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HOLDING: The Grievance was DENIED.  The Arbitrator found that the Employer met its burden of showing that the Grievant’s job abolishment was effected for reasons of economy and efficiency in accordance with Article 18.
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 The Grievance was DENIED.

The Grievant held the position of Vocational Instructor II for eight (8) years in the Department of Mental Health at Western Reserve Psychiatric Hospital.  Her duties included working in the hospital’s print shop, where patients learned vocational skills.  She also assisted the patients in publishing a monthly newsletter.  On December 6, 1992, the Grievant was laid off when her position was abolished for economy and efficiency reasons and the print shop closed.  Grievant challenged the layoff as unfounded, and claimed that the Employer eroded the bargaining unit by improperly assigning her duties to other workers.

The Union argued that the Employer failed to show that the job abolishment was justified by concerns for efficiency and economy.  Specifically, the Union argued that the Employer only created salary savings by laying off the Grievant, and that the merger of the print shop and mail room that supposedly made Grievant’s position unnecessary had not happened yet.  The Employer’s narrow interpretation of the Grievant’s job description undervalued her duties, and the Employer eroded the bargaining unit by assigning the Grievant’s former duties to exempt personnel.

The Employer argued that the print shop and its vocational program were eliminated since the technology in the shop was out of date, and that only one patient was actually participating in that program.    Additionally, the Grievant’s duties that were assigned to other workers fell within the latter’s job descriptions, and the work Grievant did with the patient newsletter was not “bargaining unit work.”  

The Grievance was DENIED.  The Arbitrator determined that the Employer had met its burden of showing that the Grievant’s job was abolished for efficiency and economy in accordance with Article 18.  The print shop was out of date and no longer needed, and the Employer had been giving the Grievant “make work” for many months due to the lack of work that resulted.  The number of patients in the hospital had been falling, and the Union failed to rebut the assertion that the State would save more than salary costs by laying off the Grievant.  

