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In the Matter of Arbitration
Between
Inland Stecl Company
4
and

United Steelworkers of
America, Local 1010 .
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G. Xovan, Gereral Toreman,
R. Tomlinson, Forcman, Plant 2 Mills

For the Union
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Theodore J. Ropgus, Staff Representative

William E. Bennett, Chairnau, Grievance Committee
John Hurley, Vice Chairman, Grievance Committec
Gavino Galvan, Secretary, Grievance Committee

Geeorre Johnson, Griever

Juanita lielmes, Griever SLeUard

Arlena Thomas, Gricvant

Margaret Richards, Vlitness

Archie Knott, llitness
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The grievant is Arlena Thomas, an employce in the 28" Finishing
and Shipping Department of Plant Mo. 2 Mills Department where she last
worked as a Transfer Operator. She was discharged on January 29, 1975
because of an alleped fight on December 21, 1974 with ancother cmwployee,
Russlyn llassell, in the women's locker room.



The othex participant, ls. lassell, was also discharged. Both
filed pricvances questioning whether the Company had cause for taking
the indicated action within the meaning of Article 3, Section 1 and Av-
ticle 8, Section 1 of the current collective bargaining agrcement. The
avards in both cases are being relcasced at the same tine.

‘’Thile scparate hearings were conducted, the Company and the Union
agreed that the ewidence and arguments in each be incorporated by ref-
erence in the other, and that all of it be considered in arviving at
both determinations. '

The relevant facts are described in Award No. 620 in which Ms.
Hassell's Grievance No. 8-M-5 was held to have been properly denied.
She had contended that she acted in self-defense when she cut Arlena
Thomas across the face, necessitating llg, Thomas' removal to a hospital
and G5 stitches. : )

On the basis of the conflicting testimony, which is discusced in
Avard No. 620, the findings were tiat lMs, Thomas did not provoke Ms.
Hassell by a physical attaclk as charged, that !Ms. Hassell falled to prove.
any such attack by credible evidence, and that on behalf of lMs. Thomas it
was proven that Ms. Hassell had no justification for attacking Ms. Thomas
with a dangerous weapon and inflicting the serious injuries described.

One cannot really question the Company's right to prohibit fighting
or to promuleate and enforce as one of its Gencral Safety Rules its
Rule 100a. vhich declares that one of the offcenses which may be cause for
discipline and discharge is fighting or attempting bodily injury to another
employec. It has had such a rule and such a policy for ycars.

On the other hand, to apply such a rule to an employee who is at-
tacked in the manner and under the circumstances described in this in-
stance, as dectailed in Award No. 020, would be patently unfair and un-~
justified. One vho is subjected to en attack of the kind experienced
in this case, can surely not be disciplined for having engaged in a fight
in violation of Rule 102a. It follows that the Company did not have cause
for disciplining and discharging this grievant.

AUARD
The grievance of Arlena Thomas is gfanted.

David L. Cole, Permancnt Arbitrator

Dated: August 15, 1975
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The chronology of this grievance is as’ follows:

Grievance filed (Step 3)
Step 3 hearing
Step 3 minutes

)

Step 4 appcal

Step 4 hearing

Step 4 ninutes
Arbitration appeal

Arbitration hearinj

Arbitration Award

Tebruary 3, 1975
February 13, 1975
Feﬁruary 27, 1975
March 11, 1975
March 14, 1975
April 3, 1975
April 10, 1975
May 7, l975

Maf 14, 1975
July 28, 1975

August 15, 1975
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