NATI ONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

Awar d Nunber 20325
THIRD DI VI SI ON Docket Number SG 20201

Frederick R Blackwell, Referee

(Brotherhood of Railroad Signal nen
PARTIES TO DI SPUTE: (

(Chicago and North Western Transportation Conpany

STATEMENT OF AAIM dai mof the CGeneral Committee of the Brotherhood of
Railroad Signal men on the Chicago and North Western

Rai | way that:

_ (a) ©Oa or about August 12, 1971, Carrier violated the current
Si gnal man' s Agreement When employes Of the CommunicationsDepartnent in-
stalled a "dragging equi pment detector" at Dunlap, |Owa.

(b) Carrier now be required to conpensate the follow ng mem=
bers of Signal Crew #2 an amountof time equal tothat consumed by em=-
pl oyes of the Communications Departmnent performng the above work:

D. C. Gordon, Foreman

R. R, Siders, Signal man

M. E. Naber, Signal Hel per
[Carrier'sFile: 79-3-967

CPINNONOF BoARD:  This is a Third Party case in which the IBEWhas filed

_ ~a Subm ssion stating that the Carrier properly assigned
the work involved in this dispute to the Electrical Wrkers' craft.

The Signal men contend that the Scope of their Agreenent was wio=

| ated when the Carrier permtted enpl oyees £rem another craft to install
a "draggi ng equi pment detector" atDunlap, |OWa. The specific theory is
that such a detector is covered by the text of the scope rule which secures
to Signalnmen the construction, repairing, etc. of: (1) "all appurtenances
on or along the railway tracks for the regulation of the novement of trains

.." (Scope, paragraph 1); and (2) "all detector devices connected to or
through Signal or train control apparatus." (Scope, paragraph |(1)). (There
i3 NO contention that t hs work is general |y recogni zed assi gnal work.)

The | anguage "al | appurtenances'",etc. intherule, immadiately
precedes t he phrase "as follows"; this phrase then introduces or |eads into
about twel ve subparagraphs which describe a fairly |large number of specific
itenms of equipnent and systems. The above quoted paragraph 1 (1) is one
of the subparagraphs. Wen |anguage is so structured in arule, the general
| anguage( " al | appurtenances", etc.) is given |ess weight than the specific
| anguage in rendering an interpretation of the rule. Also in the instant
rule, we find that certain "detector devices" are expressly mentioned in
subparagraph (1) and, therefore, such devices are specifically designated
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as signal work. W conclude therefore, that whether a scope viol a-
tion occurred must be determned by reference only to the specific rule

in subparagraph (1).

In 1957, the signal forces installed a dragging equi pnent de-
tector at Ogden, UWah. This detector, upon being tripped by a dragging
object, causes a train control signal to display a stop signal to the
involved train. This affords opportunity for the train crew to inspect
the train. In contrast, the disputed Dunlap detector, when tripped, trans-
mts a signal over a Commumications Circuit to the Dispatcher at Boone who
then notifies the crc Operator at Mssouri Valley. The Cperator can dis-
play a stop signal to the train that triggered the device and advise its
crew, by radio or phone, of the problem Since t he Dunlap det ector pro-
duces information which the Dispatcher uses "for the regul ation of the nove-
nment of trains," and since the end use of the Oyden and Dunlap detectors
ire the same, the Enployees say that there is no si aificant difference
between the two installations and that both involve detector devices con-
nected to or through signal or train control apparatus. Thus, the Carrier's
recognition of the Oyden detector as signal work nust also apply to Dunlap,

W% do not concur. Subparagraph (1) of the rule speaks of "All
detector devices connected. £t 6f through Signal or train control apparatus.'
{Emphasis OUrs.) This Langﬂﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬁiﬁescrlbeS sonet hi ng consisting of mechan=-
ical and/or electrical equb@nent; It does not describe sonething which includes
people in its operatjon. caonclude, therefore, that the rule cannot be read
SO as t O treat the Dispatcher and the crc Qperator as the connection to or
through signat or train control apparatus. W shall deny the claim,

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

That the parties waived oral hearing;

- That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute are
respectively Carrier and Employes Wi thin the neaning of the Railway Labor
Act, as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustnment Board has jurisdiction over
the di spute involved herein; and

That the Agreement was not viol ated.

AWARD

C ai m deni ed.

Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 3Lst day of July, 1974.

NATI ONALRATILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division




