NATIONAL RAILEQAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Avar d Number 215491
THIRD DIVISION Docket Nunber ¢L-21310

Wlliam G Caples, Referee

(Rrot her hoodof Railway, Airline and
2 Steamship O erks, Freight Handlers,
Express and St ati on Employes
PARTIES TO DISPUTE:

(
g'Sout her n Pacific ‘Transportation Company
(Pacific Lines)

STATEMENT OF CIATM: Ol ai mof the SystemCommittee of the Brot herhood,
GL-T917,t hat :

(a) The Southern Pacific Transportation Company violated the
Agreement of April 20, 1966, effective My 1, 1966, Article IIl, Section 2
and Article IV, Section 1 and 3 thereof, when it failed and refused to
grant separation allowance to Mr. F. G. Kranmer pursuant to abolishnent of
his regularly assigned position and transfer of the work thereof to
anot her Master Seniority Roster Region; and,

(b) The Southern Pacific Transportation Company shall now be
required to allow Me, F. G Kramer the lump sum separation allowance as
specifically set forth in Article IV, Sections 1 and 3, of the April 20,
1966 Agreement.

OPINICN OF BOARD: On Septenber 9, 1970, Carrier in accordance with the

Agreenent, issued a 90~day notice to the Organization
stating Carrier's intent t 0 abolish four clerical positions, 11, 13, 19
and 27,at i ts yard in Ashl and, Oregon. The positions were abolished
Decenber 9, 1970. The Caimantwas the regularly assigned i ncunbent of
Position 13 at this tinme. By | etter dated November 20, 1970, Claimant
advi sed Carrier he was in possession ofa letter of Carrier stating the
job woul d be abol i shed Decenber 9, 1970 and that Carrier:

"In taking off this position allweighing at Ashl and
has been el i m nat ed, thereby taking my work from me and
placing it in another district. In order tofollowthis
work | woul d have t 0 move t 0 Roseville, Calif; | have
deci ded against t hi s.

| have 31 years of service and will be 62 at Decenber
1970. | have decided to resign fromthe carrier service
and accept a Iump sum separation allowance as set forth
in Article IV, section 3 of the Oerks' agreement,
effective May 1, 1966."
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The Carrier denied the original request and it has been appeal ed
through the highest office of the Carrier authorized to hear such appeals
and | S before this Board.

The reason given in the denials was the Carrier determned it
could do without most of the switching service perfornedat Ashl and and
did not need to continue the |evel of mechanical service needed with the
swi tching service, specifically that weighing of cars at Ashland,which
after Decenber 9, 1970 was done on an automatic scale at Berg, was not
a transfer of work "to am enpl oyee on another master seniority roster
region but is being performed by el ectroni ¢ scal e during normail train
movement, consequent|y' is not considered "a transferral of work as
contemplated under Article 4 of the April 20, 1966, Clerks' Agreement.”

The three sets of facts are not in dispute: (1) Ashland is
| ocated i n Master Seniority Roster Region No. 3 and Berg and Roseville
are in Master Seniority Roster Region No. 2; (2) there had, prior to
December 9, 1970,been a car - wei ghi ng function at Ashl and acconpl i shed
with a conventional mechanical scale which weighed one car at a tine.
The procedurewas the yard engine crewwoul d switchone car onto the
scale; the clerk would bal ance the scale, insert a scale ticket and
activate a triggering device that woul d stamp “the weight. on the scale
ticketwhi chwas subsequently gl ued to the waybill., The yard engi ne
crew woul d then switehthe car off the scale. Subsequent to December 9,
1970 t he car~weighing function was acconpl i shed at Berg by an el ectronic
coupl ed-in-notion track scal e which weighs cars automatically as the
train passes over the scale im a continuous movenent at a speed not to
exceed 4 MP.H After the train passed over the scale,the Conductor
renoved a tape from the machine and placed it with the waybills for
delivery to the yard office at Roseville. At Roseville a clerk took
the wei ght of each car frem the tape and transferred it to the proper
waybi I'I'; (3) there are no enpl oyes at Rerg and no additional positions
were established at Roseville as a result'of the changes aforestated.

Thi S i S one of those very difficult cases which ari Se in an
industrial society where there is a constant effort im reduction of costs
to replace buman effort, ﬁhysi cal or nental, by means of nmechanical or
electronic devi ces. In the process,in deal i ngs between uni ons and
managements,agreementsar e nede, as in the Agreement here being i n-
terpreted, to assure jobs and work jurisdictions are maintained where
human effort is required and that neither are diluted.

Here the claimis made of a "transfer of work’ fromQ ai mant's
"regul arly assigned position #¥* tocanot her Master Seniority Roster
Regi on."
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First we must examine Whether "work" was transferred. If it was,
t he Board then need explore whether it was transferred to anot her Raster
Seniority Roster and whether Claimant is entitled to a [ump sum separation
allowance.

It is the Caimant's burden to prove work assigned to him was
transferred.

"Work", per se, is not definedin the agreement, although it is
used in a variety of contexts for the clarification of certain rules in
the agreenent (See Rules 7,8,9, 13 and 14). The Board believes the
usual dictionary definition or sense of "work" as an "activity im which
one exerts strength or facilities to do or perform something" or "sustained
physical or mental effort to overcome obstacles and achieve an objective
or result" or “a specific task, duty or function assignment™ is proper
I nthe interpretation of thisagreenent.

There was not a transfer of work in the usual sense of the term
Ther e was a transfer of awei ghi ng function from a mechanical to an
electronic device. This does mot prima facie establish that it was either
work or a transfer of work. The record &s not show C aimant made other or
addi tional proof and thus has not established this fundamental basis to
his claim The Caimnust therefore be denied. The Agreement was not

vi ol at ed.

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whol e
record and al | 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 within t he meaning of the Railway Labor
Act, as approved June 21, 193k4;

That this Division of the Adjustnent Board has jurisdiction
overthedi spute involvedherein; and

The Agreenent was not viol ated.
A WA R D

C ai m deni ed.

NATIONAL RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

By Oder of Third D vision
sresr._ L . Caloe

Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 15th day of  April 1977.




