because it only matters about the hours available to schedule supplemental employees.
He stated the Comimission determines how many supplemental erployees could bé
utilized. He said the use of supplementat employees is supposed to balance out. He |
contended when a supplemental smployee selects a particular line during the annual
selection, the employes works that line until mment determines to rebalance the
schedules and noted management has the right to post the sa_::hcdulr.s every 28 days. He
said the full time employees can only select lines one time during the year. He stated the
full time employees in the previous Agreement made a biyearly selection.

Mtr. Rowe contended the Commission determines how many hours suppiemental ._
employees are needed for the year and the hours are put up for bid. He stated based on
hisﬁry the Commission knows how many employees are on leave. He said if a regular
employee calls off sick, the Comzmission has to decide whether to use a supplemental
employee at the location or couid cali out for ovértime. He explained there could be
supplemental employees at the location as part of the schedule that could be put in the
slot, He pointed out the Comnission has to balance to determine if a need exists for
peemanent empioyees, to hire more supplemental employees ot to reduce supplemental

empioyeces.

M. UNION POSITION

It is the position of the Union the Commission violated the Agreement in the
choduling of supplemental toll colicstors. The Union contonds the Commission violaied
Article 1, Section 3.E of the Agreement which defines the permissible uses of

supplemental employees. The Union argues the only change in the current Agreement
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related to the permitted uses of supplemental employees is to fill in for permanent
employees during disciplinary action. The Union points out tﬁe parties agreed to a
procedure for scheduling supplementai employees. It is the contention of the Union
Article 1, Section 3. E sets the limits on how supplméntai employees may be utilized
and Atticle 8, Section 8.B.2 scts forth the procedure for scheduling periods supplemental
employees are available to work, within the parameters of Arﬁc!e i, Section 3.E. The
Union submits supplemeniﬂ employees coutd bid in seniozity order to fill long term
| absences after pérmanent employees bid in December and supplemental employees may
also bid on shifts “for which they will be available for assignment,” The Union holds the
position supplemental employees are only guaranteed they will be selected for available
wﬁrk on the selected line for 28 days “as necessaty.” The Union argues supplemental
employees who are not able to select & line then select by Qeniurity a location within the
District, It is the contention of the Union no janguage in the cuﬁeﬂ Agreement expands
the permitted use of supplemental employess except to permit their use to £ill in for
pérmancnt employees during disciplinary action.

The position of the Union is that through the testimony of the Business Agent,
since the effective date of the current Agrecment the Commission has b_een scheduling
supplemental Toll Collectors for 40 hour weeks without regard to Article [, Section 3..E.
The Union states the Business Agent showed in an exhibit 48 shifts were filled by
supplemental empicyees beyond the permitted uses of Articte 1, Section 3.E. The Union
argues the records conclusively prove the Commission has been flagranfly ignoring
Article 1, Section 3.E. ever_ﬂr month since January 2008. Itis the contention of the Union

the Commission offered no evidence to rebut the Union’s testimonial and docurnentary
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evidence of the Agreement Vil._‘:latil)n. The Union submits the Commission offcred the
testimony of the Director of Fare qu]ectim although he Was. not part of the discussions.
It is the posifion of the Union the Conmﬂésiun called Secretary-Treasurer,
Principal Officer of Teamsters Local 77 who testified to an understanding of Article 8,
Section 8.B.2 that is completely unsupported by the Agmcment language and was never
offered to Local 250 as justification by Commission for its mnduct The Union points
out this witness referréd to the new approach used as balancing the scales and explained
his un;lcrgtandiﬁg was the use of supplemental employees no longer needed to be
justified ;Jn H..{JIIE: for one basis, but rather on the basis of the Commission’s annual
estimates. The Unio: afleges Mr. Pedicone never heard the balancing theory before Mr,
Rowe testified about it at the arbitration hearing and notes during the processing of the
grievances the Commission never raised this theory. The Unien argues Mr. Rowe's
balancing theory is contradicted by his own testimony because he admitted there was no
increase in the permitted use of supplemental employees, except for disciplinary actiorn.
The Union alleges the balancing theory permits the Commission to use supplemental
employees even when not permitted by the Agreement as long as the total number of
hours worked by suppiemental employees does not exceed the Commission’s annual
estimate. However, the Union contends the balancing theory directly violates Article 1,
Séctiun 3.E. The Union states if the parties intended to use the bafancing ;Lhec-ry, they
could have stated it in the Agreement. The Union contends Mr. Rowe’s testimony may
accurately describe his understanding of the way supplemental employees are to be

utilized, but his testimony has no evidentiary value and should not be considered as
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evidence of bargaining histery because he never testified the parties discussed this theory
at the bargaining table. |

It is the position of the Unicn a make whole remedy is appropriate becanse the
Union has proven the Commiission utilized supplementat employees when net permitted
by Article 1, Section 3.E. The Uni{:-ﬁ argues the Commission should have offered this
work to permanent toil collectors. The Union contends for each violation 2 review of the
Cormtnission documents can be used to identify the specific violations to permanent .
- employees who should have been offered this wotk on an overtime basis.- The Union
ailcges the refizsal to transfer and pm[:;erl}* assign supplemental employees to another
tocation to fill in for a permanent employee is a violation. |

The Union explains the remedy requested in the award “follow contract language”
reguires the Cﬂmmissiun. 10 compensate permanent employees who were deprived of
overtime nppumﬁjties because the Commission gave the work to supplemental
gmplovees in direct violation of Article L, Section 3.E. The Union agserts Mr. Pedicone’s
undisputed testimony establishes in all 15 meetings involving the Commission, he
indicated he was seeking a make whole remedy. The Unien contends the Comtuission
was aware of the make whole remedy earlier than a month age &s the Comission |
witness testified. The Union argues all of the information necessary to calculate a make
whole remedy is available. It is the contention of the Union the arbitrator not only has
the autherity to award a make whole remedy, but also the obligation. The Union argues
the permanent employees who should have been scheduled for the work were deprived of
overtime epportunities and the only appropriate remedy is to compensate those

employees who lost the opportunities, The Union concludes, based on the foregoing
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facts, arguments and authority, the Commission violated Article ¥, Section 3.E in
scheduling supplemental employees. The Union requests for the grievances to be
sustained and the permanent employees who were denied overtime opportunities to be

compensated for such work at the overtimme rate of pay.

IV. COMMISSION POSITION

It is the position of the Commission the grievances should be denied. The
Comrhission contends Lugin and Fowler lack standing to pursue individual prievances
and the attempt to transform their grievances into a group grievance is imprnpc:r. The
Commission submits Lugin’s grievance form claims the Commission “is excef.:ding work
opportunities for supplementals” and Fowlers grievance form claims the Conunissio.n n
“District 1 and [Pitisburgh] interchange ha[s] exceeded the work opportunities for
supplementals.” The_Cammissic-n takes the posiion neither the grievance forms nor the
elicited testimony establishes Lugin and Fowler have been adversely affected by the
claimed violation. The Commission argues neither grievant testified as being injured or
adversely affected by the negotiated changes to the scheduling of supplemental -
employees. Ttis the position of the Commission during the arbitration hearing the.: 1Ininn
improperly attempted to transform both grievances into a group grievance. The
Cornrmission argues this attempt is not permissible because the Agreement does not
permit group grievances and Lugin and Fowler did nof [ile a group grievance. The
(‘ommission asserts the Union’s improper attempts to transform the individual grievances
into a group grievance should be denied and the evidence submitted during the hearing

pertaining to other Districts should be excluded from consideration. The Commission
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contends the Union’s impmper attempts to enlarge the scope of the grievances by raising
claims for the first time at the arbifration hearing i8 improper and should be disaliowcd.
The Commission further contends the Mernorandum of Understanding, dated
December 7, 2007 is a valid agreement which pi;ccludﬂs the prievances and was in effect
when the grievances were filed. The Commission points out in December 2007 the
parties agreed the Commission could assign supplemental employees to a set schedule at
one interchange. The Commission asserts Mr. Pedicone aclmowledged a “gentleman’s
agreement.” The Comrmission argues the memorandum altered the pricr practice of
scheduling supplemental employees. The Commission contends after the memorandum
was memorialized, management 'L‘nelit-;ved the izsue surrounding the scheduling .ﬂ.f
supplemental employees had been resolved and supplmﬁantal employees were allowed to
select an established work line. The Commission asserts the memorandum represented a -
valid agreement between the Union and the Commission am:i it was in effect when Lugin
and Fowler filed the grievances and guveﬁled the scheduling of supplemental Bmpiﬂ}’:ﬂk::}. _
it is the position of th;a Cc:-m;nissiun the memorandumn :.meﬁuivocally allowed the
Commissien to schedule the supplemental employees tf: a fixed line at an interchange. It
is the contention of the Commission it.' has sbided by the contract provisions pertaining to
the zcheduling of supplernental emplovees. ;Thﬂ Comrmission sates a8 a result of
negotiations, the Unicn and Commission agreed supplemental empln;.'ee;s wotild select an
established work line for scheduling and overtime purposes. The Commission contends
the prior practice where each supplemental employee’s shift must be pursuant to an
Article 1, Section 3.E vacancy was supplemented with an overall balancing of hours and

Acrticle 1, Section 3,E vacancy. The Commission argues to ensure the balancing was
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accurate, the parties modified Article 8 of the Agreement to allow the schedules of
supplemental employees to be reset every 28 days as needed. The Commission takes the
position management began implementing the negotiated changes concerning
supplemental employees after the Agreement was ratified by the Union in October 2007
even though it was not execited until a year later. The Cnmmissﬁiﬁn argucs -
memarandum was memorialized on December 7, 2007 as a bridge agreement until the |
current Agreement was executed. It is the contention of the Commission Mr. Rowe, who
negotiated changes on behalf of the Union, testified the Commission was scheduling
supplemental employees pursuant to the negotiations and also testified the Commission is
scheduling supplerental employees similar in the western region as in the eastern region.
The Commission submits the Union cannot establish a current Agreement violation and
thi grievances must be denied. |
The Commission also argues scheduling is an inherent management right that the
Commission has preserved in the Management Rights article of the Agreement. The
Commission alleges Mr. Rowe testified the C{.}mmissiun has certain rights over
scheduling matters. The Commission contends the Unior recognizes the Commission’s
right to alter and modify work schedules. The Commission argues the modifications to
the manner in which supplemental employees arc scheduled is necessary to obtain
.-:sptimum efficiency in the operations of the Cﬂmmissicﬁ
It is the position of the Commission the grieving parties did not properly request a
make whote award. The Commission points out the Union requested on the Lugin and
Fowler gtievance forms “follow contract language™ and did not complete the adjustment

section of the form. The Cammiséion submits substantial precedent provides an
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arbitrat.ur should limit the scope of the remedy to that which was requested in the written

.grievancu. The Commission alleges there is nothing i.ll. either form that can be read as a
request for monetary damages for a make whole award for alleged past wrongs or back
pay. The Commission, therefore, concludes for the foregoing reasons the grievances

should be denied.

V. RELEVANT CONTRACTUAL PROVISIONS

ARTICLE 1
RECOGNITION

Section 2. The Union’s bargatning units shall inelude all eligible employees under
the Act in the following departments under the jurisdiction of the Cemmission.

A, Bargaining Unit 1is comprised of alt eligible non-professional/rion-
supervisory employees in the Maintenance Department.
B. Bargaining Unit 11 i5 comprised of all eligible non-professionai/non-
' supervisory employees in the Fare Collection Department.
C. Bargaining Unit I1] is comprised of aii eligible non-professional/non-
supervisory employees in the Construetion Department.

SECTION 3:

E. A “supplemental employee” is defined herein as a person wha is hiredas a
replacement for a permanent full time employee whe is on sick leave or other
authorized leave. The use of supplemental employees i3 to be determined in
accordance with the provisions of this Section. Any supplemental employee who
is awarded a permanent full time position in the classification in which he is
currently working shal! receive one (13 day of credit toward satisfying his
probetionary period for each day of work compleied during the immediately
preceding six {6) month period. Supplemental employees will not be scheduled
for more than eight (8) hours in any twenty-four (24) hour period, except as
provided for in Article 9, Section 11 herein. '

n addition to the uses listed above, supplemental employees may be used to:
1. Fill in during the bidding process.

2 Fiil in for permanent employees who request a holiday off.

3

Fill in for permanent employees who have been assigned to a different
postiion as shift leaders or janitors.
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4. Create within a Fare Collection District extra work opportunities totaling
three (3} work opportunities times the number of interchanges in eack
District during each twenty-eight (28) day schedule. These work
opporfunities may be used within each District to assign supplementat
employees to Interchanges to address stafling needs including, but not
limited to, those caused by traffic volume, special events and simijar '
circumstances as determined by the Commission. '

5. Fill in for permanent employees during disciplinary action.

Supplemental employees shall receive a fifty (30%) percent contribution towards
Appendix A, Section 5 benefits after the complelion of six (6) months of employment
and shall receive full Commission paid Appendix A, Section 4 and 5 benefits after one
{1) year of employment, ;

Supplemental employees shall be sovered under Article 3 (Union Rights) and
Article 4 (TJnion Security — Dues Check-off).

A district supplemental seniority list shali be kept. All openings for full-time
employment shall be offered by seniority from this list.

The Comrnission agrees to consider saﬁiority in offering work opportunities as set
forth in Article 8, Section 8.

B2 .
Supplemental employees shall be covered under Article 13, Section

{Supi:lemnnml Employee Vacation); Article 15, Section 2 (Bereavement Leave); Section
5 (Union Leave); Section 6 (Personal Leave) and Section 7 (Military Leave).

Newly hired supplemental employees shall serve a probationary period of six (6)
months ualess they attain full time status prior thereto. Supplemental employees with
rights under this subsection shall be covered under Article 11, Section 2(C)(4) and (3)
Sections 1 and 4 (Discharge and Disciplinary Action) and Article 26 (Grievance
Procedure). Any offense which does not constitute just cause for discharge shall be
qubject to Article 25, Section 1.

Supplemental empleyees shall receive alt across-the-board wage increases
negotiated for other bargaining unit employees.

When scheduled on an eight (8) hour shift, a supplemental employee shall receive
the same rest and meal period entitlement as a permanent employee and wilt be given a
meal allowance and rest or paid break when working, in accordance with the provisions

of Arilcle 9, Section 6.
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ARTICLE 2
MANAGEMENT RIGHTS

Section 1. Except a8 exprcssl}r limited by relevant statutes and codes or provisions of
‘this agreement and reserving unto the Commission any and all management rights which,
by law, may not be bargainable, the Commission shall have and retain, solely and
exciusively, all other managerial responsibilities, power and authority, which shall
inchude, but not be limited to: the right to establish policies; to establish, change or
abolish job classifications or the job content of any vlassification; to hire, retire, demote,
layoff and recall employees to work; to control and regulate the use of machinery,
equipment and other properly of the Commission; to introduce new or improved research,
development and services; to determine the number and types of employees required and
ta assign work o such employees in accordance with the operational needs of the
Commission; and to direct the work force, except as expressly modified or restricted by a
specific provision of this agreement. Absent an emergeney ot other operational need, the
Commission will provide the Union with any new or revised policy 15 days prier to
implementing the same. '

ARTICLE 8_
HOURS OF WORK -
Section 8

2. Selection of work schedules and availability of supplemental employees:

a. Suppiemental employees’ lines shall be reselected in December of each year.

: Supplementzl employees’ schedules may need to be reselected every twenty-
eight (28) days to accommodate the operational needs of the Commission.

b. Supplemental emplayees shall be permitted to designate by seniority during
line gelection the shifts for which they wilt be available for assignment. Once
all lines are selected, the remaining supplemental employees shall select by
seniority a location within the district in which he ot she was hired. In the
event that insufficient supptemental employees make themselves available by
designation for a particular shift, the Comrnission shalf assign shifls in inverse

' seniorily order.

c. Once shifts are designated as described above, a supplemental employee i s
expected to be available to work that shift as necessary. A supplemental
employee who is unavailable for work on his designated shift more than once
each month may be subject to disciplinary action.

d. Supplemental employees may be offered additional work opportunities other
than their designated shifts, as needed.
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ARTICLE 26
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

SECTION 1. A grievance is a dispute concerning the interpretation, application or
alleged viotation of a specific term or provision of this agreement. Any grievance arising
between the Commission and the Union or an employee represented by the Union shall
be settled in the following manner:
VI. OPINION

The issue to be :ietenninc;d is whether or not the Commission violated the
‘Agreement when scheduling supplemental employees in a manner thal exceeded work
opportunities, and if so, what is the appropriate remedy. A review of the relﬁvant record
establishes the following material facts. The collective bargaining Agreement is in place
between the Commission and Local 250 and Locaf 77. The western half of the state is
handled by Local 250 ﬁhn has jurisdiction over the area and eastern geographical region
is serviced by Local 77, Both bargaining units negotiated and agreed to the collective
hargaining Apreement between the Commission and the local Unions, The hﬁrgajning
unit is comprised of sepai‘ate units of all eligible non-professional, non-supervisory _
employees in the maintenance department, non-professional pon-supervisory employees
in the fare collection department and nun-i}rnfessional, non-supervisory in the
-construction department. The Union also represents supplemental employees. The facts
establish tﬁrnugh negotiations a new agreement resulted effective October 1, 2007 to
September 30, 2011. Local 250 had two grievances filed by its members. The first
grievance, dated Jamuary 9, 2008 stated the Commission in District 1 an at the
Pittsburgh interchange exceeded the work opportunities for supplemental employees.

The second grievance, dated Januvary 10, 2008, contended the Cornmission is exceeding

work opportunities for supplemental employees.
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At the outset, the Union contends the Commission violated the Agreernent in the
marmnet in which supplemental employees were scheduled. Tﬁe Union érgues the only
permissible use of supplemental employees is defined in Article 1, Section 3.E. of the
Agreement. Itis the contention of the Union since the effective date of the current
Agreement, the Commission has scheduled supplemental employees beyond the
permitted uses as contained in Article 1, Section 3.E. The Commission takes the position
management has abided by the provision of the Agreement pertaining to scheduling
supplemental employees. The Cuﬁ]missinn contends a Memorandum of Understanding,
dated December 7, 2007 served as an effective bridge urrﬁl the current Agreemem
concluded. The Commission argues thé parties agreed management could assign
supplemental employees to a set schedule af one intérchange and therefore no contractual
provisions wete violated. I have carefully considered the arguments of the parties. The
record evidence shows the parties negotiated an Agreement, effective October 1, 2007 to
September 30, 2011. The Agreement was not signed as soon as it ';Was reached becanse
issues needed worked ouf among the parties, Eventually the parties signed the
Agreement around September 18, 2008,

The Agreement defines the term supplemental employee “as a person who is hired
as a replacement for 2 permanent full-ime employee who is on éick léave or other
authorized leave.” The provision of the Agreement also dcﬁnes when supplemental
employees may be used, which are to 1) filt in during the bidding process, 2) fill in for
permanent employees who request the holiday off, 3) fill in for a permanent employee
who has been assigned to a different position as shift leader ar fanitor, 4) create within a

Fare Collection District extra work opportunities totaling three (3) work opportunities
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times the number of intcrchang.es in each District during each twenty eighi (28) day
schedule... 5) fill in for permanent emaployees during the disciplinary process. The facts
reflect the only new reason added in this particular Apreement for a supplemental
ernployee to be used is to fill in for per&lancnt emplovees during the disciplinary process.
The Agre.cman{: also outlines in Article 8 Hours of Work, the process to be used by the
parties for the sclcc_:tiﬂn of work schedules and availability of supplemental employees.
The Agreemenit gives the employee the ability ta select lines in December of cach year
while the Commission retains the ability to requiré the supplemental employee to reselect
lines every 28 days to accommodate the operational needs of the Commission.

The facts further establish the Commission and Local 250 met several times
before the Agreement was ratified to discuss the interpretation of the provisions of the
Agresment related ﬁ:- the supplernental toll collector scheduling procedures, The
Commission submitted a document during the hearing which contained the supplemental
scheduling process. The unsigned document indicated on December 7, 2007 both parties -
discussed in delail and came to agreeable terms on the supplemental scheduling process.

The language contained in Article 1, Section 3.E of the Agreement clearly defines
when supplemental employees are able to be uscd_by the Commission. The parties
agreed to the same lm@uage used for supplemental employees in the prior Agieement,
but added a new reazon to use supplemental employees, which is to fill in for employees
during the disciplinary process. The record evidence reflects all other terms and
conditions of this article, except for the addition of the reason to use supplemental
employees, remained the same from the prior Agreemént. The Commission, however,

argues the practice in place between the parties pursuant to this Article is considered to
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be a balancing of the scales because as long as the number of supplemental employees
used during a particular 28 day period or longer period balances with the need for
supplemental employees, no violation of the Agreement occﬁrs in the manner in which
supplemental employees have been scheduled. The Union points out even though the
other Union bargaining unit which is party to the Agreement asserts the balancing
process is used in the eastern side of the Istate, no proof establighes this practice ﬂas been
used by the Commission to justify its use of supplemental employees in the western side
of the state. T have carefufly considered the arguments of the parties in this regard. The
testimony of one of the Commission’s witnesses established on the enstern side nf.the
state there is an understanding a balancing of scales exists, The witness explained based
oﬁ historical data the Commission knows how many days éupplemn:ntal employees will
be needed and the days the su;apleme:rt_al empio}rees work balance out with the
permissible uses. However, the Union President on the western half of the siate pointed
out he was not aware of the balancing of the scales contended to be in place. The Union
further agreed the Commission did not discuss the balancing of scales during the steps
through the grievance process. In my considered opinion, the recozd fails o establish the
explanation used by the Commission witness is the practice that is in place between ﬁe
parties to schedule supplemental employees instead of following the agreed upon
language. The Agreement between the parties is uniqus in that there are two Unicns who
negotiate sts terms and conditions with the Commission on behalf of its bargaining unit
members. The Agreement contains the same language for both bargaining units. The
testimony presented by the witnesses in my opinion fails to nf:stablish a practice is inplace

by the parties that is in opposition to the language which defines the permissible uses of
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supplemental employess. Both bargaining units are subject to the same Agreement.

However, the Union President of each respective Union provided different testimony to

explain his undersianding about the manner in which supplemental employzes are

scheduled. The Union representative from the eastern side of the state contended the

Commission uses balancing of scales as the concept to determine the use of supplemental

employees, The testimony of the Union representative from the western side of the state
whe filed the grievances established he was not aware through his involvement in the

- collestive bargaining process or through the grievance procedure the Commission has
used the balancing of scales approach to schedule supplemental employees instead of
following the terms oultined in the Agseement. In my considered opinion, there is no
consistent understanding of how the supplemental etnployee language has been a]:ipliéd
since the Union Presidents from the two Unions do not share the same understanding of
how supplemental employees are used by the Comtnisgion. The balancing theory
exﬁlainr.d by the Commission does not establish this practice has been consistently used
by the parties. The Commission must follow the clear janguage contained in the
Agzreement or how suﬁ:piem’ental employees are to be scheduled because no convincing
practice is in place to estabfish the balancing of scales aporoach shuul& be used. The
Commission viclated the Agreement in my opinion when the plain language of the
Agrecment was ot followed in the manner in which supplemental employees are to be
used.

The appropriate remedy must be determined based on the Commission violating

the Agreement E}r not following the language when supplemental employees were used,

The Commission argues the arbitrator should limit the scope of the remedy in this
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instance because neither grievant asked for a make whole remedy. The Union asserts a

. make whole remedy is approptiate based on the fact the Commission utilized
supplemental employees in situations not permitted by the Agre_ement. The Union
submits the remedy requested in one of thc. grievances to “follow contract laﬁglmgﬂ”
requires the Commission to compensate permanent employees who were deprived
overtime opportunities. The Union also argues during grievance proceedings its
President repeatedly requested a make whole remedy.

| 1 have carefully considered the argﬁmem:s of the parties related to the appropriate

rm:hcdy.that should be applied. Inmy Gpﬁﬁon, the vi;-laﬁun of the Agreement did occur
when supplemental employees were used outside of the permissible reasons such
personnel could be utilized. The record and facts presented by the witnesses faited to
prove bargaining history or an established past practice permitted the Commission to use
supplemenial employees in another manner than found in the clear language of the

- Agreement. As a resuli the appropriate remedy s for the Commission to make the
grievants whole who were affected by the use of ;suppieﬁental employees outside the
scope of the Agreement. Tﬂe Commission must evalnate the schedules of the grievanis
to determine if the lost work opportunities cocurred as a result of the Commission

. utilizing supplemental employees outside of the permiasihle reasons contained n Article
.1, Section 3.F of the Agreement, If the supplernental employee was not used for.a proper
reason anﬁ the grievant lost a work opportunity as a result, the Commission must
compensate the grievant at the appmﬁriajﬂ rate for the lost work opportunity. It is my

determination once this is done the grievants would be made whole subject to the

provisions of the award,
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AWARD

The Commission violated the Agreement by utilizing supplemental employees
outside the scope of the permissible reasons contained in Article 1, Section 3.E. The
Commission must make the grievants in this instance whole for the situations of lost
work opportunities. T will retain jurisdiction over this matter in the event issues arise in
the implementation of this award

Lt Dl
Michelte Miller-Kotula

Arbitrator
May 6, 2000
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