FATTIONAL RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

Anar d Number 23208
THIRD DIVISION Docket mumber SG-23312

Rodney E. Dennis, Referee

(Brotherbood Of Railroad Signal nen

PARTIES 70 DISPUTE: (
(Missouri Pacific Railroad Company

STATEMENT OF CLAI M  "Claim of the General Committee of the Brotherhood of
Railroed Signalmen On t he Missouri Pacific Railroad Company:

. That Mr. Jamison's letter of August 30, 1978, file Z-k, be
resci nded, that a maintenance foreman be -assignedt 0 Little Bock r et arder
ﬁgm, and that Signal Maintainer W, Vaughn be paid{ he difference het ween

is rate of pay ama that of a maintenanee foreman, account im the absence
of a maintenance foreman, Mr, Vaughni S required t{ 0 perform t hose duties."
(carrierfl|| e: K 225-1'9e5

OPINION OF BOARD: On August 30, 1978, Mr. Jamison, supervisor of Signal

Department enployee at Little Rock 1ssued a letter to
Mr. J. A, Burton, retarder yard technician, outlining a retarder yard _
technician’sduti €S. Mentioned 4m this |etter as one ofthe requlred duties
was the f ACt that "Technicians may in { he performance of his duti €S supervise,
instruct or direct other enploy-es.”

The | etter furtherstated that the supervision of Ot her employes
was not 1imitedt ot he ter room or retarder building, but extended
out si de the vuilding as wel | . This letter prompted the local chairman to
file the instant claim, |t alleges that Carrier is requiring t hat a retarder
technician perf Or Meertain duties that result in meking | { unnecessary
Or carrier to mssign a maintenance foreman to the Little Rock retarder yard,

The Organization argues that Carrier should assign a maintenance
foreman to the Little Rock retarder yard and net require maintainers and
technicians to perform a foreman's duties. |t also requestethatthls
Board require Carrier { O rescind the August 30, 1978, letter and pay claim-
ant V. Vaughn the difference between his rate of pay and foreman's pay f Or
60 days prior to theclaim dateuntil claim issSett| ed.

. Carrier contends that the instant claim is untimely filed, |t
abol i shedt he maintenance foreman pOSi ti ON int he Korth Little Rock retarding
yard in 1973. If the Organization intended t O complain about it, it should
have done so five years ago. It also argues that Schedule Rule 100 authoriszes
it to direct retarder yard technicians to supervise, instruet, and direct
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ot her cover ed employes. Carrier contends that the Organization has UOt
carriedits burdenin the instant case. It has failed to state just
wbat wor k claimant performed that was aforeman' Sresponsibility.

The Board has reviewed the record of this case andconsi dered
the arguments and the cases presented by the parties in support thereof.
|t i sthe opinion of this Board that Jamison's letter of Auwgust 30, 1978,
did, in fact, trigger the instant grievance and that it was time)y filed.
It I's al Sothe opinion of this Board t hat t he claim has no merit.

Rule 100 clearly allows Carrier to direct a retarder yard
technician t 0 0O some supervision. The Organization has failed to iden-
tify daust vhat duties were performed by claimant that were NOt apart of
his duties for the past five years or were not eovered under Rul e | 00.
It isclear from therecord of thi s case that the Jamison letter Set of f
adispute. |t 18 not clear, however 'h{) this letter was written or why
it describes in writing what al ways has been understood t0 be the duti es
to be performed by maintainers and technicians.

After a review of the total record of this case, the Board
nust deny the claim 'The Board has NO authority to require Carrier to
rescind the Jamison letter., Neither does it flnd an agreemsnt violation
ON which { O base a SuSt al Ni NQ award,

FINDINGS:The Third Division Of t he Adjustment Board, UPON t he whole
— record and al| the evidence, finds and hol ds:
That t he parties waived orsl hearing;
That the Carrier and the Employesinvolved i N t hi S dispute
arerespectivel ycarrier mmp].;rs within the meaning of theRailway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 1934;

That thisDivision of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction
over the di spute involved herein;and
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That t he AgreementwasnoOt wviolated,
A WA RD

Claim deni ed.

NATIONAL RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 16th day Of March 1981.




