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BACKGROUND

bBrployees in the 10" mill electrical éequence are responsible for
the performance of electrical maintenance work for the 10" mill and the auxil-
iary equipment in the camplex. In the week beginning Sunday, April 20, 1975,
and in the week beginning Sunday, April 27, 1975, the Campany reduced the roll-
ing operations in the 10" mill to twelve turns per week. In each of the two
weeks there were no rolling turns scheduled on Saturday and Sunday. The roll-
ing turns started with the 8:00 to 4:00 turn on Monday. Three turns were
worked on each of the next three days (Tgesday, Wednesday and Thursday). Only
the 12:00 to 8:00 turn was worked on Friday. Twelve employees who had been
"established" in the 10" mill electrical sequence were scheduled on eight-hour
shifts to cover the fifteen turns in the week commencing April 20, 1975. The
same employees were scheduled for eight-hour shifts to cover_sixteen turns in
the week commencing April 27, 1975. Ten of the twelve electricians worked
thirty-two hours (four days per week) in each of the two-week periods. Two
electricians worked a fifth day in the week of April 27, 1975, resulting from
an added shift after the schedule had been posted.

on July 1, 1975, a grievance was filed contending that the Company
had failed to follow the proper procedures outlined in Article 13, Section 9,
of the Collective Bargaining Agreement, during the period of April 20 to May 4,

1975, on the basis that the sequence had been scheduled on a four-crew basis



instead of a three-crew force. It was the contention of the grievants that
the electrical sequence employees should have been scheduled for forty hours

on five days in each week since the electrical coverage was spread over fifteen
and sixteen turns respectively in the two-week period in question. It was the
contention of the Union that with a fifteen and sixteen turn schedule the Com-
pany could not reduce the work week to thirty-two hours and, under the prevail-
ing circumstances, the Company was contractually obligated to provide the nine
most senior eamployees in the sequence with five shifts of work in each of the
two weeks in question and all other employees in the sequence should have been
considered to be "extended operations employees” who would have to step back

/ to the labor pool if their services were not required for the performance of
work in their sequence. The Union contended that no contractual exceptions
were applicable and that the schedulinghprocedure followed by the Campany was
in violation of the provisions of'the Agreement and understandings reached be-
tween the parties following the issuance of an earlier arbitration award based
upon similar contentions.

The Campany contended that there were no extended operations em-
ployees in the electrical sequence and all twelve employees were properly in
the sequence, had been scheduled on an identical basis for a number of years,
and that they had never been scheduled on a four—crew basis. The Company con-
tended that it utilized the services of the employees in the same manner as
they had been scheduled for a pericd of many years. The Cawpany contended.

that it was under no contractual obligation to treat a portion of the employees



in the sequence as extended operations employees subject to removal during a
fifteen or sixteen turn schedule in the two-week period in question.
The issue arising out of the filing of the grievance became the

subject matter of this arbitration proceeding.

DISCUSSION

The Union contended that the contractual language upon which it
relied is clear and unambiguous. The Union contended that 10" mill electrical
sequence employees were scheduled to work thirty-two hours per week (in the
two weeks in question) despite the fact that there was no reduction in opera-
tions in the sequence below fifteen turns. The Union contended that, in effect,
a fourth crew was scheduled in the sequence to work the extra turns which were
not manned because of the reduction in the work schedule to thirty-two hours
for each sequential employee in violation of the following language appearing
in Article 13, Section 9, of the Agreement: |

- ",..at any time when such a sequence or portion of a sequence is
scheduled for fifteen (15) twurns per payroll week employees shall
be displaced from the sequence to a 15-turn level and scheduled on

a three-crew basis."

The Union contended that there were extended operations and that
the Campany had no right to utilize a fourth crew to share work at a level of
fifteen turns or above.

The Union called attention to the position adopted by the Company
in Grievance Nc. 9-I1~10, and it contended that the Company had taken a position '
that any force of electrical employees (at the 10" mill) above nine employees

constituted the use of extended operations personnel. It was the contention




" of the Union that the award in Inland No. 167 supports the Union's contention
in this case and the most senior employees should have been scheduled to work
five days until all maintenance turns were covered and those employees whose
services could not be utilized (exterded operations employees) should have been
stepped back to the labor pool.

The Campany contended that Inland Award 167 was not applicable in
the instant case since that award was issued in 1954 and.interpreted contrac-
tual language that has been changed and modified on a number of occasions. The
Canpany contended that in any event, Award No. 167 concerned itself with the
question of the temporary or permanent nature of "fill-in" turns and under the
current Agreement Article 13, Section 6-c, defines as permanent'those vacancies
created by operations above fifteen turns per payroll week.

The Company further contended that Grievance No. 9-L~10 bears no
relationship to the fact situation in this case. The Company contended that
Grievance No. 9-I~10 concerned itself with a claim of an existing crew size on
an 8:00 to 4:00 production turn. The Company contended that in that grievance
the Union requested that four electrician sequence employees be scheduled on a
day turn in accordance with an "alleged practice." The Campany contended that
when the facts failed to support the Union's contention of the existence of an
alleged practice, the Union withdrew that grievance. The Campany contended
that its position in this case is not in any way inconsistent with the position
that the Campany took in Grievance No. 9-L~10.

The evidence is conclusive in several respects. Although the Union
contended that there were nine empioyees in the sequence scheduled on a three-

turmn basis, the facts indicate otherwise. Since at least January of 1968,

o



there have been twelve employees in the sequence in question and those em-
ployees were not scheduled on the basis of a, b, ¢ turns. Unlike the schedul-
ing for the rolling operations at the 10" mill where the employees were divided
into crews, the electrical sequence employees were scheduled by name and not by
crews. Since 1968 the twelve employees who achieved sequential rights worked
the available turns and shared the overtime scheduling. The work was divided
among the twelve employees irrespective of whether they were scheduled on fif-
teen turns or upwards of twenty turns per week. The Union's contention that
non-sequential employees were permitted to work in the two weeks in question
cannot be supported by the evidence in the record.

Under ordinary circumstances twelve employees in the sequence are
scheduled on the three shifts per day. Three employees generally work in con-
junction with the rolling operations and‘fhe additional employees are utilized
for other work that may be requirea in connection with the maintenance of
equipment in the mill. The evidence supports the Company's contention that
twelve electrical employees are required "under present conditions" to perform‘
the regular electrical maintenance work at the 10" mill department and a fourth
crew does not‘exist. There are no extended operations being performed within
the twelve-man complement utilized by the Company since 1968 as permanent mem-
bers of the sequence.

Based upon the undisputed facts in the record, the arbitrator must
find that in the two-week period in question the Company scheduled the elec-
trical forces at the 10" mill in a manner which did not constitute a violation
of any of the applicable provisions of the Agreement. The grievance will,

therefore, be denied.




AWARD

Grievance No. 9-M-31

Award No. 658

The Company did not violate any of the provisions of Article 13 of
the Agreement between the parties by the manner in which it scheduled the 10"
mill electrical sequence employees in the weeks of April 20 and 27, 1975. The

grievance is hereby denied. /
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ARBITRATOR

March (?\é/} . 1979
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