NATIONAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Awar d Number 22182
THRD DVISION Docket Fumber CL-21362

George S. Roukis, Referee

(Brot herhood of Railway, Airline and
( Steauship O erks, Freight Handl ers,
( Zxoress and Stati on Ezmploves
PARTIES TODI SPUT. 3: (
( Seaboar d Coast Line Railroad Conpany

STATEMENT OF czaIM: Caimof the System Conmttee of the Brotherhood
GL-830k,t hat :

"1, Carrier vioiated the Agreement When it failed to pay rate
of time and one-half, clerk-operator rate, to M. W. G ¥iiliams, for
wor ki ng cl erk-operator position, Rebbias, S. C. on the Florence
Di vision, on dates of June 19 and 20, 1975, 8AM to 4 PM,

2, Carrier shall compensate W G WIlians, difference in
pay between straight-tine and time and one-half, at clerk-operator rate,
for dates of June 19 and 20, 1975, 8 AN - & PH "

CPI NI ON OF BOARD: The pivotal question in this dispute is whether or
not a guaranteed extra board employe within t he
definitional context of this agreement can be considered a regularly
assi gnedemmloye.

Accordingly, we have careful |y reviewed the | anguage of
Rule 18(f£)whi ch provides the nethodol ogi cal procedures for establishing
guarantéed extra boards and the April 18,1975 i npl enenting Menorandum

of Agr eenent whlch details the specific Workpl ace standards and

practices germane to this enpl oynent category.

Wile we recognize the persuasive simlarities between extra

board and regularly assigned enployes, particularly, the initial

My

‘bulletined assignments, displacenent rights and assigned headquarters

po:.nts,vve #lso recogni ze significant differences. For instance, after

the 'initial bul | etined assignment, extra board positions are t hen

filled pursuant to the seniority reguirements of Rule 17. This change is
di stingui shable fromthe repetitive bulletined procedures of regularly
assi gnedemployes., Moreover, the |anguage of tine April 21, 1375

Menor andum enphasi zes the rotational nature of extra board emnloyes' Wwork
assignments.
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In the instant case, claimnt was working in a position that
was under bid. It was not a permanent assignnent. Instead, it
reflected the variability characteristics of extra board empleyes.

Conversely, we are also mndful that extra board employes
are provided with stronger enployment protections than unassigned
enpl oyes. But these hierarchical superior distinctions are not the
functional equivalents of the regularly assigned enployes.

W have no record of any specific past practice or
denonst rabl e understandi ng that woul d suggest otherwise,

The language of Rule 65and its subsequent interpretative
construction by the March 27, 1975 Memorandum Of Agreenment pertains exsliu-
sively to regul arly assi gned employes. Since we have found ..extra beard
employes are not de facto anal ogous to regul arly assigned exployes,
its application herein is moot. V¥ Wl deny the claim

FINDINGS: Tne Third Division of the Adjustnent Board, wpon the whole

record and all the evidence, finds and hol ds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier and the Emmloyes i nvolved in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Enployes within the meaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 193h;

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

That the Agreement was not viol ated.

AWARD

C aim denied.

NATICNAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

By Oder of Third Division
ATTEST: ﬂfu Zﬁm

Executive Secrefary

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




