
Nartin F. Scheinman, Referee

(Brotherhood of Reilroad Signalmen
PARTES To 3ISPUE: (

(Southern Railway Company

In behalf of System Signal Gang Gl: r'oreman 3. L. Irice; Leaciiag
Signalman J. G. Taylor; Sigmlnen L. 3. Nills, J. 3. Fidel, S. L Brown and
R. J. Burchfield; Assistant Sigmtien R. Y. Yiley an6 M. A. Zllery; far
thirty (:C) horns overtime each because they were not allowed to work
December lC, 11 and 12, 1977, vhen Carrier erbityarily tisnge", their work
period v:lile on the seze pro;ect." (General &aLrman file: 3%17,
Carrier file: SG- jC2)

~p~:zcy  m sc*lJ: Prsuact to 3ule 9 of the applicable  Sigztin's Agxemed
the coraalwork week for employes assigned %o Sip1

System Gasgs consists of four lC-hour days. During Fall, 1977, the work
schedule of System Signal Gang #l consisted of eight ten-hour days with six
days off. %nis variance from the normalvork week was pro%rQf established
by Carrier with the concurrence of the majority of the.employes in the gang
pursuant to Rule g(b)(l).

Xffective December 6th, 19.977, Carrier required the employes to
revert back to the normal work week. This change from an eight day work period
to a four day work period was Without emna?arthecT~tionor
the ma?ority of the employes In the gang.

'Ihe Grgatization's central argunent. is that Cerrier's action via-
lated the Rule 9 of the Amement. It claims that once an alternative work
period is established Carrier may not change the work period of the System
Gang unless requested in writing to do so by the General Chairzn. In the
Organization's view, any changes after work periods have been agreed to
whether they be to the nonmlwork week or to any other of the options listed
in Rule 9, can only be done upon written notice from the General Chairman.
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Carrier, on the other hand, insists that the change in
work period was proper. It asserts that there is nothing in the Agree-
ment restricting it from reverting to the normal work week.

ilesolution of the issue raised here requires an interpretation
Of Tiule 9. it states:

"Rule 9. (1) Zxce@ as provided in paragraph (b) hereof,
the normal work week of employees assigned to System
Signal Gangs shall consist of four 10 hour days.
I_ \{ 3 j ;i.t ?~"*'a- 1 j option, 'Jit>**.._-A cocc*wze~~e of 3. r2;3rLty
of employees assigned to the System Signal Gang involved,
off days for employees of a System Signal Gang will be
accumulated according to one of the following choices
while working at a given work project.

(1) A fourteen day work period consisting of ten
xrking days of eight hours each and four days off,
or eight working days of ten hours each and six off .
ds.ys .

(2) A twenty-one day work period consisting of
fifteen working days of eight hours each and six
OIY days, or twelve working days of ten hours each
and nine days off.

(3) A twenty-eight day work period consisting of
twenty working days of eight hours each and eight
days off, or sixteen working days of ten hours each
and twelve days off.

Thereafter, any change in the selection of the
work period by the employees while at such given
work project shall only be made by written notice
from the General Chairman. The (Brrier shall not
be put to any additional expense because of a
change in the work periods; however, the Carrier
will make whole any employee who, when the gang
first commences operation, or an employee first
accepts assignment to a position on the System
Signal Gang, is required to observe off days
without having an opportunity to perform serv-
ices on all of the working days in the work
period."



The first paragraph of RuLe 9 establishes the corral ?or!k
-;eek: "four 10 hour days". Paragraph (b) states that Carrier, with the
conc'urrence  of the employes in the Gang, may provide for the accumulation
Of off says. g(b)(l) - g(b)(3) sets forth the possible alternate work
psrlods - fourteen days, twenty-one days or twenty-eight days.

Lhe final paragraph of RuLe 3 addresses the issue of how the
enplops might sec>ure a change from one of the alternate work periods
selected. YhiLe at the saze work location any change on the selection
of tke work period by the emlcyes requires written notice by the
Ge:cers.l 3a;rsn s Tnat is, :mli'-.s ssta-cLi;hirg au alternate VX!<
-0-i r,A ~;>~i<-. rec_;:iyed th3 c3n_pcyercp cl i:-a.e z&o-ity of ~~TJ;O~'FJS in_.-* -4-L
the gang, a change from such alternate period requires the General
Chairnan's involveclent.. The employes in the gang may not on their
own petition the Carrier for a change. Onlythe General Cnairmannay
speak for the enployes.

ThUS, the last paragraph of Rule 9 addresses changes fron
the alternate work period sought by the eciplo.yes. It does not, in
any way, address the situation here - Carrier wanting a change from
an alternate work period.

In sum, Rule 9 cannot be construed as preventing or liniting
Carrier from changing from an alternate work period. Neither the
language of Rule 9 or any other language in the System Agreement can
be interpreted to preclude a change to the normal work week initiated
by Carrier.

Given the absence of any specific restriction, Carrier was
free, under well established labor relations principles, to implement
the change back to the normal work week. The Organization's mti
was not required. After all, it is axiomatic that Carrier retains all
managerial prerogatives not relinquished by the Rules Agreements. See
Awards 8218, 14869, l&58, 19596. Therefore, we will deny the clsin
in its entirety.

FIRDIDXX: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, after giving the
parties to this dispute due notice of hearing thereon, and upon

the whole record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the Carrier and the Rmployes involved in this dispute are
respectively Qrrier and ?&pLoyes within the meaning of the Railway Labor
Act, as approved June 21, 1934;



That this Div&ion of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction
over the dispute  involved herein; and

That the Agreement was sot violated.

Claim denied.

ATTXST:

3ated at Chicago, Illinois, this 15th day of January 1981.


