
Award No. A 
Case No. CL-4-W 

SWCIAL BDABD OF ADJDSTMWl' NO. 605 

PARTIES ) 
TO ) 

DISPUTE:) 

Brotherhood of Railway, Airline and Steamship Clerks, 
Freight Bandlers, Express and Station Employee 

and 
Missouri Pacific Bailroad - Southern, Northern and 

Central Districts 

QUESTIONS 
AT ISSDE: 

(l) Did those certain changes which Carrier made at Pine 
Bluff, Arkansas, effective April 15, 1965, constitute 
technological, operational and/or organizational changes 
under the provisions of Article III of the February 7, 
1965 Agreement? 

(2) Did the Carrier violate the provisions of the February 
7, 1965 Agreement, particularly Articles III and VIII thereof, 
when in instituting those certain changes at Pine Bluff, 
Arkansas, it transferred the station clerical work to employes 
of another craft, represented by another Labor Organization? 

(3) Shall the Carrier be required to return the station 
clerical work to employesYithin the scope of the Clerks' 
Agreement? 

(4) Shall the Carrier be required to compensate each and 
every employe involved in or affected by the changes instituted 
at Pine Bluff, Arkansas, effective April 15, 1965, the wsge 
losses they have suffered on and after April 14, 1965, and 
accord each and every such employe the full allowances and 
benefits prescribed in the February 7, 1965 Agreement7 

OPINION Effective with the completion of tour of duty on April fi, 
OF BOARD: 1965, Carrier abolished the clerical positions of Casbiar 

andBate Clerk at Pine Bluff, Arkansas. The incumbents of 
the abolished positions thereupon exercised displaoeaent rights on other 
clerical positions at the station. The subject abolisbmante resulted from 
the reassignment of clerical work at Pine Bluff, whereby some of the work 
pretiouaIy performed by incumbents of the abolished positions was assigned 
to station telegraphers snd the rest of this work was assigned to the 
remaining station clerical force. 
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The iwtallation of OTC between Little Reek and Mcoehee, 
Arkazmas uas eompletad imediately prior to ths subject position abolish- 
merits. This installation cawed a substantial reduotion in the number 
of train orders handled b telegraphers at pine Bluff, but there oon- 
tinued to be a need for round-the-clock telegrapher aervice at the 
station. The Carrier assigned the above-noted additional work of a 
clerioal nature to telegraphsrs in order to fill. out their tour of duty. 

The installation of CTC was a teobuological change which 
tin Carrier was entitled to make. The initial impactaf this change 
was upon telegrapher work but, aa we have seen, the secondary result naa 
the reasdgment of certain clerical work and the abolishmnt of two 
clerical po*itiona. 

There is sufficient evidence of reoord to establish that 
the telegrapbvr force at Hne Bluff has traditionally perfomed so= 
clerical Work. Thus the station's clerical work has not been reserved, 
by practice to employees cwsred by the Clerks’ &eemnt. 

The disputed as-t of additional clerical work to the 
station telegrspher force did not constitute a orossing of craft Unes, 
since underthe confronting circwtances the sub~ectuorkuas not reserved 
to either crtit. Moreover, the disputed Carrier action would have been 
pemdmikile without confereme aud agreement with Organisation rejceeeuta- 
tives prior to Febmary 7, 196. Thw no implewnting agreemurt vu re- 4 
w-d* 

It k concluded that autedtted Question (1) mmt b aueuemd 
in the affirmative, and sutmitted Questions (2) and (3) iu the negative. 
AS to aumtted Question (h), the ansuer d.s tht the tifde.d es~loyse8 
are entitled to ewh proteotive be-fits as are provided for tbe~ by the 
terms of tlm February 7, 1965 Ilediation Agreemmt. 

Ths Carrier intmlweda techualogioal charge at PineBluff, 
Arkansas in &mill 1965 but it did not riolate Articles III and VIII of the 
yebnmry 7, 1%5 ligreemmt by assigudng to station telegrapben, to fffl 
out their tour of duty, aertPln additional clericp1 work previously per- 
formed by the station clerical force. The answer to submittedQuestion (1) 
is Yes. The answer to su’tmritted Questions (2) and (3) is No. The anmrer 
to submitted Question (4) is as stated iu above Opinion of Board. 

Washington, D. C. - December 19, 1967 


