
HATIoruL  RAlLRoAD  AAnmMm BOARD

P-TO DISWTE:

sl!A- OF CLAIM:

Award nmber pi208
THIRD DIVISIOl! Docket Euaber  SC-233l.2

Rodney E. Dennis, Referee

yrotherhood  of Railroad Signalmen

(Mlse&nul pacific milroaa cwpxly

"Claimofthe Oeneral Cwmitteeofthe  Erutherhoodof
Rallmad slgnalmn on the Mssouri Rdfic Railroed caapany:

TbatMr.~amlsou'sletter ofAugust30,1fl8, file Z-4,be
rescinded, that a mintenance  foremn be+m&gned  to Little  Bock retarder
jurd,ami thatSignal~intainerW.Vau&nbe *d the differewe  between
his rate of pay and that of a laaintemnce forema,  account in the absence
of a rml.ntenance  foremlm
(carrier flle: K225-792j

Mr. Vaughn is required to perfoam those duties."

0PmIOlvOFmABD: 0nAugust30,1~8,k.Ja~Ieon,  su~sorofSQna1
DC- employee at Little Rock, issued a letter to

g.J.A.Burton,ratcrrdarJard~chaidan,oufllninga~ryard
technlcian's  duties. blentloned In this letter as one of the requlred duties
rasthe fact that %chnic%aus mayin the perfbrmnce  ofhla duties supervise,
1nstnlct  or direct other employ-es."

The letter further stated that the supenision  of other employes
was not limitad  to the cmputermcmorratarderbulWag,but  erkrdsd
outside the buildlug as well. RLisletterpraDptedthelocalchall=nto
fllethelnstantclaim. It alleges that Carrier Is reqw that a retader
yard technician perform cwtaindut,iesthatresult inrkiag It umeaeeaary
for mrriertoassignamaiutenance  forem?mtotheLittleBockmtarderyard~

TheOr~zationarguesthat  Carrier  shauldas8lgaamintem4nCe
foramantotheLittlnRocb~~grudcurdnetraqui~=~inanlcud
technlclauetopariomaforewn 's dutlae. It also requestethatthls
BoardrequZreCarrler  to res&uitheAuguet  30,19?8, letterandpay clam-
antV.Vaughnthe  differencebutweenhls  174t41 of~andforamn'r ray for
6Odays priortothe claimdate  untllclaimle settled.

Canter cmtendathatthelnstantclakis  unttily filed. It
abolished the amintenance foreman position in the Eorthlittle  Rxkretaxding
asa in 1!973. U the Orpnisation  lnte&ed to -plain about it, it should
hrVedOXbSSOflV8paarSpeo. Italaoarguesthat  Schsdule  Rule1OOauthoriseo
ittodirsctrefvdsryardtechnicianatoa~se,inrrtruct,~dirad
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other covered employes. Omrier conteadsthattheOrganisationhae uot
carried itaburden  iatheinatantcase. It haa failed to state just
wbatwork claimantperfozmdthatwas a forema '8 reeponelbllity.

The Board has reviewed the record of this case atxl considered
the argmsnts  and the cases presented by the parties in support thereof.
It is the opinlenof  thiaBcerdtbat.Jamison~aletterofAegmt 30,1.9?8,
did,ln~cf,triggathelnstsnt~~~andthatit~~~~1Qd.
It is also the opinion  0fthlsBoard that the clalmhae  xmmrit.

Rule1OOclearlyallovsCamiertodirectaretarderyard
tachuld.au  to do soms eupetieion. T%eOrgbnisatiouhas  fail~toiden-
tify justwhatdutleswere perforaedby  clalmntthatwere  not a part of
his duties for the past five years or were not cmvwed uuder Rule loo.
It is clear franthe record of this casethattheJamieonletter set off
a dispute. It is not cl-, however,whythislettervaarrittenorwhy
it describes in writing what always has been umiersteod to be the duties
tobeperf~byarrlatainersaIldtecbnlciano.

ltterar~wofthetobl~~oithiecsse,t~Board
must deny the claim. 'PhaBoamiims  no authoritytorequire  Qrria to
resclndtheJamiaonletter. neither does it flnd an agmment violation
on which to base a sustaining amud.

FIRS-: The ThhdDitielon of the Adjustmnt  Boanl, upon the whole
ream? aSa all the evidence, finds  and holds:

That the partieswaIved  olslhearing;

Rurtthe Cwrieramithe ~ployes iullolved in this dispute
are respectively Cbrrlarand  ~loyeevlthinthearnlnpofthe  Railway
I&or Act, ae appmvedJune21,1&;

lhatthds  Mvielonofthe Adjusiaent Boardhas juzladiction
over the dispute lnvolv& herein; and
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We 3

That the Apewent was not vlolated.

A W A R D

mim denied.

NmIoNAL rl4ImoAD AlmJs~ i%MRD
By Order of ThM Mtisloa

mted at a~~cago, minois,  this16th day of mrch 1981.


