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Glen Atkinson, Aggrieved

STATEMENT
Pursuant to notice, a hearing was held in Gary,‘Indiana; on

March 15, 1961,



THE ISSUE
The grievance reads:

"The letter of reprimand given to Glen Atkinson
No. 3575, on May 12, 1959, was unwarranted and
unjustified in view of circumstances.

Said letter stated that the aggrieved had a pre-
determined plan' to slow down the job and that

he had worked with an attitude that shown careless
indifference toward his job. The aggrieved had
earned an incentive and had fl:ted the job correctly.

That the letter of reprimand be dismissed and removed
from the aggrieved's personnel records."

DISZUSSION AND DECISION -

The testimony in this record indicates that at about 7:30 a.m.
Foreman Minelli gave the Grievant ah"rush order'. It is the
Grievant's claim that because of certain revisions in the blueprint
that it was necessary for him to'study it very closely. He had to
spend time on clean-up, preparing @éterial and instructipg his .
Helper. THe testimony shows.that approximately twenty—fi&e ﬁinutes
were spent by the Grievant in talking to the Foreman aﬁd General
Foreman. The Griev-nt left the General Foreman's office at about
9:17 a.m. i |

.The essential issue in this case is whether the Grievant did
deliberately slow down the work. The Company presented testimony

that Supervision observed him after 9:17 a.m. and that he did not

appear to be "expediting the work'. It is significant, however,



tﬁat at no time after he returned to work did any member of Super-
vision advise him that he was not performing the work at an adequate
pace. He realized incentive carnings of 14.5% over his base as
éompared to his average of 23.8% above base. The Crievant and his
'Helpér spent thirteen man hours on this job and it required four
hours for the crew on the next turn to complete the Qork. It is
the Grievant's teétimony that he could have cdmpleted the work if
he had been allowed to perform work for an additionalvtwenty~five
minutes. The Grieyant alleges that because this was the first door
done under the revised-blﬁeprint-that he had to go.slow and be
entirely cautious in his approach to avoid errors and that crews
on the subsequent doors would have the benefit of the observation
of his work. His testimony is unrefuted that he would have to spend
ten or fifteen minutes putting away tools and that the crew on the
4 to 12 shift would also have to spend time gétting the tools and
studying the revised drawing.

The Arbitrator believes that the factual situation here presants
a very close questibn of evidence. While the figures show that the
other crews on the remaining doors completed in 13.2 hours, the
Company did ﬁbtvshow that in ény‘bf these situatioﬁs'two crews
worked on one door. It is evident that it would take a somewhat
longer time for two crews to complete a door than if one créw were

permitted to start and finish the door. This cmployee has what



must be termed an excellent work record. This is the first repri-
mand that he has received inrtwenty years of employment. 1I£,
despite this excellent work record, Supervision believed he was
éngaged in a slow-down, he would undoubtédly have béen given more
‘sevefe diécipline than a repriméﬁd. The Grievant expressly denied
that he unduly slowed the work and stated that he acfually was
working at an a;celerated pace because of the warning given him
by the General Foreman in the 9:00 a.m. meeting.

Under all of the circumstances here present, the Arbitrator
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must find that the Company did not sustain the burden of pfoof in
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this case to show by the weight of the evidence that the Grievant
was guilty of the allcged slow-down.
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The reprimand shall be removed from the record of Mr. Glenn

D4 a bl

Peter M. Kelliher

Atkinson.

Dated at Chicago, Illinois

this é:& day of April 1961.



