
RATIONAL PAILROAD ADJUSTMEii BOARD
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THIRD DIVISION Docket Ruraber SG-21904

Don .Eetiltcn, Referee

(Brotherhood of Reilrcad Simalznen
PARTIES TO DISPCTE: (

(Southern Pacific Transpctiation Ccnpauy
( (Pacific Lines)

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: Cla& of the General Ccmittee of the Brotherhood
of Railroad Sigrz&nen on the Southern Pacific

Transportation Company (Pacific Lines):

(a) the Southern Pacific Transportation Company (Pacific
Lines).has  tic&ted the Agree!nent  between the Ccmpany and its Emplcyes
in the Signal Department,  represented by the Brotherhood of Railroad
Signalmen, effective October 1, 1973 and particulszly Rule 68(b).

(b) Mr. E. 0. Rcsebure be reimbursed the -t of Nine
Dollars and Fifty Cents ($g.SO), the mount paid by him to have his
standard railxcad grade,watch and card (Ccqxmy form 2821) brought up
to date in accordance with instructions frcn his Supervisors.
@rrier File: SIG 46-988

O~ONOFBOABD: Carrier supervisors instructed Signal Department
ezployes to have their watch cards brought up to

date.

To canply with such instructions, eqloyes must present
their watches and watch cards to a watch inspector authorized by
Carrier and the watch inspector mst then note that the watch is in
reliable couditicn. In this case, the watch inspector authorized by
Carrier would not auprcve the watch of the ClairPant unless it was first
cleaned. The Local Time Inspector, by letter dated Septezuber 25, 1975,
advised:

"Watch of Edwin D. Rcsebure, Signs&em, was
cleaned previous in 1959, due to tirae and
condition of watch it was due for cleaning
and oiling, to put in condition to cmply with
Southern Pacific Ti2ne Service timal dated
Decenber 1, 1964, page 3, pra. 3.”
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Clamt uemitted the Locai Tine Inspector to clean the
watch, and has sub&tted a bill for $9.50 for watch cleaning under the
provisions of Rwle 68(b) of the Agreernent, which provides:

"(b) STANDARD WATCHRS. When elaployes are
required by the Coaqmuy to have their standard
railroad grade watches cleaned, the cost of such
cleaning, when Rerfcmed by authorized watch
insoectcr, shall be assmed by the Ccxs&)any."

Carrier denied the clati on tie basis that Carrier did not
require the enploye to have his watch cleaned. The Union contends that
the Local TZue IssDactcr, as an agent for the Co?s.oany, acted for the
Cczpny and thus Claimnt was clearly required to have the watch
cleaned.

Carrier cites Decision NC. 34'79 of Special Adjustment Board
NC. 18 as ccntrclX.ng. That case denied a claim under a substantially
sitiar rule and situation.

We find no fault with that decision and, except for
circmstances present only in this case, it would be controlling.

In this case, Claimant was told by his supemiscrs to have
his watch card updated. Claixant presented it to the local tine keeper, .
who advised him that he would be required to have his watch cleaned
before it could be approved. We find that Claimant, under these
circumstances, could validly asmae that Carrier required hiu to have
his watch cleaned. We have given considerable weight to the fact that
the record is devoid of any evidence that supervision gave Claimnt
any specific direction regarding such a natter. There is no question
that under the rule, Carrier is culy responsible for watch cleaning
when they require it to be done. We believe that it would be easy to
avoid future tisunderstandings such as this by Carrier advising its
ezplcyes, and its Tine Inspectors, accordingly. Then, any questionable
expenses for watch cleaning under Rule 68(b) could be referred to
Carrier for approval or disapproval before an e?nplcye~makes a personal
eeenditure.

FINGINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole
record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;
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That the Carrier and the Zqlcyes involved in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Rzployes within the zaeaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June RI., 1934;

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

That the Agreement was violated.

AWARD

Claim sustained in accordance :?ith Opinion.

NATIONAL RAILROADADJUSTMgRT  BOARD
By Order of Third Division

ATTEST :
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 3lst day of May 1978.


