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This grievance was filed by three employees in the Car Blocking
Sequence of {the No., 3 Cold Strip Department. They assert thet they were
wrongfully demoted to the labor pool, and that supervisiom 1s having eunloyees
in the Wrapper Secuence perform work that should be done by employees in
the Car Blociking Sequence, contrary to the provisions of Article VII,

Section 5 (Paragraph 145).

Tris department was new in November, 1958. Oa April 10, 1959 the
Car Blockers filed a grievance requesting an incentive plan. On
Jenuary 10, 1960 an incentive plan wes installed and presented to the Uniloa
grievence commnittee on January 15. It 1is a group plan covering tae Car-
Blocker, Wrapper Leader, and Wrapper, the standard hours earned being
accumulated into the group pool and distributed proportionately ezcng the
eligible employees, the Wrapper and Car Blocker having the same earnings.
Manegement in presenting this incentive plan to the Union on Januery 15
explained thet there would be only one Car Blocker per turn, there
previcusly heving been two. The Union egreed to its installation, and on
January 17 the three grievants were stepped back out of the sequence to the
labvor pool, &nd on January 22, 1960 this grievance was filed,

Ca April 18, 1960 the Compeny gave notice of changes in the Job _
descriptions of beth the Car Blocker aend Wrapper which would make the two
anterchangeable, or one integrated occupation, although there were no changes
in methods or processes. The Union contends that this was in keeping with
the Company's program to assign Car Blocker work to Wrappers, in violation
of the sequential seniority rights of the former.
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The Ccmpeny's contentlions are four, which in swmary are: (1) i3
was Managen er 's right under Article IV, Sectlon 1 to schedile only one
Car Blocker per fturn when it installed the group incentlive plan;
(2) The thres grlevants wvere properly stepved back <o the lebor ncol znd since
taey were not needed in the sequence could nob demand recall uader
Ariicle VII, Section §; (3) ' the Wrappers have not been pexrorming Car
Blocker duties; (4) 1f Wreppers were directed to take Car Blocker jous
$his weuld nco violete the Agreement,

Even 1in tas two job descriptions prior to the April, 19860 revision
the dutiles were simillar and epparently overlepping to a considerable
exteat. The primary function of the Car Blocker is

"Slock and brace 1ifts of sheets and coils for shipment,"
That of the Wrapper is
“"3race and wrap lifts of steel and coils."

Scma o the typical cutles listed make it hard to distinguish the

wwo occupatlicas, tut the descriptions of the work in practice by both
czpany end Uaica witnesses made it evident that there have been certain
dif?erences. The Vrepper works primarily at the shezrs or on the line
filling custczer requests for speciel kinds of packaging, including skidding
ané vension Tying. This is preparatory to the work of ‘the Car Blocker who
works prirarily at the shipping dock unitizing locads and dolng the
sarouding or multiple wrapping, and bracing end securing work in frucks or
carse. Both nave done tension tying, skidding, end covering, and at times
each hes on request, when time was available, gone to the workplace of the
other to kelp out. This latter practice has become more common since the
group incentive plan weant into effect.

From tils point on, the testimony is in conflict, Ualon witnesses
clzin that Vrappers have been doing en ingreasinz amcunt of Caxr Blocker
woris, worxing at the shipping dock even when no Car Blocker 1s present,
~oaiing andé -acing coils or saecets on cars or trucks, especially oa the
miloight tuxe Coupany witnesses testified, however, that this i1s rnot so,
That R0 ”~ann hzs been scheduled or dl*ected to do shipping unless a Car
Blocizer 15 also scheduled, and that the emount of time spent by Wrappers
in helpinz Car Blockers at the dock is insignificant, being about two to
three hours per moanth only.

My impression of the testimony is that the Management wiltnesses
.v“ded +o understate the amount of Car Blocker work performed by the Wrappers,
<nat there have been instances in which they have performed such work ina
The absence of Car Blockers.

This still leaves, howaver, the questlon of whether thls violetes
any provision of the Agreement, and 1f s0 how this should be corrected.

two occupations are in the seme labor grade, eand share ecually
in the nool ncentive earnings. On the evideance tkhere can be no serious
douvt that enough nan hours are provided through the Three-man crew. The
Unicn does no complain of the adequacy of the crew, under Article VI,
Section 8. I%s complaint 1s that work and hence job opportunitles of thz
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Car Blockers zre aldversely affected by having a substantisl amount of Taeir
type of work done by the Wrappers, and it deems this & violation of
Axticle VII, Section 5, particularly Paragraph 1k5,

This section was the subject discussed in Arvitration No. 373, waere
1t vas compared with Paragraph 146 (Article VI, Section 6(a) ). It was
there ruled ‘shat Paregraph 146 covers the situation in wkich a texmporary
vacancy is o be filled, while Peragraph 145 relates to the manner of
recalliwﬂ rployees to thelr sequence after they have been steppesd back to
the laber pcol. Paragraph 146 also deals with the righis of an exployce
in tho labox pool o Fill & tcniporary vaaanacsy if it ie on tha lowest Job
in the seguence.

Tre essential question here 1s whether the fact that the Company has
frem tinme te time used Wrappers to do Car Blockers'! work, generally fcr &
pariod of a few hours only, indicates that there has been any kind of
vac-ncy to £ill or any job to which an employee may exercise the right of ’

recall to his sequence. TIif s0, incidentally, then there would be a clear
excess 02 man hours in the crew aad the share of the pool incentive earnings
o each employee would be diluted.

Oa the whole, wmy impression is that in arriving at several provisions

of the contrzet the parties contemplated a vacancy or an opportunity to
te recalled “o one's sequence to consist of somethirg more than an
cceasional and irregular need for a particuler kind of service for a few
heurs et a time. I have in mind the special facts of this situation, in
waich sufficient man hours are provided in the crew which shares the
izncentive earnings under the agreed upon form of incentive plan. The fact
that en employee sometimes, for a few hours at most, does the work of
scie closely related occupation, does not violate the sequential seniorivy
rights guereateed by Article VII, Section 5 or 6. This is particularly
50 with respect to two occupations like the Car Blocker and the Vrepper
whosa duties as set forth in the respectlve job descriptions, including
che typical duties there listed, and the factors set forth in The two Job
clas»z-lca ticus, are in several respects so simlilar as to be difficult to

stinzuish., It seems, furthermore, that Management's right to direct
cunloyees +o do work of other occupations peying higher or lower rates, which
is implicit Zn Article VI, Section 3, and was commented on in Arbltration
No. 359, was designed to cover situations of this kind,

cautions should be ralsed, The first is that this ruling does noty
& Bitustions 1n vhich an employeg by Mensgement

to work & different occupation for aiimm R of deys

ot & timeh Fhere seniority rights would have to éred; The second .
- is, s ruling is wot at all inconsistent with those of Arbitretor
Kellihex 4n Arbitration Numbers 355 and 356, I am not conferring on o/
Man%ggmgnifnny right to -combine occupations or their job descriptionsﬁ%r
cladgificatians, except as set foxth in Article V and as interpreted by 3
Mr. Kelliher in said awards.
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AWARD
This prievence is denled,
» ) .
g??leuﬁvai £><T‘atﬁl¢4£2._§

David L. Cole
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