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LI oyd H Bailer, Referee

Brot herhood of Railroad Signalmen

(
PARTI ES TO DISPUTE: ( _
(The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe
( ' Rail way Company - Eastern Lines -

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: (aimof the Gemeral Cormittee of the Brotherhood
of Railroad Signalmen on the Atchison, Topeka and
Santa Fe Railway Conpany:

(a) Carrier violated the current Signal nen's Agreement, as
amended, particularly Article Il Section 11 (a)-2 when they reguired
and/or permtted Signal Inspectors to stay out all night to watch the
fill around signal 2211 which was in danger of slipping account of high
water fromthe M ssissippi River.

(b) Carrier should now be required to conmpensate Signal
Mai ntai ner B. Harr for overtime from7:30 P.M April 24, to 4:30 P.M'
April 25, 1973, at one and one-half times his regular rate of pay.
Carrier should now be required to conpensate Relief Signal Muintainer
T. Fast for overtinme from7:30 P.M April 25 to 4:30 P.M April 26, 1973
at one and one-half times his regular rate of pay, per overtime rules
iu effect in current Signal men's Agreenent.

fGeneral Chairman file: 2-B-012.  Carrier’sfile: 132-91-167

OPINION OF BOARD: on the nights of April 24 and 25, 1473 Carrier used
Signal Inspectors C. RBuffman and E. M Matticks to
watch the fill for Signal 2211 for the purpose of keeping the Train
Dispatcher advised if the track remmined safe for the operation of trains.
The M ssissippi River was approaching floodstage at the time involved
and grave concern was felt tfor the subject £i11 because if it slipped,

a portion or all of Track No. 2 would be lost in that area. The instant
claimis based on the contention that Signal Miintainers were entitled
to be called out on overtine for the subject work instead of the above-
identified Signal Inspectors.

In two prior awards on this property (Awards 20336 and 20ké5),
along with simlar awards on other properties, we have held that "fill"
I S neither an "appurtenarce™ nor an "appliance" as those terns are used
in the Scope Rule of the governing Agreement. Nor is such work "generally
recogni zed as signal work"™ under said Agreement.

Contention also is nade that even if the disputed work is not
reserved exclusively to Signal Departnent employes, Carrier neverthel ess
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was required to utilize the correct classification of enployes once it
was decided to use any personnel in this department. As the officia
job title of the Signal Inspector's classification indicates, however
one of the principal duties of this classification is inspection. It
could be said that they were used to inspect the fill in the instant
case. Although Signal Mintainers could have been used for the disputed
work, the use of Signal Inspectors for this work was not in viol ation of
the Agreenent,

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 Enployes within the meaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division ofthe Adjustment Board has jurisdiction
over the dispute involved herein; and

That the Agreenent was not violated

A WA RD

C ai m deni ed.

RATIORAL RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

ATTEST: ﬁ & M/

Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 31st day of March 1977.




