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This grievance, filed by four lst Class Tool Grinders, asserts that two
Machinists are working 40 hours per week on tool grinding work in the Grinder
Sequence while grievants are working only 32 hours per week. This is charged
to be in violation of Artfcle VI, Section 1, and Article VII, Sections 1, 3, 4,
and 9, and tha request is that ths Tool Crinders be pald eight hours of wages
and incentive earnings for the waek beginning March 12 ("and for all further
time lost by them by the above scheduling").

At the hearing the Union advanced and relied on the reasoning and holdings ,
of Arbitration Numbers 463 and 468. The essence of these rulings, as stated by . ... .:
Arbitrator Kelliher in Arbitration Number 463 is:

"The preamble to Article VII is not without meaning. ‘Job Security' when
a decrease of forces takes place should merit consideration 'in proportion to
length of continuous service'. Seniority connotes a system of job tenure
whereby employees acquire a degrea of employment securlity or employment preference
based upon their length of service. Article VII, Section 9, establishes in a
situation such as existad in this case where there was a decreased in the turns
available because of decreased business activity that a specified procedure was
to be followed. While the Labor Pool employees cannot be said to have been
probationary employees within this sequence, under Section 9 A, Paragraph (1),
they, nevertheless, had no length of sarvice cradit in this sequence. Under
thig decrease in force situation they should have not been placed on jobs in
the sequence, while sequential employees were working less than five turns.”

The difficulty is that, unlike the employees in the labor pool, in both
Numbers 463 and 468, the employees who worked 40 hours on tool grinding work
while the Tool Grinders were scheduled for only 32 hours were Machinlsts, who,
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while in a different sequence, nevertheless have tool grinding as part of their
designated work in their own job description, and have performed such work
without protest for mors than 15 years. 1In fact, the job descripiion of the
Machinists antedates that of tha lst Class Tool Grinders, being in effect since
January 1, 1946, as comparad with that of the Tool Grinders which was established
in June, 1947.

In the primdry function of the job description of the Machinist “operate
machine tools" is mentioned, and under the heading of Work Procedure, there
is includad:

“"Selects, grinds and adjusts cutting tools in accordance

with machinability and hardness of item, type of cut or finish

gt s 1o be made, and such other properties, of parts as cause
; "' wvariations in machining.”
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For the Machinist 48 months of experience is essential, but obviously this covers
a much wider range of machine tools and other activities than those o which

the Tool Grinder is confined. Yet, it should be noted that the lst Class Tool
Grinder also requires 42 months of experience.

The primary function of the Tool Grinder lst Class ist

i FE "Grind a variety of tools for general Machine Shop and
Y% Mill maintenance.”

The work procedure outlines a variéty of tool grinding operations, and the job
description declares that the Tool Grinder is directed by the Tool Maintenance
Machinist.

Both the Machinist Sequence and the Grinder Sequence are in the sub-

department called Machine Shop 41 Plant, and the undisputed fact is that the

two Machinists i{in question have been working on tool grinding alongside the

grievants for over 1% years. For some months starting August 28, 1960 both

groups worked only 32 hours per week, and no objection was raised by either.
Incidentally, throughout, the Tool Maintenance Machinist worked 40 hours or more - .
and this is not protested nor has it ever been questioned by the Tool Grinders, T
for, as indicated, they are subject to the direction of the Tool Maintenance

Machinist,

From January 8, 1961 through the week of March 26, 1961 the Tool Gridders
were on a four-day week while the Machinists in question were on alternating
four and five-day weeks. Starting April 2, through the week of May 21 the Tool
Grinders were placed on alternating four and five-day weeks, but the Machinists
were given five-day weeks.

One of the Machinists, Sopko, invariably during the period in question was
on his fifth day of work assigned as Tool Maintenance Machinist, and in five of
eleven weoks the other Machinist, Battersby, also served as Tool Maintenance
Machinist on one of his five days of work. It would seem that in serving in
this capacity when the regular Tool Maintenance Machinist is not on duty, a
Machinist may not on any theory be held to have usurped work which is peculiarly
or exclusively that of the Tool Grinders.

Our issue relatessolely to the weecks in which 8 Machinist worked five days
as a Machinist on tool grinding work while Tool Grinders were restricted to four
days. : .
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The principles of Arbitration Numbers 463 and 468 are applicable, but are
equally applicsble to both those in the Grinder Sequence and those in the
Machinist Sequence. Tool grinding i{s the established work of both, =« their
respective job descriptions as well as their work practicas over a period of
years demonstrate this. This distinguished this case from the situations
confronted in Arbitration Numbers 463 and 463 where employeas, with no sequential
standing, were permitted to perform work within the sequence while employees
with sequential standing were given less than 40 hours of work. The essential
difference is that tool grinding is not the exclusive work of either the Tool
Grinders or the Machinists, but rathar the joint work of both classifications.
At the same time, it is work characteristic of each of these occupations, unlike
the kind of work involved in Arbitration Number %533.

.. The question still remains as to how the available work should be allocated
to two groups of employeeg, each with equal rights to do it, when there is not
sufficient for 40 hours for all members of both groups.
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In the past, for many years, the answer was that provided by the established
and accepted practice of giving each group esqual amounts of work -- whether
on a 40 hour basis or on a 32 hour basis. In practical effect, this has
amounted to a local understanding in this sub-department.

The Company frankly acknowledged that its reason for giving the Machinists
more favorable treatment was to offset the proselyting of its Machinists by
other companies in the area. It had, also, to accord these Machinists the same
five-day work week it was giving to other Machinists. This gave rise to this
grievance, the Tool Grinders asserting their sequential rights to the work
because of their fealing they were being discriminated against when for the
first time they were given less than 40 hours while the Machinists doing similar
work were given 40 hours.

We were referred to arbitration awards at other stesl companies, in
which, in general, Management's right to assion work to either of two classifi-
cations was sustained where either could under its job description perform
the work in question. The trouble is that none of these other companies have
the sequential seniority arrangement which is uniquely that of Inland.

As already stated, the assignment of a Machinist as Tool Maintenance
Machinlist is outside the scope of the Union's complaint. We are concerned only
with those weeks in which a Machinist, acting solely as a Machinist, was
assigned for 40 hours to tool grinding while Tool Grinders were limitad to 32
hours. We must assume that there was this amount of tool grinding work available.

In the past, the respective claims to the available work have been
satisfied by giving equal treatment to the two groups. This has been so,
probably, because the procedures of Article VII, Section 9 A are applicable only
in situatlons in which the work is exclusively that of a single sequence, not
of two competing sequences as in this case. This course should have been
continued in effect.,

To the extent that in any week there was work for one or more Machinists
(not Tool Maintenance Machinists) in tool grinding for »ight more hours than for
the Tool Grinders who were on a 32 hour week, such availabk work should have
been shared with the Tool Grinders. It could have been done on a rotating
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basis or by some other method which would carry forward the well established
practice of equalizing the amount of work available when operations are on a
40 hour or lesser basis.

To effectuate the award in this grievance it will be necessary for the
parties to work out a method of dividing the available work so that each group
shall have an equal share of 1t.
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This grievance is granted to the extent stated above, = * %% th & Wi

Dateds February 13, 1963 ) [s/

David L. Cole
Permanent Arbitrator
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