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The Second Division consisted of the replar members and in 
addition Referee Herbert L. Marx, Jr. when award was rendered. 

System Federation 1To. 162, Railway Employes' 
Department, A. 3'. of L. - c. I. 0. 

Parties to Dispute: ( (Camen) 
c 
( Southern Pacific Transportation Company 

DispAe: Claim of Eboloyes : 

1. That the Southern Pacific Transportation Company (Texas and 
Louisiana Lines) violated the controlling Agreement, ,prticiiLarly 
Rules IL7 and 29 when Car Foreran, C. 3. Danicls assigned himself 
to perform Carmen mzchanic's 7.rork on 1&y 1, 1376, Eouston, Texas. 

2. That accordingly, the Southern Wcific Transgor%tion Compny 
(T exas and Louisiana Lines) be ordered to compensate Carman 
N. 0. Jacobs in th? z::.ount of cLr,ht hours (8' ) at o~erzime rate 
for I$q 1, l-976, 3,s he TES avci12,ble to perfor -&is carm:‘n's ?:orlr, 

Findinp: 

The Second Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the trho1.e record and 
a.ll the evidence, finds that: 

The carrier or carriers and the empLoye or emnloges involved in this 
dispute are respectively carrier s:ld ex:,plo:rc xithin the meaning of the 
Railxzy Labor Act as approved June 21, IS&. 

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

Parties to said dis-pute waived right of appearance at hearing thereon. 

The instant cla!m alleges that Ca:"~Ser essigned C:?,r Fore~:an C. R, 
Daniels to perform inspXtion ;,-or:; on fw-: $ht cars on ],:a-y 1, 1376 at iiouston,, 4. - ._ .._ \, 
Texas. The claim LLlcges that 5 car inspector (Carxan) inspected one side 
of the string 02 frei.:;hi cars :;hiLe the Car Foreman _oerforc:ed the identical 
work on the orjposite side of the car. 

Carrier alleges that no inspxtion VP.S iilvo!_vcd: that the Car I'orem*:n 
merely recorded the repairs needed and cc::l&kd a e~itc':l list in order that __ 
the cttrs could be +.ced on the ,~ro.~er trxks for re,?airs. Carrier further 
alleges that the cars ha.d prepiousIy been inspected by Car Inspectors. 
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Notw-ithstanding thosn r1 1 1 wtions) Carrier further avows that: 

"Even if the for5~.,,~~,~ :~~tre inspeCti.ng Cr:,rs, which Ve deny 
in this instant *a'.' *.: inspection of cars is not work 
exclusive& rcyg.I ., . ‘I LO mmcrs of the . . . (Carmen's) 
Craft by either I-+ ,.l;l,:i.ce or agreement." 

To this the Board fj(+..t~ t~,f, agree. Ke have long held that inspection of, 
freight and passenger cwr ili t:on-i;nctcLi to Carxr1 under rxties such as 
Rule Ill.7 here governing. :,,... ;:t:cond Ditision Award I~JOS. 3687, 4414, 5632, 
5953 and 7594. 

The Organization st",tr.cl l.l,nt the ,prior inspectton alleged by Carrier 
w.as actuauy a rou-by irjc.;.. 0-I ion and the mare thorough inspection is then 
made by the Car Foreman wl*J /I,~. Icad inspector. 'Yhe Organization acknowledps 
that this _nractice his bc-c.t+ :il ~Xfcct for a long peri,od of time. 

Claim dismissed. 


