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Statement.gf Clatny Chatm of Missouri Senjority Bistrict (Beardstown) Condactor V.
. Schiuster, Brekeman B, A, Poswer ant Engincer K. F
DeSofisr for theee (3) resnty-five {251 mile runaround payments
on May 18, 1994,

EETTON
This Board s duly constituted by agreement of the parties dated Janussy 18, 1997
{"The PLB Agrecment™), and as further provided i Section 3, Second of the Ratiway Laber

Act {TAc), 45 U.5.C. Sectivn 153, Sccond. The Board, afier hewring and upon eoview of
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I e extire record, finds that the parties involved in tis dispute are a Cacrier and emplowe

represertative ¢“Orggaization”} within the meaning of the Act, as amended.

FINDINGS

On May 19, 1994, the claimanis, conduclor Schlucrer, brakeman Foster, and enginees
DeSoller, were called to service at Beardstown, Missowi. The claimants were calied on duty
sU 115 poey. for wain no. 74CT04T. The clawnanls did pot depart Beardsipwn aril 13:55
p.m. Three other crews were called for duty at Beardstown by the Carrier after 1015 p.m, fo
deadhezd In “combined service™ to Centralin, Mirois. {Carrier Exs. Ia, thand Io). These
three {3} crews depatted viz transpart for Cestealia hefore the claimams” departure time of
131:55 p.ra. As a result, the claiznanes fifed thiree {3) separase noa-irip time slips, dated May

‘d-. 1994, clpiming three (37, veenry-five {25) milte runaround payments. (Carrier Exs. 23, b
and 2¢). The Carrier declined these runarousd payimests.

'Fhe comral issue i this dispute is whether 2 runyround oceurred at the Witial wominal
wher the firee wain crews deadhzading 9 “combined service® departed from the wominad prior
W the cisiments when the clainyans had been called and arrived at Beardsiown abead of the
three deadheading crenws.  The Carrier contends shat Article VI, Seczion 1a) of the {orohes
31, 1985, Netdong] Agresmnent supports 2 finding that ¥ runaroond did net oceur in the Cage 8t

geue, Anigle VI, Seetien 14z) revised existng rules covering deadheading apd provides, i

ot
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relzvant part: “Remdbeading and senvice miay be combired n sny menner that traffic conditions
require, and when so combined employecs shall be pard acraal males or bours on 2 continuous
sme hasis, with not Jess thay 2 misimum day, for the combined service and deadheading.”
The Orgasmization claims that the clabmims were runarcund, gnd that Schedule Rute 20 of the
Rules and Retes of Pay for Conductors provides support for the payments requested by the
cialmangs. Rufe 28, "Pagl Crews First in Pirst Ouc” states:

Pool crews will be n fiest in, st out, when the hovrs-of-service low will

permmit. If an avatfeble pool arew s ruaround, 2 hoors will be adewed and

the ceew will stand first ont

(Canvass was srade of the practice in effect on each Division which showed

. that generaHy speaking the srriving time weas used in caloulating the order

of caliing crews under Rule 200 | was agreed June 24, 1930 thas i the

tature the arriving e in alf cases will be used when the Houoss of Service

Foaw will permil}

The Board finds that ao runsrousd would have occurred, snd the claimants wold ot
pe eitiad to the two (3} hours of pay vader Schedule Rule 20 if the incident at issue had
aczarred at the away-from-humse eoninal, mssf_ﬁé of gt the inital rerounel. The reesoning for
this finding is that crews deadheading in "sombited service? ave not marked vp on the board at
the away-ronehome fermingl; in othar words, there is 06 VRcEny #f the gway-from-home
srmanat Tor which apother Crew shauld have beoes calipd, Statnd another way, a cew in

comthined servive canpor ranaround another crew assigned o serviee ¢artier at the away-from-

home ermiml becsuse the deadheading crew 15 never marked up on the board at thar termmnal.
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. However, the incident in the dispute of issue occrred st the injtial eminal. The
Beard finds that in (his nstance, Aricle Vi, Section 142} of the Octeber 31, 1985, National
Agreciuent st be applind and ierpreted in copjunction with the existing Schedule Rule 26,
The Board finds thet o do otherwise wonld rendzr Schedale Rule 20 virtially mesninghess.
While a crew is pot marked up on ik board 2 the avay-Trom-home wrminsf when
deadheading in "combined service,” and there 33 in effect no vacancy at the awsy-from-home
ferpiing! for witich another erew shoald be caljed, the Board finds that the crews called in
combined sepvice here aré ob the board 2t the mitial terminal, This bolding doss B0t prevent
the Carrier from directing orews in "combined service” to depant the tnitdal terminal before
other crews which were calied and on dety For service earlier than 1he crew in combined

.t;c:rvim. Bowever, the Carrbir rouss sl comply with e requirements of Schedule Rule 286,
Therefore, the Carrier ay choose For operauonst afficiencies to nenaronng a crew at the
wnitial terminal, but wil still be required s allow two (2) bours of service 10 the pool crew tha
stood Trst out and was rasargund.

The finding of this Board is distingtdshable from SBA No. 1063, Award No. 84 in
seversl respects. Pirst, In the case at jssue, Schedule Rule 20 comains the word *rutisround”
and provides thal arriving sme is © be used n cakeelating the order of calling crews. In
coumrast, G rule at issuw i SBA Mo, 1063, Award No, 84 does not contaln simifar language

st the board noeed that et Secondly, Schedule Rule 20 sprcificsily allows for 1we (23
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hours of pay if 2 ceew is runsround.  Fiaatly, tis Board doss nol interpret the language of
Articie VI, Section 1€a) in such a manner as 1© repder Schedule Rule 20 oull, void and
meaningiess to the parties. Article VI provides, in relovant part, that *[ixisting rules sovering
deadhesding are revisad a8 follows: Section I» Payment When Deadbeading and Seovice Are
Combinad.® Schedule Rule 20 does not cover deadheading, but rather involves running crews
first-in, first-out, and an aflowance if ag svatzhle pool crew is ruparound. The decision of the
Inforinat Dispues Conunittee for the BLE and NCOC cited by the Carriey (Carrier Exhibie 8)
concerned the folipwing fsste: *Doss a rumaround ocoer when deadheading and service are

and there are restad and available engincers 51

combined out of the pwayafron
such terminal?® (d at 3%; underkining supplied). The Committes's nepative answer to the
.is.gzueﬂ praseated wis premsed primarily on the historival evolution of Asticle VE, Section 1)}
from & BLE-Conreil rule it the combinstion of desdhgading with service did pot result in
muaning around & restest and availsble enginaer on the exwra He or ina poal. This e,
tury, was ken fyrom 2 nede on @ predecessor road inmrpreied 1o _aﬁiow deadbeading in and puf
of an away-from-home lepminal regardiess of wlwther or got #n_gimers #f the away-from-bome
tepminal were resied and available for service. This is not the siteation presented 10 this Board
by the current dispote,
Thtrelove, the Board concimdes 1hat the clabmanss were runarpund three (3) pmes op
May 9, 1994, by other erews cslled to deadhead fix “cornbived servine” to Centzaliz, Hinois
froen their home ervinal.  Sccording 1o Schedule Rule 20, the claimams are entitled 10 o0

. {23 bongs of pay & each instance dial ey were runasound.
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The claim i Sliﬁfam& The Carrler shall comply with this Awarnd within thirty (39
days of issazice.

ff’lﬁ/z{w;c//

Ken W, Mason, Employes Member




