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The Second Division consisted of the regiiLar members and in 
addition Referee Dana E. Eischen w&n award was rendered. 

( System Federation 110. 16, RaiP&.y EmplmJes* 
( Department, A, F. of I,. - c. I..O. 

Parties to Dispute: ( (Carmen) 
( 
( Torfolk and Western Railway Capany 

Dispute: Claim of EmcAoyes : 

1. That under the current >:orkinz agreement the Eorfolk and Nestern Rail-%y 
Company improperly ccxFensated Carman L. Klutzke and Carman J. Disinqer 
for eight (8) hews each at straight tiime rate of pay on their regk!.aPl-y 
assigned rest day, Saturday, Xay 15, 11.976, at Frar??fort, Indiana. 

2. That accordingly the Zorfolk and kst ern Raili3y Company be ordered to 
additionally curqencate Can;-wl I,. !i.!u~~:;ke end Carman J, Disinser for 
four (4.) addit:;onel ho;ws each at straig3 time rate of gay for 't.8y 
15, 1976. 

Finding: 

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

The carrier or carriers and the emcloye or employes involved in thi.s dis.wte 
are respectively csrrier and exploye -,&thin ty,!le mearying of the &i.l,v%y TL&~oL~ t'i~ k 
as approved J'une 21, 1934, 

This Division of the &d,justment Board has &risdiction over the dispute 
involved herein, 

Parties to said dispute waived right of appearance at hearing thereon. 
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straight time rate. Claimants, through the Organization, maintain that they s!nould 
have been paid.t!ime and one-half for that day and in the clajm, filed June 23, 
1976, they seek an additional four hours pay. 

The Organization contends that Carrier violated Rule 2 of the controll~rr~ 
Agreement >&en it requi_red Claixnnts to war k only one day of the vacationing 
employyees' assignments rather than the entire assignment of the vacationing 
employees, Such a theo-ry has been rejected in the _past by AW.P~S of this Uoard 
which WC do not find p.a1-,~&Ly erroneous. Thus f in Jxard 2-3781, this Division 
stated: 'lo.. when the reqiler incumbent of a position is absent on vacation, 
there is no obligat-ion upon the Carrie, v to fill that ,Tosition unless the amount _ 
of work to be perfo:Ted by the relieving em$iogees ~:ouJLd create L-n undue hardetli~ 
upon such employees." See also $-m.rds 2-lQ&, 2-5718 2-5976, 2-3781, 2-61&, and 
3-10758, a1.J.. construing $&~c.l..e 6 of the ;Tationsl Vacation AgYeexent. In tlze 
present cLL, ?~e there is no s5ming that it was necessary to fill the position Of 

the vacationing employees prior to l?ay 15, 1976. 

Addit5on%Uy, the OrganLU . Zv8tS.on maintains that Cla5msnts were entjtled under 
Rule 5 to pali-ment at the preali.um rate for rr0rki.n~ on Saturdag sinze such is tt?elr 
bulletined rest day when they F.re :mrkj.ng EgLlZ13~_2j on t‘:lC Zip TNCk, This 
theory too mxt fail, bcceuse Cls.irmits we not regLIa?ly assigned to the rerPir 2' 
track first shift ,;)osition as such3 but or-&r %;or:k in thst ca~%city al?d enJoy 
its reguler rest days &en they are not needed to per-2am the pr5mary duty of their 
bulletined assignment, I,L 4 -'cl1 is vzcation relief. 

On the date in question they were filling a vecatim vacmcy on a day which xas 
not a rest day of the positiox they filled, The claim must be denied. 

Claixx denied. 

Attest: Executive Secretary 
ITational 'iailroad Adjustment Board 

Datedjat Chicago, Illinois, this 5th day of Karch, 3980. 


