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(Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen
PARTIES TCDISPDIS: (

(Cousolidated Rail Corporation

Sm OP CIAAIM: "Claim of the General Cosmittee of the Brotherhood of
Reikoad Signahen on the former  Lehi&~ValleyRailroad,

now part of Consolidated Reil Corporatiou:

On behalf of Seniority District #% employees, Scott Renninget  for 13
hours' pay @ $10.30, Richard L. ~allcway for 5 hours' pay @ $9.55, and Harold
G. ~arkoc for 5 hours' pay @ $9.80, account ou April 1 and 2, 190, Carrier
required signal employees fran Seniority District #8 to perform work cc Seniority
District i#."
ALSI-T-80)

(System Docket 1549. Atlantic Region, Lehigh Division Case

OPINIONOPBOARD: On April 1. 1980, there was a sigufficaut snowstorm iu the
Bethlehem, Peuusylvauia area. As a result, much of Carrier's

signal system in the area was lmocked out. Because of the need to quickly repair
the system, Carrier assigned certain signal euployes of Seniority District#8,
to assist fn repairing it. As a result of Carrier's actious. the Orgauisation *
filed this claim, alleging that the work should have been assigned to Seniority
District #+ Signalmen, Claimauts S. Renninger, R. L. Gallouey and.& G. karkcw.

The Crgauisatiou  ccmteuds that siuce the work at fssue was perfouvud
within the boundaries of Seniority District #4, it should have been perfomed
by Seniority District #b employes. The Organization notes that Carrier never
declared an emergency ou April 1, 1980. Thus, iu the Organization's view, there
was nothing extraordinary which would have allowed Carrier to use signal employes
across seniority bomdaries.

Iu addition, the Organization points out that Carrier originally denied
the claim on the basis that the employes from Seniority District #8 had the use
of a high-rail truck which was essential to adequately repek the signal system.
However, the Organisatiou  asserts that Seniority District #& euployes also had
the use of a high-rail truck. Therefore, according to the Organization, Carrier's
reasou for denying the claim is clearly insufficient. It asks that Claimants be
compensated with appropriate back pay for Carrier's alleged violation of the
Agreement on April laud 2, 1960.

Carrier, on the other hand, contends that it acted properly when it
assigned Seniority District # 8 employes to perform work in Seniority District
#on April land 2,198O. First, Carrier asserts that uo provision of the
Agreement prevents it from assigning employes across seniority lines. This is
particularly true, according to Carrier, where extreme conditions existed which
required that the signal system be repaired as soon as possible, Since all
available signal employes in Seniority District #h were actively engaged in
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making needed repairs, Carrier naturally turned to signalmen in the adjacent
Seniority District #8, to assist in restoring the system to good working order.

Thus, ic Carrier's view, it acted reasonably mder the circmstances, especially
since a non-functioning signal system represents a significant safety hazard to
employes as well as the general public. Accordingly, Carrier asks that the
claim be denied in its entirety.

Under norms1 cfrcumstances we might agree with the Crganisation that
enployes nay not be assigned across seniority districts. However, the record
evidence reveals that normal circumstances did not exist on April 1 and 2, 1960.
A severe snowstorm had ksocked out much of the signal system in the Bethlehem,
Pennsylvania area. Carrier clearly was under a duty to repair that system as
expeditiously as possible. For this reason, it was reasonable for Carrier to
employ Signalmsn in an adjacent seniority district to assist in repairing the
system,

The failure of Carrier to formslly declare the existence of an emergency
does not change our findings. It Is not dispositive. A safety hazard clearly
existed whether or not an emergency was declared. Carrier's obligaticxm to
correct that haeard were just as great even in the absence of such a declaration.
Stated simply, extreme conditions required abnormal remedial measures.

Furthermore. we note that the employes from Seniority District #k were
also covered under theAgressmnt. Thus, Carrier did not go outside the cwerage
of the Agreene& when it assigned those employes work in Seniority District #8

_

w April 1 and 2, 1980. In all, the claimnustbe denied.

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustnznt board, upon the whole record and
all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier and the Employee involved in this dispute are
respectively Carrier and Employes within the nmaning of the Railway Labor Act,
as approved Jute 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustmsnt Board has jurisdiction wet the
dfspute involved herein; and

That the Agreementwas  not violated.
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Claim denied.
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NATICZ~ALRAIIROADALX'US~~  BOAIUI
By Order of Third Division

Attest: Acting Executive Secretary
National Railroad Adjustment Boanl

Rosemarie Bxasch - Administrative Assistant

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 23rd day of March 1983.


