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IS3UE: Is Incentive Rate 116-L-2, Zlectrolytic Tin Line, equitable?
GRIEVANCES No. 17-C-29

W Involved in this dispute is Section 5 (Incentive Plans)
of Article V (Wages). The last sentence of Paragraph 4 of V/% reades

“If the grievance be submitted to arditration, the arbitretor shall decide the
question of equitable incentive earnings in relation to the other incentive earnings
in the depertment or like departaent involved and the Previocus Job Requirements and

the Previeus Ingsentive Rarnings and the Decision of the arbitrator shall be effective
ss of the date when the new incentive was put into effect.”

The parties agreed before the arbitrator that the retroactive date for this issue
is November 1, 1948.

The Union challenges the adequacy of Incentive Rate l16-L-2 on a
number of grounds. First, the earnings opportunity as over the opportunity on
other jobe, {s too low. Expressed in terms of "Earnings-Base Rate” ratio, we have:



Litls Rase Rate = Total Rarnings  Incentlve Ratlo

(a) Temper Mill Roller $2.028 $3.216 1.%88
(b) Temper Mill Roller 1.54% 3.180 1.64
Temper Mill Catcher 1.6 2.944 1.813
Temper Mill Feeder 1.30% 2.121 1.409
Flying Shear Operstor 1.66% 2.3% l.414
Flying Shear Inspector 1.38% 2.016 1.4%
Flying Shear Feeder 1.26% 1.900 1.%02
Coil Siitter Cperater 1.66% 2734 1.642
Coll Slitter Feeder 1.34% 2.209 1.642
Assorting Machine Feeder
Piler 1.30% 2. 1.%0
Pickling Loader and Un-
loaders 1.425 3.% 2.4%
Continuous Strip Anneal 1.90% 2.50 (+) 1.31 (+)

thile on the job in dispute the corresponding data ared
Electrelytic Tin Line Operator 1.90% 2.%9 1.3

The rates expressed above were arrived at ss a result of collective
bargaining, some very recently, hence they are vilid rastes and normal rates,
applicable for purposes of comparison.

Second, although tonnage output increased on the line, sarnings dropped
off. Tonnage increased from 11.38 per hour based on 1947 to 14.03 actual tons
per hour based on a recent 41 pay-period record.

Third, changing customer requirements change quality standards from time
t0 time and this facter coupled with other conditions beyond the contrel of the
crow, cuts the crew's earnings.

Fourth, “"delay time” less than 3O minutes in duration is absorbed by the
crew, hence decreases sarnings. Earnings are sveraged over 3 pay-period thus
neutralizing the effect of good runs.

Fifth, the crew is forced to run material which it knows {s bad, yet it
is penalized regardless of this fact.

These fasters, coupled with other delays, losses, atc., (all beyond the
control of the crew) creste a situatien In which the Incentive Rate 116-L-2 does
not properly cempensste fer the effort put ferth by the crew.

To cerrest the difficulties cutlined abeve, the Union seks that a new in-
centive rate be established for the Electrolytic Tin Line to replace 116-L-2
incorporating the following factors:

(a) A new tonnage rate Based upon the evhlusted base rste of $1.90% incorpor-
ating length of cut, width, coating and base eeight.

(b) Base rate pay for all delays.

(c) Pay for size changes.

(d) Earnings opportunity comparable to that of the 40" skin mill unit where
the operator averages $3.18/hour.



The Company installed a2 Hallden Shear in tandem with its #l
Electrolytic Line on Mgy 27, 19548, eliminating the necessity of recoiling the
plate strip. This improvement made obsclete the Incentive Rate 116-L-1 which
had been in effect since 1942. Consequently, the Company developed a new
Incentive Rate, 116-L-2 based upon production experience in 1947 and so designed
that "{f the crews ecualed their 1947 production and quality performance, they
would receive squitable earnings in relation to previous incentive esarnings and
previous job requirements in light of effort required and the limitations ie-
posed because of the mature of the operation.” An analysis, based on 1947 pro-
duction, indicated that where 116-L-1 paid an average of $2.3%/hr. (operator),
116=1-2 will yield $2.%/hr.

then 116-L-2 was rejected by the Union and the matter became 3 dispute
via Grievance No. 17-C-2% (December 16, 1948) the Compsny offered a modified
Incentive Rate, 116-L-3, which answered some of the Union's objections. The re-
vised rate (L-3) provides for the discontimuance of the yleld-factor feature of
116-L-2 and at the sasm time maintains earnings on the same level as 116-L-2.
The 116-L-3 Incentive Rate indicates a2 $2.66% rste for the Operator based on a
three-month production period ending with May 15, 19%0. "The Union agreed to
the structure of 116-L-3" but objected to the earnings level because it fell
below the level of earnings mailntained by 116-1-2 prior to May 16, 1949. The
respective rates are $2.665 vs. $2.71.

As to whether or not earnings under 116-L-2 or 116-L-3 are equitable in
the light of earnings on other jobs in the Department or in comparable de-
parteentst

“The average margin of incentive earnings over base rate of other jobs in
the Tin Plate Department s 32X. Under reste 116-L-2, frem November 1, 1948, to
July 9, 1939, the Electrolytic crews are receiving an average of 36X margin over
base rate. Under rate 116-L-3, for this same perioed, November 1, 1548, to July
9, 1930, the Electrolytic crew would have received an asverage of 38.3% margin
over base rate.”

Finally, the Company maintaing that the relationship between esarnings under
116-L-]1 and 116-1L~2 is “"equitable” for the follewing reasons:

"Wage payment plan 116-L-2 provided for s small increase in total earnings
for the Feeder, whose duties did not change. Earnings for all other occupations
were placed {n propexrtion to the Feeder snd based upon the newly evaluated base
rates estadblished %o reflect the changed conditions. The highest resultant in-
crease was $0.207 per heur for the Line Operator. This obviously precluded the
possibility of earning less under the new rate (116-L-2) than was earned under
the previeus date (116-L-1) for an equivalent level of effort. The average in-
centive sarnings over bane rate after the installation of rate 116-L-2 was 36%,
as cempared to the prior sverage incentive earnings over base rate of 28.4X"

The C thus holds that Incentive Rate 116-L-2 snd the propceed re-
vision (116~L-3) are "proper rates established in keeping with the provisions of
Article V, Section 3, of the Agreement.”

An analysis of arguments presonted at the hearing indicates that,
slthough it has a2 number of objections, the nion's primary objection revolves
around the problem of variable "yleld” standsrde. These standards vary through no
fault of the Company, but depend largely upon the specifications laid down by the
customer. Conssquently, we hold the opinion thst a variable such as "yield" must
be either “"allowed for™ or "eliminated.”
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Making an "allowance”™ for "yleld" changes is not practicable because
allowances are properly used only in the case of recurring delays or changes in
the process (persenal, set-up, etc.) wheress in this instance there is no con-
nection between the process (or the operation of the crew) and between customer
requirements. Consequently, the only satisfectory answer to the problem of
variable "yield” standards is to eliminate this factor from the "Incentive."

Since Incentive Rate 116-L-2 does not equitably handle the problem of
varisble "yleld standrads,” we agree with the Union that it violates the epirit
and intent of the wage structure agreed to between the parties. However, we are
also of the opinton *hat the Company fully reslized this when it proposed In-
centive Rate 116-L-3 and that the structure of this Incentive effectively solves
the problem of variable “yield standards” by eliminating the “yleld™ factor from
the incentive.

The Union’s challenge of 116-L-3 on the grounds that there are times
(during periods of good "ylelds") when 116-L-2 shows greater earning than does
116-L-3 has, in our opinion, no merit because the Union tries to incorperate
periods of excellent yleld into an Incentive Rate which, in fairness to the crew,
has eliminated "yleld” as a factor. If it has been agreed that “yield” i{s s
function of customer-set standards and not of crew-efforts, then the crew
obviously has no right to claim credit for "excellent” yields. The fast thet
116-L-2 shows higher earnings in spots than does 116-L-3 is due to the imclusion
of the irrational “yield" factor in the case of 116-L-2 and not to an underrating
of crew effort. :

A second set of objections brought forth by the Unfon concerns itself with
Allowances in generslt for breakdowns and other production time losses less than
30 minutes in durstion, for time consumed in size changes and related types of
losses. The objections, in our opinion, are quite acceptable; however, they
have alresdy been taken care of in the detail-structure of the Incentive Rate
{il6-L-1, 116-L-2 and 115~L-2) by means of sllowances, which amount to a total of
some 20%. Obviously a "20X allowance” is an average which will frequently be
exceeded and equally frequently not be reached. The crew here tends to compare
runs where the allowence s insufficient with runs where the allowance {s far too
high, rather than belancing delays sgainet the sverage. In our opinion, then,
the Union's request for additional time sllowance to take care of delays of various
types cannot be granted unless it is shewn that fundamentsl operating conditions
have changed sufficiently te invalidate the data used to construct the specific
Incentive Rate in gquestion.

A third ebjestion veiced by the Union concerned i{teelf with the principle
that when earanings are averaged over s pay period, these earnings are penalized by
poor days or as the Uniem puts it “when excessive delays come sbout for any partic-
ular day." Althowgh 1l6-L-2 does average one factor (yield) over the pay period,
all other factors entering the pay equation are handled on a daily basis. The
problem is only of academic significance i{n any event because the "yleld"” feeture
of the Incentive Rate will be eliminated, hence the Union's request for "daily
averages” granted.

A study of the twenty or 80 job descriptions and job evaluations submitted
by the parties indicates to us that the Company's pesition as to earned rate is
sound and that the Union's request for a rate which approximantes $3.18 cannot be
sccepted as equitable. Although we will set the apmm operator rate at $2.7! rather



than at $2.66% as originally proposed (or at $2.68 as later proposed) by the
Company, our decision i{s based upon the 3-month-average-earnings argument which
the Company claims the Union used in rejecting the $2.663 proposal.

Accordingly, we find as follows:

AW .

Ve find that Incentive Rate 116-L-2, now {n effect for Electrolytic Tin
Line Employees is not equitable in terms of the provisions of Article V, Section
5, of the Agresment. We further find that the Company proposed Incentive Rate
(otherwise known as 116-L-3) effectively eliminates the inequities, created by
116-L-2. Incentive Rate 116-L-3 is therefore to be instituted, and set at a
level corresponding to $2.71 per hour for the Operator of the Line.

Respectfully submitted,

PAUL N. LEHOCZXY
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