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NATI ONAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTIMVENT BQARLJ
Award Nunber 25500

TH RD D' VI SI ON Docket Nunmber SG 24899

| . M. Lieberman, Referee

( Brotherhood Of Railroad Signal nen

PARTI ES 1O DISPUTE: (
(Southern Railway Conpany

STATEMENT OF CLAIM  dains of the General Conmittee of the Brotherhood of
Rai lroad Signalnmen on the Southern Railway System et al.:

CaimNo. 1. Ceneral Chairman file: SR-253. Carrier file: SG 528

fa) Carrier violated the Signalmen's Agreement, particularly Scope
Rule 1 and the established practice, when they permtted Bankhead ¥l der Enpl oyees
and Track Supervisor Toby Johnson to performthe insulation renewal in insulated
joints that has historically been recognized as signal work covered by the
Scope of the Signalmen's Agreenent, The insulated joint renewal was perforned
on Signal Mintainer Vinson's assignnent on Cctober 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, 1981
and Caimant was not permtted to assist in the renewal of the insulation

(b) Carrier now be required to conpensate Signal Miintainer C L.
Vinson an anount equal to the hours of work he was denied in the anount of 32
hours straight tinme and 35 hours overtime and is to be in addition to any ot her
pay he has received because of this loss of work that has historically been

performed by him

Track Supervisor Teby Johnson and Bankhead VM| der enpl oyees spent the
following time renew ng insplation in glued insulated joints on Signal Maintainer
C. L. Vinson's assignment between Mp 83.2 and sp 105:

Cctober 6, 1981 8 hours straight tine 1 hour overtine
Cctober 7, 1981 8 hours straight time 3hours overtine
Cctober 8, 1981 8 hours straight time 1 hour overtine
Cctober 9, 1981 8 hours straight time a4 hours overtime
Cctober 10, 1981 no straight tine 13 hours overtine
October 11, 1981 no straight time 13 hours overtine

for a total of 32 hours straight time and a total of 35 hours overtine.

CaimMNo. 2. General Chairman file: SR-256. Carrier file: SG 529

fa) Carrier violated the Signalnen's Agreenent, particularly Scope
Rule 1 as well asan established practice, when they permtted Bankhead V| der
Enpl oyees and Track Supervi sor Teby Johnson to performthe insulation renewal
ininsulated joints that has historically been recognized as signal work covered
by the Scope of the Signalnmen's Agreement. The insulated joint renewal was
performed on Signal Mintainer Stevens' assignnment on Cctober 12, 13, 20, 21
24 and 25, 1981 and November 3, 4, 5 and 10, 1981, and O ai mant wasnot pernitted
to assist in the renewal of the insulation.
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(b) Carrier now be required to conpensate Signal Mintainer W D
Stevens an amount equal to the hours of work he was denied in the amunt of 27
hours straight time and 29-1/2 hours overtine in addition to any other pay he
has received because of this loss of work that has historically been perforned
by him

Track Supervisor Toby Johnson and Bankhead \\| der enpl oyees spent the
following time renewing insulation in glued insulated joints on Signal Mintainer
W D. Stevens' assignment between MP 105 and MP 118.5:

Cctober 12, 1981 3-1/2 hours overtinme
Cct ober 13, 1981 1/2 hour overtine
Cct ober 20, 1981 2 hours overtine
Cct ober 21, 1981 3-1/2 hours overtime
Cctober 24, 1981 5-1/2 hours overtine
Cctober 25, 1981  I0-1/2 hours overtine

November 3, 1981 2 hours overtime and 8 hours straight time
November 4, 1981 2 hours overtime and 8 hours straight time
November 5, 1981 7 hours straight time
Novermber 10, 1981 4 hours straight tine

for a total of 27 hours straight time and 29-1/2 hours overtime that was spent
renewing insulation in insulated joints on Signal Mintainer Stevens' assignnent
that he was not allowed to assist.

CJaimMNo. 3. General Chairnman file: SR-257. Carrier file: $6-530.

fa) Carrier violated the Signalnmen's Agreenent, particularly Scope
Rule 1,. as well as an established practice, when they permtted Bankhead I der
Enpl oyees and Track Supervisor Teby Johnson to performthe insulation renewal
ininsulated joints that has historically been recognized as signal work
covered by the Scope of the Signalmen's Agreement and has been perforned by
signal enployees. The insulated joint renewal was perforned on Signa
Mai nt ai ner Davis' assignnment on Cctober 23, 24, 26 and 27, 1981 and November 6
7, 8, 17 and 19, 1981 and Signal Mintainer Davis was not permtted to assist
in the renewal of the insulation.

fb) Carrier now be required to conpensate Signal Mintainer J. D
Davis an amount equal to the hours of work he was denied in the amount of 31
hours straight time and 30-1/2 hours overtine in addition to any other pay he
has received because of this loss of work that has historically been performed
by himand is covered by the Scope of the agreenent.

Track Supervisor Poby Johnson and Bankhead | der enpl oyees spent the
following time renewing insulation in glued insulated joints on Signal Mintainer
J. D. Davis' assignnent between MP 118.5 and Mp 135 and Signal Mintainer pavis
was not permtted to assist in the renewal of the insulation
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Cctober 23, 1981 Straight time 0 Overtime 3 hours MP 119.2
Cctober 24, 1981 Straight tine O Overtime 5-1/2 hours MP 119.3
Cct ober 26, 1981 Straight time 8 Overtine 0 MP 120.9
Cctober 27, 1981 Straight time 2 Overtine 0 MP 121

November 6, 1981 Straight time 5 Overtine 0 MP 123.2
Novermber 7, 1981 Straight time O Overtine 11 hours MP 125.6
Novermber 8, 1981 Straight time O Qvertine 9 hours Mp 130.1
Novenber 17, 1981  Straight time 8 Overtime 2 hours MP 132.5
November 19, 1981  Straight time 8 Overtime 0 MP 134.8

for a total of 31 hours straight time and 30-1/2 hours overtine.

OPINION OF BOARD.  The several clains involved in this matter all relate to
the allegation that foremen and outside contractors performed

work reserved to signal forces by the Scope Rule: that is, changing insulation
ininsulated joints. A closely related dispute was handled by this Division in
Awar d No. 25055 and previously in Award No. 20684.

Asin the previous disputes, supra, when the outside contractor perforned
the work on the insulated joints, using the new technol ogy, signal naintainers
had the sanme responsibility which they had always had with respect to this type
of work, nanely inspection and observation to ensure that the work was properly
acconpl i shed. Signal forces had not done the type of work conplained of herein
in the past and there is no rule support for their position that it was inproperly
performed by others in this instance

It has long been accepted that there must be finality in the resolution
of disputes. The dispute herein between the same parties was disposed of in
Awar d 25055 and the matter herein should be considered res judicata. It wll
be deni ed.

FINDINGS:. The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, after giving the parties
to this dispute due notice of hearing thereon, and upon the whole

record and all the evidence, finds and hol ds:

That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute are respectively
Carrier and Employes Within the neaning of the Railway Labor Act, as approved
June 21, 1934;

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

That the Agreenent was not viol ated

A WARD

O ai m deni ed.

NATI ONAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTMENT BQARD
By Order of Third Division

Attest

er - Executi've Secretary

Nancy

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 13th day of June 1985.



