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The Second Division consisted of the regular members and in 
addition Referee Rodney E. Dennis Trhen award was rendered. 

( SYS~WII Federation ITO. 76, Railway Employes' 
( Department, A. 3'. of L. - c. I. 0. 

Parties to Dispute: ( 
( 
( Chicago 

Dispute: Claim of Emnloyes: 

1. The Chicano and Xorth Western Transportation Company violated the 
controlling agreement when it unJustly deprived F'reizht Car 

(Carmen) 

and 3Torth Western Transportation Company 

Repairman I*?. ii. ~CIxer of ?5s co~tractu.al rights when it abolished 
his job essi.glment as: a high-xi.& inspector in the b!ilmukee 
Terminal on Zip 21, 1977; and assigned ident5cal position to the 
mechanic-in-charge. 

FindinI-rs* Q.-L 

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

The carrier or carriers and the e:nploye or cmployes involved in this 
dispute are respectively carrier and em?loye within the meaning of the 
Railway Labor Act as a-pproved June 21, 13$i.. 

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

Parties to said dispute tnived right of appearance at hearij?z thereon. 

The organizat?..on contends that carrier violated the collective ageezent 
(SpecificaJJ-y, RY.~~S 7-6. 21, 25, 28, 29, 53, J-2&, and 137, 211d Article Xo. 
7 of the August 21, %95$ z~ree!?zn-k.) when it abolish ZI claiKant's ;jo-~ of high 
tide inspector and assi;;r?ed identical duties to a mechanic in Charge. 

Carr-ier apg~-es tllzt hc:ca~sc of 3.iLe 2~3, p.st practice, and beca;zse claimant 
was not qualified to do the ~orir, it acted properly in assi@.ng hL;~h wide 
inspection duties to a mechanic in charge. Thus, it claims, no contract 
violation exists. 

Sim.ply stated, the issue in this case is: does claimant have the right 
to the high wi.de inspector's job at carrjer's Eu.tler E'acility? From the 
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record before us, this Board concludes that he does. The position eras 
designated by the posted job advertisement as Job OZ-->tit;il duties described 
as inspecting and measurin;: loads in the Milwaukee Terminal. The nosition 
was arkarded to claimant on &LLy 8, 1977. It was advertised as a p&xanent , 
new position. 

On JKLy 29, 1977, carrier abolished the job and shorKly thereafter 
assigned the high w5de incpector pork to the mech,an"?c in charge at Butler. 
By so doing, carrier vi.olated Rule 25, Tl-i_llch states in pertinent part : 'Then 
jobs are abolished (not wder a reduction of loi-ce) for a period of six 
months or less, men affected by such abolition wS.LI be restored to their 
former positions upon re-establi.sl?sent of jobs." 

C&rier erred by reI.~ying on Rule 29 to sup_nort its 
Rule 29 cannot be interpreted to mean tiiat TiECilXl:iCS ir, 

assigned car5len's dutiges -in traliiyc+. e --pds that ez@.oy yore 
this ]3oard to decj.& &he,ry-l:ie wy,d.d be to give ::iead.r?g 

action in this case. 
chargz can be 
-than five men, -‘OX- 

to R-uJ-e 29 that does ., 
not exist. That decision :zuILd be iU.o~;ica2. Zu1c 29 WELS bsrJained into Lhe 
agreement to protect carmen's XXI'?;, nc'; to give carrier the license to assign 
mechani.cs in charge to car333n's duties. 

In its y-&mttt:l, Csrrier clearb states that cIzimnnt VZs taken off 

AWARD 

Claim sustained, 

NATLONI, RAILROAD ADJUST?~ETJ? EOARD 
By Order of Second Division 

Attest: Executive Secretary 
National Railroad Adjustment Board 

Dated t Chicago, IILLinois, this 24th day of OctoSer, 1979. 


