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The Second Di,vision consisted of the regular members and in 
addition Referee Abrah:un Weiss when award was rendered. 

[ International Association of Machinists and 
Aerospace Workers 

Farties to Dispute: ( -- __I- 
( 
( St. Louis-San Francisco Raillz3y Company 

Dispute: Claim of Emnloycsj 

1. That the St. Louis -San Francj.sco Railway Company violated the 
contro!~~rq Agreemeni;, particularly Rule 35, when they un,justly 
suspended b;ach:i.nist 21. 2. I!-iU.more Prom Deceriber l%, 1976 through 
January 2, 1977 for his alleged vfolatica of RQles I3 and C of the 
R&P?, Regulations, Safety 13&z:;, and Instructions Governing 
f4echanical De,partment Fk~ployecs , Form MP-1 Standard, effective 
March 1, 1-357, IThen he al.legedly caused a deliberate work slox 
down on November 23, 1976. 

2. That accordingPar, the St. Louis-, San Francisco Railxzy Company be 
ordered to compexste IGchinist K, I,. W?.llcore in the amount of 

e&hi; (1) hou.rs' pay at a I%ck~:i.n-iat's pl'o ra.ta rate 02 pay for 
Dec?5t,er 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 (Christrrzm Eve), 25 (Christmas Day), 
27, 28, 29, 30 and 31, 1.976 and January 1, 1977 (New Year's 
Day) l 

3. Machinist K. L. Willmore shall also receive all benefits accruing 
to any other emp?.oyee in active service, including vacation ri.&ts 
and seniority *Ll.i>irkpaired. 

Findines: --I__ 

The Second Division 0.~ -Q the Adjustment Boayd, upon the whole record and 
all the evidence, finds tlnat: 

The carrier or carrj.ers and the emplc;<re or emgloyes involved in thi.s 
dispute are respectively carrier and employe within the neaninc of the 
Raillydy Labor Act as approved June 21, lc)3Ii.. 

This Division of the Adjustment Bo~Wci inas jurisdiction over the disput!z 
involved herein. 

Parties to said dispute waive, a right of appearance at hearing thereon. 

Claimant, a machinist, was suspended from Dccembc~r 18, 1976 through 
January 2, 197’7 for alJ.eg&Jq cx,xsin.g a, d&iI,ekT.-i;e nlcc~down of work and 
failure to per?orm 6. e-J1 the wo~1.r assi&ied to h5.x on the service track 
dur5.w his tour of duty No’~eder 29, 1976. 
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Claimant nomm.l& worked in the shop. On the day in question, msrked 
by inclement weathsr -- cold with icy condit‘ions -- Claizant was assigned 
to wopk on the service trnclr during the second half of his shift. Clainlant 
had last been .regula):ly assigned to the service tracli so2 seven grears 
previous to that date, and he so informed h-is Trmediate supervisox', a 
relief foreran. 

At th2 hearing, CI~kmr&'s activities on Eovem'ber 29 were described 
by the relief forerun 511 the foU.o:;ling terms: he "t,%s ;j?nst out the?e 
walking axouxd. " ; and t'hat with s-esgect to the units on Trhj.ch he was to 
work that day, "one mn could have perfomed thj.s work e:Cf'iciently . . . 
under nomrtl circumn-taxes." The rel-ief foxmm al-so teotified that he had 
twice fu.rn:lched Clnirni-it ixith help (en a?:rxnixice) that d!ajr, once at 
Cla~imnt's mquest xh.cn he tms getting behi!;d in his wo&, in order ,to get 
the work done on tj..Xi>. 

But the ci.rmmtarccs that day were not nomal. The mchinist on 
the next shiPt testified that it took longer that day to do the x03 
because "5.I; was i.cy, the mr!ning boards were j.cy, -it mm cold, and the 
cold weather rm2~~;s the oil run sloi~~~' 

In short, the aXlegation that Claimant had not perfomed an adequate 
amunt of woyk is not smmo~:*ted Q the record and Carrier has not - 2 
sustained its burden of ,proof in tlzt respect. 

The reco.rd does not substantiate the charge agsjnst the Claimant; and 
the claim will be sustained. 

AWARD --- 

Cla-im sustained. 

l!NCIO31;1;vI XtiTLROAD AD.3JS'L'I~~ BOARD 
By Order of Second D-ivisxon 

Attest: i3xecutive SecretaYy 
Nst-ional Kai.lmad Adjustment EoaYd 

Dated a; Chicano, Ill-inois, MYis &h day of <Jmmry, 1979. 


