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Rodney E. Dennis,  Reieree

(Brotherhood of Railway, Airline and Steamship Clerks,
( Freight Handlers, Express and Station &nployes

PARTIES !ttl DISPVPE: (
(Illinois central Gulf Rallroa  callw

STATEmItT OF OLAIM: Claim of the System Coranittee  of the Brotherhood
@L-8&1) that:

(1) Carrier violated the Rules of the Clerka'  Agreement on
February 16, 1976 (W8EJhingtOn'S Birthday), particularly Rule 34, when it
failed to utilize M??. T. E. Mc'hggart to parfonn the work necessary
on his position, and inatead had such work performed by Clerk
M. Anderson, and

(2) That Mr. T. E. McTag& nuu be allowed five hours and
twenty minutes py at the rate of time ad one-half for February 16,
1976 account not properly called to perform service on hi8 regular position
on this holidsy.

OPINION OF B4MRD: Claimnt, a car control clerk in Baton Rouge,
Louleiana, WSB assigned to Peritlon ko. 143.

On Washington'8 Birthday, positions No. 143 and 173 were canblned, aa
allowed by contract. According to the.t contract, speciflcally  Rule 34
(F)2, when ponitions are cumbined, work on a holiday will be offered
to the most senior employe affected by the combined positions.

In the in&ant case, while the incumbent in job 173 was
more senior then clamt, he wae not available for work, being on
vacation. Claimant we8 not offered the opportunity to fill the cc+
binad position, because, according to carrier, he was not qnallfled
to perform the dutler of Roeition 173. He was on4 qualified to per-
form the duties of job 143 and no other clerk's job at the location.

Carrier therefore called a storekeeper from the sturehcuse
to cover the job on the holiday. His job had been blanked aid was not
combined with another position. Iiewas qualifiedtoperformthework
of the combined position. Claim%& upon learning that his job was
worked on the holiday, flied a grievance that was not resolved on
the property and lo therefore now before thie Board for rerolution.
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The issue in this case is, was the Carrier required to
call claimant to cover the combined positions on the holiday if
he was not qualified to perform the work? The answer to that
question is obviously no. Carrier stated at the outset of this
claim that clainmnt was not qualified. Atnotlms  inthe hanClIng
of this case on the property or in its ax parte subdselon did the
Orgernization  challenge this statement or even disagree with it.
'Ibis Bcerd can only conclude that claimant could not do the work
in question and that Carrier was correct In not placing him on
a job tbathe could not perform.

Iha question of whether Storekeeper  Anderson should have
been called to fill the job and whether Carrier had the ri&t to
canbine a position in such a way so that one or more incumbente
were not qualified to fill the combined position is not central
to this claim and will not be addreseed by the Board at thlr
time.

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole
record and aJ3 the evidence, fiti and holds:

That the partieewaivedoralhearing;

That 'the Carrier ami the Elnployes involved in this dirpute
are reepctively CSrrierandRuployeewlthinthe  amaningoftheRailway
Lab Act, as approved June 21, 199;

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

That the Agreement was not violated,
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claim denied.

IwIoN4L RAILROAD AD3mm BaRD
By Order of third Mvieion

AllZST:

Jisted at chi~rrgo, nlinois, this 14thaay of November 1980.
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