
PL;BLIC LAW BOARD NO. 6558 

AWARD NO. 12 
CASENO. 12 

PARTIES TO DISPUlYE: 

SO0 LINE P&ILROAD COMPAXY 

BROTHERF100D OF LOCOMOTI%E EXGINEERS - 

STATEMENT OF CLAN: 

“Request that Engineer W. H. Miiler be a!!owed a fifty (50) mile runaround account being 
runaround while first-out, rested and available on February 15, 2000, at his away-from-home 
terminal (Bensenville) in the Ponage’Bensenville ID pool.” 

FINDINGS: 

In the case at bar, there is no dispute in facts. Facts are as foilows: 

-~~i-neer-MiI~riva~i~~o~~-se~~i~e~~away-from-home terminal. ,ze~was rested and 
available for service and was firs? out. Engineer Michalek was on a GuaranteZZ3t?aBo~d~ -~- 
(G.E.B.); also, at away-from-home ts.tiinal at same location. Like Engineer Miller, he was 
rested and available for service azz d was second out. The Carrier called Guaranteed ExtraBoard 
Engineer Michalek (second out Engineer) prior to calling pool service Engineer Miller (first out 
Engineer), According to the Carrier, this was done in order to allow Guaranteed Extra Board 
Engineer Michalek su5cient time to return to his home terminal and to begin his rest day, as 
scheduled. 

Both Carrier and Organization relied on Schedule Agreement, effective January 1, 1999, Article 
22 - GXXP.AiNTEED EXTRA B0.Q.D (GEBs), Item D (7), to support their positions. 

Agreement in pertinent part iEZldS as r'Cl!CWS: 



PL6 NO. b5SS 

-2- 

AWARD NO. 12 
CASE NO. I2 

rest days engineers may be runaround by other engineers on the board.... withoufpenalty to the 
company,” 

The Carrier argues this rule authorizes runarounds because it begins with the proclamation that 
GEB Engineers may be used out of first-in, first-out order for the purpose of accommodating rest 
days. The Organization’s interpretation, says Carrier, is too restrictive; runs counter to Canier’s 
understanding that this agreement would make GEB Engineers available for six (6) out of seven 
(7) days per week; and, with respect to GEB Engineers, renders the engineer useless a day or two 
before their assigned days off. 

The Organization argues the rule cannot be understood in reading the first sentence, only. It 
points out that the rule goes on to say “It is undersfood fhatfor the purpose of enablingrest 
days, engineers may be runaround by other engineers on the board or they may nmaround other 
engineers on the boardwithoutpenalq to the company. ” The Organization interprets “on the 
board” to mean “on the Guaranteed Extra Board”. Therefore, according to the Organization, a 
Guaranteed Extra Board Engineer can runaround another Guaranteed Extra Board Engineer, 
only. 

Carrier’s response is that the Organization’s interpretation of Article 23, Item D (7), too narrowly 
construes the meaning of “board”. “Board”, says the Carrier, includes pool service engineers as 
well and is not restricted to Guaranteed Extra Board (G.E.B.), as suggested by the Organization. 
The Carrier argues such a narrow construction ties its hands in makmg efficient use of GEB 

~~~ ~ - _Engineers_justpriar-to-r~~~~s~ _ _ 

During oral arguments, the Organization insisted that for a complete understanding, GEB 
agreement must be interpreted in context of other existing agreements. It made the point that in 
order for Carrier to, legally, runaround pool Engineers, the existing agreement governing pool 
Engineers would, also, have to be, specifically, addressed and amended. 

In carefully reviewing all evidence and weighing all arguments from partisan parties; and, in 
studying the provisions of Article 23, Item D (7) there is little doubt that “board” as use,d in the 
second sentence of Article 23, Item D (S), has, as its referent, Guaranteed Extra Board (G.E.B.) - 
used in the first sentence - and does not refer to pool service Engineers, In the opinion of this 
Board, the Earners of this agreement cleariy contemplated that Guaranteed Extra Board 
Engineers could runaround other Guaranteed ExtraBoard Engineers, only. 

Two of the architects of the GEB agreement were present during oral arguments to this Board. 
They concurred that the dispute, now, before us was neither anticipated nor addressed. That fact, 
cc&no” +t!: ;h: fact ..a-_ 5zt ~st!xr xcessy 5:%x involving re!aL, ---- -.I -. PA noren-qts were not taken to 
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make feasible the Carrier’s current interpretation compels this Board to conclude there was no 
intent to allow GEB Engineers to runaround pool Engineers. 

AWARD 

This Board holds that Carrier has violated the agreement and finds in favor ofEngineer W. H. 
Miller. Accordingly, Carrier shall implement thrs award according to findings within thirty (30) 
days of its execution by majority members ofBoard. _ _ 

For purposes of interpretation of 
communication to the Chairman 

er Carrier or Organization may, with written 
voke continued jurisdiction of this Board. 

/\ 
:utral Member 

International VP. - B.L.E. 

Dated: //h/b* 
. . 


