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NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
THIRD DIVISION

David Dolnick, Referee
PARTIES TO DISPUTE;

BROTHERHOOD OF RAILROAD SIGNALMEN

SOUTHERN PACIFIC COMPANY
(Pacific Lines)

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: Claim of the General Committee of the
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen on the Southern Pacifie Company (Pa-
cific Lines) that:

nalmen’s Agreement effective April 1, 1947 (reprinted April 1, 1958,
including revigions), and particularly last baragraph of Ruyle 13,
which resulted in violation of Rule 70, on March 9, 10, 11, 12 and

The last paragraph of Rule 13 states “Where gang men are re-
quired to work overtime, the senior man in a class in the gang shall
be given preference to such overtime work,”

(b) Lead Signaiman R. L. Amick now be compensated at hig
respective overtime rate for nine and one-half (9%) hours for

March 13, 1968, for loss of earnings suffered, as provided by Rule 70

*

cause of violation or misapplication of any portion of thig agree-
ment shall be reimbursed for such loss.” (Carrier’s File: SIG 148-164)

replaced by other forces, it was decided that temporary signals would be
installed for eastward movement of trains and that the men would be used

on overtime to perform the service.

Lead Signalman R. L. Amick, Claimant in this dispute, and Signalman
L. J. Mortenson were both assigned to Signal Gang No. 15, Mr. Amick was
the senior of the two, but the Carrier called and used Mr. Mortenson for
the overtime service, which totaled 30 hours.



The sole question is whether the word “class” as yged in Rule 13 (Qver-
time) refers to g class as defined in Rule 1 {Scope) or in Rule 32 (Seniority),
Identical claimsg have been denied in three awards of thig Division wherein

and 15151. The Awards follow the ruling in Awarg 12134, where the Petj-
tioner is the same as here and where the applicable overtime rule is com-
parable.

Petitioner has cited two awards in Support of ihe elaim, Both ruled on
the meaning of the word “class” gs used in Rule 42 (Reduction In Force).
Overtime Rule 13 Was not involved ipn either award, Award 15359 held that
it was obvious from Carrier’s account “that the Employes intended the word
‘class’ in this Sentence (Rule 42) o mean ‘seniority class’, and it appears
that Carrier wag aware that such was the Employes’ intent; * * x» Continy-
ing, the award says that thig interpretation of the word “clagg” in Rule 42
must be adopted “even though this ‘word has been given a different meaning
in some of the other rules of the agreement, (Compare Awards 13262, 12936
and 15151,)” Award No. 1 of PLLB No, 15 involved the Same issue and fol-
lowed the rulings in Awards 15359 and 15369,

Continuity of interpretation is desirable and necessary for g consistent
and effective administration of contract rules. Such consistent interpretationg
should not be reversed unless there is palpable error in the conelusiong,
Rule 13, on this property, has been given a meaningfuyl interpretation in

which no palpable error is apparent, The rulings in Awards 12936, 13262 and
15151 are here affirmed. For the reagons herein set forth, this claim has

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the
whole record and al the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing:

That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute are respec.
tively Carrier and Employes within the Meaning of the Railway Labor Act,
as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board hag Jurisdiction over the
dispute involved herein; and _
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That the Carrier did not violate the Agreement.

AWARD

Claim denied.

NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of THIRD DIVISION

ATTEST: S.H. Schulty
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 20th day of November 1970.

Keenan Printing Co., Chicago, IIl. Printed in U.S.A.
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