
Crane Hooker. There are Hooker classifications in other depart-
ments that are not Job Class 3.

Although the Union appears to assert that the instance of
hooking for a crane movement standing alone is highly significant,
the evidence is that employees in many other classifications do
hooking work where no reference to it is set forth in the title or
job description. The record does not show any change in job content
since this same job description was first written. Analyzing the
testimony in its entirety it must be found that the authors of
the Job Description and the Job Evaluations had the same evidence
before them that is here involved and that they considered these
tasks too minor in extent to mention. No grievance was filed for
a period of twelve years when the work was performed in substantially
the same manner. Although adequate language does exist in the Shear
Laborers job description describing the task here considered, the
inadequate language of the job description cannot be construed in
violation of the contractand past practice of the Parties over a
period of many years.

If the present grievance were now sustained it would have an

unsettling effect on the stability of job relationships.
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The grievance is denied.

Peter M. Kelliher

Dated at Chicago, Illinois

this Q: { day of March 1961.




