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liwin W. Liebeaman, Referee

(Rrotherhood  ofRsilroadSi~n&ten
PARTIRSTODISRJTR: (

(Southern Railvay Company

STA- OF CLAIM: Claim cf the General Conraittee of the Drotherhood of
Railroad Sign&men on the Southern Railway Company et al.:

On behalf of Signal Maintainer R. C. Capps, Green-e, S. C.,
for two hours and forty minutes at time and one-half rate, account Super-
viaor Patrick performed recognized signal duties on Sunday, April 14, 1974.
fiiu'a file: SO-a

0PmIoN OF BOARD: On Sunday, April 14, 1974, signal trouble occurred in
the CIC system which indicated that a beck w(u occu-

pied near Jason, Georgia, which ia about fifty mile8 from the CJ!C office,
when in fact thetrackwaa empty. A SignalMaintainerwaa  called to in-
vestigate the trouble at J-on. He .failed to find the trouble. A Signal
Supervlaor at the CTC office at.Sreentille then tuxaed on tha o~ci.Ll.o8cope
to ,locate the trouble on the section and then uned the radio phone to in-
formthemaintalner  of the location.- Themaintainerthen clearedthe rignal
problem. Petitioner contends that the Supervimr’r use of the o6cillorcope
to locate the trouble violated the Agreement anddeprived Claimant of a
call on hi8 rent day.

Carrier maintaina that the use of oscillo8cope~  by Signal Super-
visor8 to locate rignal trouble in the field is in accordance vith long
standing syrrtem-wide  practice (which WM not denied by the Organization).
Carrier aa8erts that there WM ID problem vith the CTC machine ltaelf and
no repairs or other maintenance onthatequlgmentweremade. Wmainten-
ance and repair work to correct the problem were actually performed by the
signal maintainer In the field. Carrier argue8 that all te6ting and in-
spection or other incidental work in not the excluaiva work of signalmen,
and cite8 a series of awards in support of that poritioa. Carrier ala0
cites Avard 16367 in an andagam dispute in support of its poaltion.

Petitioner aaaerts.that any work by the Superv-irror,  including
*the u8e of test equipment for the purpose of clearing signal trouble",
van a violation of the Agreement. Admittillg that 8upervisory perscmnelmq?
perform some testirg inspection work in order to determine vbether the ep~-
ployea being supervised are performing their work, Petitioner claima that in
thin instance the work exceeded that bouad;lrrg. It in arSued that there
in a need for coordination  of work betveen samzone at the CTC control machine
and one or mDTe persona in the field for the pvpore of correcting rignal
trouble such an that in the in&ant case. It in concluded, therefore, that
the Supervisor performed "work" in thin instance in violation of the Agree-
ment.
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There la m que6tion but that in this diqmte the Supervisor
performed the functiqn of locat- the trouble and relayed that information
to the Maintainer in the field (10 that the neces8arJr repaira could be made.
It is sometimer difficult to drev the line between proper supervirrory
functions and acope covered work and thla dicrplte involver one of the very
fine distinctions. In Award 20510 we dealt with a very closely related
problem. In that claim, which was sustained, the supervisor wau enga@d
in making teats of eq'uipmcnt in or&r to determlne the nature of the mal-
function6 a8 well aa testa after the repairs had ken completed to determine
If the equi~twas Punotioning properly. In that avardwe said:

"Chr conclusion la that aupervlsors have the rlgbt to
lnapectequlEpcntonlyforthe  purpore ofdetew
the nature of the problem and in ordnr to ardgn proper
perrome to make repaIm...."

In the lnataat case there vas no testlq both before and after the diffi-
cultywaa dircovered,~  didtiact iramthe circuwtance8  inAwyd20510.
In thU d.irpute,~t.he we of the oeci.U#cope may be co~ldered 8 neceraary
adJunctforp?oper  am&meat  of peraonpeltqmake therepairm rather than
wo* exclualvely reserved for non-pqardrory per8omel. The location of
the pmblemrothet lt can be repairedby  propermainteneace  pemonnell~
a mnagarial function end actiqty far thet pargore  arch ee thet in this
ca8e i8 not c viol&lop  of the Agmemmt. Aldo, thfr dispte  cm be
di~tlnguirhedeven  further imaAva?d205lO iathptheretherrwor along
rtendlng q&em-wide pm&ice for 6upemi8ora to ure the4 orcillo8cope to
locate trouble in the field.

For ell the reemum lndiceted above, ve mmt conclude that the
claim ia lackky in merit and m#t bc denied.

FIQIlUI6:ThelUrd  Divlaionofthe Adjwtment Roard,upon thewhole record
sad aill the evidence, findr and holda:

That the partier vaived orel heering;

That the Carrier and the Bzployer involved in this diaplte are
rerpeotlvely  Carrier and lkplqer vithin the mean5ng of the Railvv Labor
Act, M approved June 21, 1934;

That thlr Dlvleion of the AdJuehent Board haa jurirdictlon over
thedifiplte  lnvolvedherein;and

That the @cement vu not violated.
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Claim denied.

lVATIcQuLLRAILROADAIhlWTMmTmARD
By Order of Third DiVlEion

ATpEsT: aMp&
Executive Secretuy

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, thin 13th W of August 1976.



Dissent to Award I:o. 2x187.  Docket No. SG-21213

The Xsjority in Award ~a. 21187 is &lty of two errors, it has
cr.gcqed in "over-Xll" and rer.dered m opinion 'chat is inconsistent
with itself.

T3e over-kiX vas r.cco~~lished hy holdizg the position of the
Fnt:'ticxr to be b error on ti*-o counts Hhen one correct count vculd
:;ave mfficed.

The Inconsistency occu-red in the cit.Sng of our Axed No. 23510
v5.tch ?Uowed rala:;erial ix~?ctim I'++++ ia order to es&n Trcper per-
uxfiel to We re;r&s ,x*", and then 1lclZing that to be controllbg
here, vhc:r the person "tss.i~rd" ms elrmdy on dw+,y and the tes:* WRS
rnly ~i,o teciXt.ate the vork he was perfoming.

.!?:mrd I:o. 2IU87 is in error end I dissent.

’ .

W. W. AltUs, Jr. 'j
Labor Xaber

.


