NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOAHRD
Avard Number 23248
THIRD DIVISION Docket Number SG-23275

carlton R Sickles, Referee

(Brotherhood of Railroed Signalmen
PARTIES TO DISPUTE: E

Sout hern Paecific Transportati on Company (PacifiC Lines)

STATEMENT OF CLATM: "U ai mof the General Committee of the Brotherhood of Rail-
— road Signalmen on the Southern Pacifie Transportation

Company (Pacific Lines):

On behalf of Signal Maintainer A.C. Keelin for relmbursement of
$24,00 expended by him for cleaning and oiling his railroad approved watch."”
(Carrier file: SIG 46-m)

OPINION OF BOARD: Claimant's request for reimbursement of $24.00 expended
—_ for the clsaning of his watch by an autherized watch
inspector was denied by t he Carrier on t he basi s that t he claimant was not
specifically directedto havethe watchCl eaned.

At issue is Rule 688 of the CUr r ent Agreement Whi ch provi des as
follows:

"STANDARD WATCHES. When employeesar erequired
by the company %o have thelr standard railroad
grade vatches cleaned, t he coSt Of such clean-
ing, vhen performed by authorized watch inspec-
tor, shal | be assumed by t he company.”

This same issue was CONSi der ed in Third Division Award 22078, In
t hat awar d, t he identical language wasunder consi deration. In that case,
claimant was told by his superiors to have his wateh card updat ed. The local
timekeeper advised him he would bel (Ui I €d to have his watch cleaned before
| t could be approved, That decision held that the elaimant could validly
assume t hat the Carrier required him to have his watch Cl eaned.

_ | N the case before us,there was no verbal statement by a super-
Vi SOr to have t he claimant*s wateh card updat ed. However, Rule M2 Of the
Carrier'sr Ul es andregul ati ons requires signal maintainers, among Ot hers,
to earry while on duty a reliadlerailroad grade watch andwatch certificate
Form 2821. By circular, it i s requiredthat the watch be presented to an
authorized wateh inspector for examination during August, September, Or
Cctober of each year.
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The claiment did t ake his wat ch t 0 an authorizedwatchinspector
and was informed that the watch had to be cleaned to meet the Carrier
standards.

The Carrier contends t hat the word, "required",means specifi-
cally directed, O, in effect, advance approval . Decision No. 3479 Of
theSpecial Board of Adjustment Fo,18appears to support this position.
Award 22078 noted Decision 34T9 with approvalandWwoul d have SO decided
were it not far the special eircumstances in that case. % believe we
have the same special circumstances here,

There is little distinction between the verbal instructions | N
Averd 22078 and the written instructions in this case. |f the carrier
contends that |t | S N0t a valid interpretation Of these t WO paragraphs
when consi der ed t oget her to require a watch cleaning, thenin| i ght of
the difficultywhichhas arisen with respect tothi S subject matterin
the past, It i's certainly incusbent upon the Carrier {0 clarify |t s

interpretation Of t hese t WO provisions teken t Oget her andt O communicate
this so that the emplayes involved are informed of the Carrier's interpre-
tation.

_ In Awaxd No. 220781 ef erred toabove, it wasfound that the
cl ai mant, under the circumstances involved, could validly assumet hat t he
Carrier required him to bave his watch cleaned while supporting the basic
rule t hat t he Carrier is only responsible for watch cleaning when it
specifically direcets it t 0 be done.

\\& concur with that award when |t States, "We beldevethat it
vould be easy to avold any future misunderstandings such as this by Carrier
advising |t S employes and it S time inspectors accordingly.Then any question-
abl e expenses for watch cl eani ng under Rul e 6%ecould be referred to Carrier
for approval or disapproval before an employe makes & personal expenditure",

Subsequent to Award 22078, the Carrier did notify, by memorandum,
al | division engineers that had jurisdiction over line officers ani employes
throughout 1ts system and | { S manager of time service, It provided in part:

"\\é can avoid future misunderstandingsOf
this pature if the employees are reminded
that such expenses Al € not payable by the
company unlesa t hey ar e specifically di~
rected { 0 have { hel I' watch eleaned.”

But t hat was not enough. There iano evidence in thel €cor dt hat
t he information has been transmitted t 0 the employes in SUI t abl e form so
employes are on notice when t hey are complying with t he carrier's Rul e M2
andsupportingCi r cul ars.
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Wthout such clarification, 1t i s logieal for the claimant to
assume that by Rul e M2, the Carrier required him under t he circumstances
to bave his watclc| eaned.

FINDINGS: The Third Division Of the Adjustment Board, upon t he whol e record
and all the evidence, f£inds and hol ds:
That t he parties waived oral heering;
~ That the Carrier ad the Employes involved in this dispute are
respectivel y carrier and Employes within t he wani ng of the Railway Labor
Act, as approvedJune 21, 193k;

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

That the Agreenent was violated.
AWARD

Caim sustained.

NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

ExecutiveSecretary

Dat ed at Chieago, Illinois, t hi s 3lst day of March 1981.




