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Hotel and ?.e.staJr,-.nt Ikployees en2 Bzrt~csKkrs 
International Union 

and 
Union Pacific ilaiirozd Cor;,~any 

Claimants were protected extra employes ur?lcr rk pro~~isions 
of the February 7 A~ecrwnt. On oilc or :mrc occaicns eack 
of the Claimants failed to respcnd to cz.lls. AS 5 result 

The Organization contends that Cxrier's action w;;s not 
justified because the fxts in each Claimmt's c;ise shov thzt tb;itre v2.s no 
"consistent pattern of conduct of refilsing to acce;it calls" es is required by 
Awzrd No. 16. 

Award No. 16 dealt w<th t:lp. question of L+eth.2r "3 evt:a 
protected employe lost his protected stctrs for failing to respond to 2 c2ll for 
extra wor!c. 'J3ere the Board found that: 




