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Josef P. Sire&an, Referee

(Brotherhood of Railrcad Signalmen

{so0 Line Railroad coinpany

"Claim of the Genenrl CommIttee of the Brotherhood of
RailroadSignalmcnonthe  SooLine Railroad Company:

of SQnal Mkkainer L. D. Suhsen for eight hours' pay. _ _- _ . _ _ _accomt c2omunlatlon worko2rs lnstauea a not box detector on or aoout
July 9, 1.99, and two hours' pay each week thezdbr account comaunication
workers assigned to maintain this squipnt."

OPINION OF BOARD: Onor aboutJuly9,19&, two lights were Installed on the
"hot box" detector house at Buffalo, Minnesota.  The purpose

of these lights was to advise an approaching train crew if the facility was
*turned on", and if so, if~any overheated wheel bearings, etc., were detected.

The petitioner contends that these lights const1tut.e  a sQna1 device
wrier the terms ofhisagreementwith  the Carrier, espscially inasmuchas
there was a connection to the centralized traffic control code line. The Car-
rier conteds that there Is no signal facility involved, and it assigned work
thereon to its -Cgtlons workers, represented by the I.B.E.W. The Carrier
also conterds that the I.B.E.W. is an lntereeted ~&u-by In this dispute and re-
quests that we give notice to that Organization of the dispute's peeldsncy.

The electricians' representative asserts that electricians have per-
formed the work here in dispute since 1976 aid refers to his exhibit as evidence
thereof. Aa we view that exhibit, it refers to the '"hot box" detector rather
than the lights which are in dispute here, and since the electricians' submission
is devold of any ed.dence of past performance of this work and there being no
reference thereto In the quoted classification rule, we must dismiss the electricians
claim to this work.

The airrier has shown that the Scope Rule of the petitioner's agreement
does not specifically name the facility here in dispute; lt further shows that the
petitioner has not heretofore performed any like work. Under an agreement such as
that here present, in order to prevail the petitioner must demonstrate that the
work sought was conveyed-to the cowered employes >y.that a,greement; one way ~of
showing that is by past practice, another is by the unambiguous langaa@ of the
agreement. lhe present petitioner refers to the Scope Rule of the parties' agee-
ment and to definitions applied to sane of its language by various authorities.
We are also directed to certain awards of this Board. We are impressed by these
citations, but none of them is sufficient to establish that it was the intent of
the present parties to reserve this work to these employes. Therefore the Board
denies the Claim.
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FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, after gidng the
-'-~prties~tathis &izspute ,due ~notSce.of hearing thereon, and

upon the whole record and all the evidence, fitis and holds:

That the Carrier and the mployes Involved lnthls dispute are
respectively Carrier and -loyes withinthe meaning of the I(Bilvay Labor
Act, as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Ditieion of the Adjustment Board has ,jurisdiation
over the dispute involved herein; and

That the Agreementwas not vlolated.
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claim denied.

NATIONALRAIWMDAANSlMERTBGARD
By Order of Third Division

ATEST: Acting Executive Secretary
NationalRailroad AdjustmentBosrd

~&&at Chicago, nlinois, this 20th day ofOdober19&.


