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PARTIES'l%3DISPVl'E:

i3immmT-4  am4:

RATIONAL BAIUDAD AW’USlMENT BARD
Avad lhanber 29274

lElRDDIVISIDN Docket Number2+23197

Oeorge S. Rookl8, Referee

~rotherhoodor  Railroad SIgnalmen

(Southern Railway Compauy

%.alm of the General coormittee of the Brotherhood Oft
Railroad slgnalnm on the Southern Railvay Company et al:

Claim on behalf of T. D. Sandlln for maxi expense above the $930
llmltcEurlerplacedondallymeala.Llowance."

(General ChaIrman

OPIHIDIOF BOARD:

vlolatlve  of Rule

file: SR-79)  (lal-rier roe: so-355)

In thin dispute Claillrmtcontundathatthe  $g.OOper
day limit placed on meals by Carrler le unraaoonable~and

41. He arguka  that Rule 41 provides tbt gang aployee
vlllbe allowedthefractuslnacaesaryupanees+hanth~&  not return to
the camp cars for meals. aDntrary to Oarrler'a position that Arbitration
Board Ho. 298 ie applicable herein, Claimant aesert6 that Rule 41 predate6
thle Avard.

In OUT retiew of tbls came, we agrae with Carrier's positian. Our
declrlon 1s predicated upon our recent detexmlnation in Third Dlrision famrd
2319'J. In that Avard Involving the same Organlratlon and the 8amel1~sue, ve
held in pertinent part that:

“Although the E&ploys urgethattherevae not
such agreemat, we find no apeclflc evidence to
substantiate that urging aM, in fact, there is
certaln&dhncetothewntrary,euchaethe
wonU.ng of Question 21, ae eubmltted to Board 298
for lnterpn3tatlon.~-.. ~- .---

FInally, ve have noted the decision in
Public Lav Board Ho. 2004. It la not In-~
cudDent upon us to base OUT determlnatlon
on tile decielon vhich we might hava rendered
hadwe h&that case111 the first instance.
Ibe fact remalna that it has a precedentlal
value here, absent a detezx&nat,lon  that It
is palpably erroneous. We are unable to
reach Such a detezmlnatlon and, thus, ra,do
not find that the &ployes have submitted a
sufficient  6hoving to compel US to find that
the appUcable provisions of Board 298 do not
apply in this instance. Such being the case,
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"we are unable to find a ahowing that
any rule haebeen vlolatedinthla
Lnatance, and~~erilldlamiaathe
Cl&l%”

C'
We find this holding directly on point with the facts of tbia case. We
will deny the claim.

FIRDIlf&: The Third Mviaion of the Adjustment Board, after giving the
parties to this dlaprte due mtlce of hearing thereon, and

upon the whole recordendallthe evidence, find8 aadholda:

That the Carrlerandthe EpIployesinvolved inthla diaputeare
reapactively  CanTa and %ployeawlthlnthemeaningof  thel&llwayLabor

Act, aa apwved June 21, 1934;

Thst this Dlvialon of the Adjustment Board  has jurbdlction
om.the diaputeinvolvcd herein; and

!&at the Agreement waa not violated.

.~ A W A R D

Claim denied.

HATIONAL RAILROAD ATATusm BOARD
By Order of Third Mvialon

AlTBST:

Dsted at Wcago, Illlnols, this 30th day of April 1981.


