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The Second Division consisted of the regular members and in 
addition Referee Irving T- Bergman when award was rendered. 

( System Federation No, 30, RailTray Kmployes' 
-( . lkpartmentt;, A. F. of L. - c. I. 0. 

Parties to Dispute: ( 
( 

(+ZLectrical Workers) 

( The Baltimore ond Ohio Railroad Company 

Dispute: Claim of Empioyes: 
k' 

I, . That under the current agreement, the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 
Compa&ny fmproperl y assigned and used Electrician William Dagenhardt 
to perform electric crane operator's work at the Glensood LocomoU.ve 
Shops, PSttsburgh, Pennsylvania on the dates of December 28, 29, 30 
and 31, 7970, 

( -' 

2. That accordingly, the Ealtimore an? Ohj.0 ~3.7ilroad Co.zpaky be ordered 
to compensate, Claimant Operator C, 71, Vertman, senior furloughed 
crane operator during this perio?.?, ei&lit (8) hours pay each for 
December 29, 29, 30 and 31; 1970. 

r’indfngs : 

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

The carrrer or carriers and the employe 0~ L e,mployes involved in thfs dis- 
pute are respectively carrier and employe witMa the meaning of the RaK!xay Labor 
Act as appi077ea June 21, rp3b. 

This Mtision of the Adjustment Board has jurisd%ction over the dispute 
involved herein. 

Parties to said dispute waived right of appearance at hearing thereon. 
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bea called in to move it. Both the electricians and cranemen are members'of 
the same Organization. 

The record has become involved with claims and counterclaim5 about 
the work of the crafts and the rules and agreements pertaining to such crafts. 
We do not believe that discussion or interpretation of the rules and agreements 
as applied to this claim is required. 

The employes involved were performing work within their scope. 
Petitioner has not proven that all or any movement of an electric crane must 
be confined to a craneman. The crane was not being used for its customary and 
assigned purpose but was being used only as a substitute for a scaffold. Fourth 
Division Award No. 2620 and Second Division Award No. 6266, illustrate cases 
where equipment may be operated in isolated cases by other than the assigned 
operators so long as the equipment is not being operated to perform the work 
for which it is normally used and intended. In addition, the crane was not 
being moved continuously but only at intervals, consuming at most, as claimed 
by Petitioner, fourhours a day. 

In the absence of proof that cranemen have exclusive right to this 
work under these circumstances, we find that it was permissable for the 
electrician to perform the disputed work, 

AWARD -w--w 

Claim denied. 

EATIOXAL RAILROAD ADJUSmm BOARD 
By Order of Second Division 

Attest: 
Executive Secretary 

Dated at Chicego, Illinois, this 2'7th day of February, 1973. 


