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PARTIES TO DISPUTE:
BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD SIGNALMEN

CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO RAILWAY COMPANY
( Chesapeake District)

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: Claims of the System Committee of the
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen on the Chesapeake and Chio Railway
(Chesapeake District) that:

CLAIM NO. 1

(a) The Carrier violated and continues to violate the current
Signalmen’s Agreement, in particular Rule 1 (Scope), when, in or
about the month of June, 1963, it assigned employes or others not
covered by the Signalmen’s Agreement to perform work in connec-
tion with the installation of passenger train starting signals at Clif-
ton Forge, Virginia. In addition to said installation, the Carrier as-
signed the repair and maintenance of this facility to other than
employes covered by the Signalmen’s Agreement.

(b) The signal work covered by the Scope Rule and other provi-
sions of the Signalmen’s Agreement, as defined in part (a) of this
claim be restored to the employes covered within the provisions of the
current Signalmen’s Agreement.

{¢) The Carrier be reguired to compensaie Signal Maintainer
J. B. Rollison and Assigtant Signal Maintainer F. J. Grimes, regular
assignees to the Clifton Forge signal maintenance territory, at their
respective pro rata ratea of pay for the comparable time that other
than employes covered by the Signalmen’s Agreement were engaped
in the work defined in part {a) above. This elaim to be retreoactive
60 days from the date it was filed and to run until such time as the
Carrier takes the necessary corrective action to place this work, as
defined in part (a) above, within the jurisdiction of the employes cov-~
ered by the Signalmen’s Agreement, (Carrier’s File: 8G-176)

CLAIM NO. 2
{a) The Carrier viclated and continues to violate the currenmt

Signalmen’s Agreement, in particular Rule 1 (Scope), when, on or
about December 16, 1963, it assigned other than employes covered by



In 1955 a starting light was installed at Ashland, Kentucky. When this
starting light was put in, regular signal circuits were readily available, and
the signal forces on the Huntington Division made connection to 440-volt
signal circuits to secure power for operating the station train starting lights,
stepping down to give a 10-volt standard signal light illumination. The signal-
men making this installation took the cirenits through their signal relay
cases and made the necessary installation with regular signal type materials.

In 1959 some hetter system for starting trains was needed at Hinton,
‘West Virginja, and it was found that it would have been both costly and
unnecessary to connect such train starting signals to the regular signal lay-
out such as was done at Ashland in 1955. However, there were already cus-
tomary 120-volt illuminating circuits along the passenger platform at Hinton
which had been installed and maintained by electricians, and arrangements
were made to connect simple flashing lunar white lights to such 120-volt
circuits with no connection whatsoever to signal cirenits or facilities. That
installation was made at Hinton by electricians (represented by International
Brotherhood of Electrieal Workers) without question of any kind, and has
continued to function properly since, just as the system put in at Ashland
in 1955 under the conditions obtaining at that point has functioned satisfac-
torily under those ecircurstances.

Surveys made later at Huntington, West Virginia, Clifton Forge, Virginia,
Staunton, Virginia, and Charlottesville, Virginia, showed that the conditions
at those points were ¢comparable to those at Hinton, and arrangements were
made to install the 120-volt cireuits and eguipment at these four points
comparable to the installation made and in use at Hinton without question
since 1959, Work on such installations was undertaken at various times dur-
ing 1968, whereupon the signal employes instituted the claims now before the
Board.

It is claimed by the Signalmen that the Carrier violated their agreement
when it assigned to electricians the work of installing and maintaining train
starting lights at Clifton Forge, Staunton and Charlottesville (similar claim
for Huntington held in abeyance). They ask that signal maintainers and
assistants on the various divisions involved be compensated for the time con-
gumed by electricians performing the work in question and that repair and
maintenance of the flashing light facilities be removed from the electrieal
workers and transferred to the signhal craft. The rule cited in support of this
claim is quoted below:

“RULE 1. SCOPE

This agreement covers rates of pay, hours of service and working
econditions of all employes engaged in the maintenance, repair, and
construction of signals, interlocking plants, highway crossing pro-
tection devices and their appurtenances, wayside train stop and way-
side train control equipment, car retarder systems, including such
work in signal ghop, and all other work pgenerally recognized as sig-
nal work. It is understood the classifications provided by Rules 2, 3,
4, 5 and 6 include all the employes of the signal department per-
forming the work described in this rule.”

OPINION OF BOARD: In 1955 a “starting light” was installed at
Ashland, Kentucky, and thereafter maintained by Carrier’s Signal Forces.
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It utilized circuits recognized by both Carrier and Signalmen as being sig-
nal circuits. In 1959, a system for the same purpose, but not employing such
recognized signal eireuits, was installed at Hinton, West Virginia, and there-
after maintained by Carrier’s electricians,

It is not shown that in these instances either group of employes voiced
objection to the work allotment. However, in the instant case involving an
installation made in 1963, which appears to be essentially identical to the
1859 installation, Signalmen contend that the work should have been theirs.

The Carrier shows that the facility in dispute and those installed in
19556 and 1959 are for the purpose of communication between a passenger
train conductor and the train’s brakeman; it contends that those facilities ave
not signals as eontemplated by the Scope Rule of the Signalmen’s Agreement
and that the allotment of work related to a specific installation has been deter-
mined by the source from which the operating electrical power was taken.

The burden of showing otherwise is the Employes’. As Employes have not
carried their burden, the claim must be dismissed.

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the
whole record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute are respec-
tively Carrier and Employes within the meaning of the Railway Labor Act,
as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdietion over the
dispuie involved herein; and

That the Agreement was not violated.
AWARD
Claim dismissed.

NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of THIRD DIVISION

ATTEST: E. A. Killeen
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 19th day of November, 1971.
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