Grievances and Arbitration—MGT 485

Summary of Grievance Arbitration Cases 

Held During the Last Contract Between 

The City of La Crosse and SEIU Local #180 
Case #1:

The question arose: Did an employee have to use up all of his leave prior to collecting disability insurance?  Management argued “yes.”  The union said “no.”  The union won.

Case #2:
Do “dependents” include two married teenagers (daughter and son-in-law) who are under 18 and living at home with daughter’s parents, where one of her parents works for the city?  The union said “yes.”  Management said “no.”  Management won in arbitration.

Case #3:

Do “dependents” include college students who are: (a) unmarried, (b) ages 19 - 24, (c) not in the military, (d) possessing no other health insurance, and (e) receiving more than one-half of their support from their parents, when one parent works for the city? The union said “yes.”  Managers said “no.”  Management won in arbitration.

Case #4:

An employee was laid off for three months, then voluntarily took a vacancy in a City department outside of the bargaining unit.  He worked outside of the bargaining unit for two weeks and then later transferred back into the bargaining unit, filling a new vacancy there. Did the worker need to complete the probationary period as a new employee?  Or is he considered a returning employee who maintains his seniority at the level to which it had accrued when he was laid off?  Management argued that he should be treated as a new employee.  The union argued that he should be considered a returning employee.  The union won in arbitration.

Case #5:
An employee was on vacation when a job vacancy was posted and did not return from vacation until after the eligibility for applying had passed the deadline.  Was he eligible to apply?  Management argued “no.”  The union argued “yes.”  Management won in arbitration.

Case #6: 
A fellow was laid off, but had more seniority than a new employee.  He wanted to ‘bump’ into the new employee’s job but the more senior man had no work experience doing that particular job.  Further, he narrowly failed (by 2%) a civil service test designed to see if he was qualified to do the new employee’s job.  He grieved, arguing that managers should train him to do the job and then bump the new employee (resulting in the new employee being laid off).  Management argued that they no obligation to do that.  Management won in arbitration.
Case #7:
Water Utility workers receive their paychecks in envelopes, which are put in their mailboxes at City Hall.  Because most workers do not work in City Hall (e.g., many work out of the Waste Water Treatment Plant – WWTP), they historically have asked one worker to pick up all of their paychecks and bring them over to the WWTP where they are subsequently distributed.  It is a 10-minute drive from City Hall to the WWTP.  A new Water Utility manager stated that the employee who was to pick up the paychecks must do this on his own time and “not ‘on the clock’ -- the City won’t pay for 20 minutes travel time every two weeks for someone to drive to City Hall and back.”  The union filed a grievance requesting either that one person be paid for making this bi-weekly trip or that the person be paid 20 minutes of overtime (the person was expected to finish his work, even on days when he made that trip).   The union requested 20 minutes overtime pay for the person who made the trip.  The union won in arbitration.
Case #8: 

Whether union representative (on his own time) can send mass e-mails using city-owned computer system and e-mail system to members informing them of upcoming union events.  Supervisor denied union’s request.  Management won in arbitration.  
