NATIONAT, RATLROAD ADJUSTMENTBQOARD _
Awar d Number 22069

THRD DIVISION Docket Number SG 22011

Robert A. Franden, Referee

Brot herhood of Railroad Signal nen

Consol i dated Bail Corporation

(
PARTI ES TO DISPUTE: (
(Co
( (Fornmer Penn Central Transportation Conpany)

STATEMENT OF CLATM: Caimof the General Committee of the Brotherhood
of Railroad Signalmen on the forner New York, New

Haven and Hartford Rai | road Company:

Case No. BRS NE- 27

Caimon behalf of W J. Lindopp and R S. Eaton, the senior
signal men in the Providence, Rhode |sland, signal gang, Bost on Seni ority
District Roster, for conpensat|on at the signalman's overtine rate for
the follow ng amounts of overtime worked by Mai nt a| ner W Pacelt and

. Signal Gang Foreman E. Merni ck:

Maintainer Pacelt at Mansfield Foreman Mernick at Rw dence
April 21, 1975 « 4 Hours at tine and one-half ----- Same
April 22, 1975 = 7.5 Hours at time and one-half ---- Sane
April 23, 1975 - 7.5 Hours at time and one-half === Sane
April 24, 1975 « 7 Hours at tinme and one-half ----- Same
April 25, 1975 - 8 Hours at time and one-half ---- Same
April 25, 1975 - 1.5 Hours at double time  --------- Same
April 26, 1975 -4 Hours at time and one-half ===== Same
April 29, 1975 - 8 Hours at time and one-half ----- Same
April 29, 1975 - 1.5 Hours at double tine eeeecemese Same
April 30, 1975 - 6.5 Hours attine and one-half ---- Same

Totals 52.5 Hours at tine and one-hal f
3. Hours at double time

M. W J, Lindopp and M. R S. Eaton shoul d each receive fifty-
two and one-half (52.5) hours pay at time and one-half and three (3)
hours pay at double time because of their loss of work opportunity.

OPINION OF BOARD: This claimis based on an alleged violation of
the Agreenent by Carrier when it utilized a signal

Gang Foreman and a signal Miintainer to performovertine work in

connection with the installation of a new Signal system It is the



Awar d Nunber 22069 Page 2
Docket Number SG 22011

position of the Organization that the claimnt Signal Gang Signal men
shoul d have been called for the work in zhatthey had been performng
installation work during their regularly assigned hours.

- The Aaimnts have relied on the rules setting forth the
qualifications for the various positions (1=6), the seniority rule (28)
and the bulletin rule (54) as the contractual basis for their claim

Nothing in the rules cited, or in the Agreement as a whole
for that matter, Erohibits the assigmment Of the overtine work in
question as done by the Carrier in the instant matter. There has been
no showi ng that the work in question was reserved to the Caimants as
opposed to ot her employes under the Agreement. None Of the rules cited
is a Wor K reservation r ul e.

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustnent 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 Within the neaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 1934,

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

That the Agreenent was not viol ated.

AWARD

C ai m deni ed.

NATI ONAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTMENT BQARD

By Order of Third Division
ATTEST: ‘22;“b’*‘! ;%t“!‘::‘! s
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 31st day of May 1978.



