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NATIOKAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD 

Second Division 

PARTIES TO DISPUTE: 

SYSTEM FEDERATION NO. 99, RAILWAY EMPLOYES’ 
DEPARTMENT, A. F. OF L. (CARMEN) 

ILLINOIS CENTRAL SYSTEM 

DISPUTE: CLAIM OF EMPLOPES.-Request that the coach cleaners at 
Memphis, Tennessee, be allowed twenty minutes for lunch without loss of time. 

JOINT STATEMENT OF FACTS.-Below is shown the number of coach 
cleaners employed at Memphis, the hours they work, and their lunch periods: 

Hours worked Lunch periods 

22 s:COA.M.to4:3ilP.M _______._____.______-.---- _ __.___._ _______ 12:OON.to12:30P.M. 
10 6:00P.M.to2:30A.M..-- _______.___.________-----.-- ___- _._____ ll:OOP.M.to11:30P.M. 
4 11:30 P. M. to 8:W A. M-. ____________ _ ______._______._____.----- 4:oO A. M. to 4:30 A. M. 

POSITION OF EMPLOYES.-‘This case has been handled in accordance with 
the established practice of handling grievance cases on the Illinois Central 
System, and we contend that Rule 2 of the agreement between the lilinois 
Central Railroad and Mrstem Federation No. 99 is being riolated by the carrier 
at Nemphis, Tenn. 

“KULE 2 

“There may be one, two, or three shifts employed. The starting time of 
any shift shall be arranged by agreement between the local otficera and 
employ& committee based on actnnl service requirements. 

“The time and length of the lunch period shall be subject to agreement, 
within the limits of the fifth hour, except where three shifts are employed, 
when the lunch period shall be twenty minutes without loss of time.” 

POSITION OF CARRIER-Prior to April 1, 1935, the coach cleaners on this 
railroad were not covered by any schedule agreement. However, the agreement 
negotiated with System Federation 30. 99, Railway Employes’ Department, 
A. F. of L., becoming effective April 1, 1935, included this class of employes 
under the jurisdiction of the Brotherhood Railway Carmen of America. 

While the assigned working hours and lunch periods for coach cleanrrs prior 
to kpril 1. 1936, were not snbject to agreement with any labor organizntion, it 
had been our practice for many years to hare assigned working hours aud lundl 
periods such as we bare at Memphis for this ~1:~s~ of employes in keepi:lg with 
service reql7irements. and uo protcats were ever made on this accom~t bq’ the 
crnployes inroived. Fnrthermore, it had been our general practice in the past 
to allow the twenty-minnte lnneb period witbo77t loss of time o,rZj/ to curploycs 
wcwking i/l, cor~tinuous ,uemiuc 011 thwa sic iftb. Other cmployes hare lu~lch 
periotls assigned :lt a ti7ue mhr~r; the service rcquircments best permitted. 

It \Y:XS 7701 the pllrpose uor i7!t c,nt i7i l:egoti:ktin, v the present sclic~dule ngreernent 
with System Federation No. !KJ to clmuge o7ir estab!ishwl practice. Ori Jnly 27, 
1935. WC fonnd l-hat the local officers were nlloming the coach cleaners at 
Memphis C who were not working iu coiitiiluol7s serrice) twenty minutes for 
lnnch without loss of lime, which was in error, and WC. of course, corrected the 
error at that time to conform to o77r mxlerstanding of the agreement. 

It will be noted from the .Joint Statement of Facts that the conch cleaners 
at Memphis are not worked on three cr~7ltinnous shifts! coneecluently, they are 
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not allowed twenty minutes for lunch without loss of time, but have their 
regularly assigned lunch period as service requirements will permit, which we 
feel is in conformity with the understood purpose and intent of Rule 2 at the 
time it was negotiated and placed in the schedule agreement. 

The lunch periods as are now assigned to these coach cleaners were not made 
subject to agreement with the employes’ local committee, because on July 27, 
1935, we were simply changing a local practice that appeared to us to be at 
variance with the provisions of the schedule agreement, and the employes’ com- 
mittee now in existence was not a party to the error. 

We feel that the present working arrangement of these coach cleaners is not 
in violation of the agreement; further, that the request for a twenty minute 
lunch period for these employes without loss of time cannot be justified, and 
resilectfully ask that the request as made be denied. 

FINDINGS-The Second Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole 
record and all the evidence, finds that : 

The carrier or carriers and the employe or employes involved in this dispute 
are respectively carrier and cmploye within the meaning of the Railway Labor 
Act, as approved June 21, 1934. 

This Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction over the dispute 
involved herein. 

The parties to said dispute were given due notice of hearing thereon. 
Rule 2 provides that one, two, or three shifts may be employed, and that where 

three shifts are employed the lunch period shall be twenty (20) minutes without 
loss of time. 

There were three shifts employed. 

AWARD 
Claim sustained. 

NATIONAL RAIDCAD ADJUSTMENT BOAED 
By Order of Second Division i 

Attest: J. L. MINDLING 
Becreefary 

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 2nd day of June, 1936. 


