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The above-subject grievance has been discussed by the Pre-Review Committee
prior to its docketing on the agenda of the Review Committee and is being returned,
pursuant to Step Five A(ii) of the Review Committee procedure to the Local Investigat-
ing Committee for settlement in accordance with the following:

The case concerns the use of a 2-man unit (Fitter and Fieldman) to install
a full-circle leak clamp on a 4-inch cast iron low-pressure gas main. The Fitter is
requesting an upgrade to Light Crew Foreman. The Job definitions of Light Crew Fore-
man and Fitter both provide for a 2-man unit to repair minor leaks by means of a leak
clamp, and in the determination of whether a 2-man unit is appropriate as opposed to
a crew, a review of note 2(b) of the Fitter job definition is necessary.

2(b) repair of minor leaks by means of a leak clamp, fusion
or welding. Large leaks, patching of pipes or emergency
conditions shall be handled by crews.

The key factors in determining the need for a crew (2-5 men exclusive of
the Light Crew Foreman) are contained in the Notes A(l), (2), (3), 3(a), 3(b), and
B applicable to the job definitions of 0640-0641 Light Crew Foreman (Welder) and
Light Crew Foreman and Notes A(l), (2), 2(a), 2(b), 2(c), 2(d), 2(e), and 3 of the
job definition of (0560) Fitter. This determination, as the Review Committee has
indicated in prior grievances, is initially left up to the employee in charge. If
necessary, he will request additional manpower which in the case of a Fitter-Fieldman,
would result in an upgrade to Light Crew Foreman. In the instant case, the Fitter
alleges that he should be compensated at the Light Crew Foreman rate of pay even
though the job was safely completed by a 2-man unit. The need for a Crew did not
exist. Therefore, the Pre-Review Committee is of the opinion that a contractual vio-
lation did not occur and the correction asked for is denied.
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This case is considered closed on the basis of the foregoing, and
the closure should be so noted by the Local Investigating Committee.

D. J. BERGMAN, Chairman R. W. ALCUP, Secretary
Review Committee Re Committee
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