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The Second Division consisted of the regular members and in 
addition Referee Irwin 14. Lieberman when axard was rendered. 

( System Federation No. 42, Railway Employes' 
( Department, A. 3'. of L. - c. I. 0. 

Parties to Dispute: ( (Electrical Workers) 
( 
( Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company 

Dispute: Clsim of Em#oyes: 

1. That the Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company violated the Cosrnunicatiol 
Naintainers Agreement, including the provisions of Rule l(a), by 
assigning certain radio work to employes of the Electrical Craft 
ccvered by another agreement, when such radio work should have been 
assig:ned to Communications Maintainers J. F. Speight, II. S. Howell 
and D, E. 3utler. 

(j 

2. Th.at accordingly, the Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company be ordered 
to compensate Ccmmunications Maintainer J. F. Speight in the amount 
of 8 hours at the overtime rate for work performed on May 32, b!ay 
17 and Hay 25, 1971; Conununications Maintainer I?. S. Howell in the 
azcxlt cf l2 hours at the overtime rate for work performed on May 
13 and !Iay 21, 19'70; and Communications Maintainer D. E. Butler in 
the amount of 22 hours and 40 minutes at the overtime rate for work 
performed on April 13, May 12, May 13, May 17, May 21 and Nay 25,1971, 

Findings: 

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

The carrier or catiiers and the employe or employes involved in this 
dispute are rear, -7nctively carrier and employe within the meaning of the Railway 
Labor Act as approved June 21, 1934. 

This Division of the Adjuslxent Board has jurisdiction over the diqute 
involved herein. 

Rarties to said dispute waived right of appearance at hearing therzon, 

The circumstances surroundin, 0 this matter, which are not in dispute, 
involve the installation and removal of radio equipment on an engine and several 
cabcose; on fi;re differegtc days in 1971. Petitioner alleges t';lat this xcrk, which 
~2s accoqlishcd by Shop Craft Electricians, should have been assigned to 
'Jz,n:zlnication i;zintalners. It shcul~ be noted that both groups cf employees are 
re?resen-ted. by the aaF:ne Organization, but urxier separate Agreement;, signed by the 
same Or;<anizati9c of?icial and bcth effective January 1, 1968. 
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The record indicates that the work in ques tion had been performed by the 
Electricians for many years on the predecessor railroads, Atlantic Ccast Line 
and Seabcard Air Lines, and also on the current Carrier since 1968. In fact the 
Giaintainers filed a number of claims in 1558, shortly after the cfr'ective ia",e af 
the Agreement , objecting fo being called to perform the d.is?uted xz?B ?tilen 
electricians were not evailablc; this situation zas corrected to conform 'GO the 
Agreement. ?ule 1 (a) of the Communication iGaintriners Agreelnent and Rule 93 cf 
the Shos Crafts :\g;-rement both contain the identical proviso: “I?e&a;?iCal 

Department Electric%ns will ll.J '~~tcll and remove radio and radio equipment on 
locomotives and cabooses." 

When the terms of an Agreement are clear and unambiguous, there is no 
need to look beyond it. When there is doubt as to the meaning of the terms of 
ax Agreement, the mnduct cf the parties over time is the best evidence of their 
intent (Awards 3220, 1st Divisicn Award 14328, Third Div. Award 12367). In the 
matter before us there is clear language of the Agreement and consistent prnctize 
of the parties, both of &ich leave us no choice: the claim must be denied. 

AWARD 

Attest: Executive Secretary 
mational Railroad Adjustment Board 

BY 
'Rc&enarie Erasc’n - AdZinistrutive Assistant 

Dated At Chicago, 113Jnois this 14th day of November, 1973. 


