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MISSOURI F'ACIP'X RAILROAD COMPAEY 

Claim of the General Committee of The Order of Railroad Telegraphers on the 
Missouri Pacific Railroad thet: 

1. Carrier violated. Rule 9, section 1, paragraph ZV and Rule IO(c) of 
the aE:reemert betrrsen the parties when on Sufiday, .Fiu.gust 7, lojj, it 
failed to properly compensate H. A. Hirsch for service performed on 
his assigned rest day of position No. 9 in "GM" Relay Office, St. 
Louis. 

2. Carrier shall now be required to compensate H. A. Hirsch the Wffer- 
ence between the 8 hours at time and one-half which he was paid and 
the smount he uas entitled to for the work performed on Sunday, 
Awmst 7, 1955. 

CPIEION OF BOARD: This claim concerns an alleged violation of Rule 9, Section 1, 
paragraph IV, and Rule 10(c), wherein the respondent here failed 

to compensate claimant for service performed on an assi.gned rest day. 

Claimant was regularly assigned to a 5-day position with hours 
p:OO a.m. to 5:00 p.m., with Saturday and Sunday as rest days. on one of his rest 
days, namely, August 7, 1955, claimant here was called to fill the position of 
Assistant Chief Operator with assigned hours 8:00 a.m. to 4:OO p.m. 

It is alleged that the work performed between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 
a.m. was outside the hours of the claimant's regularly assigned position and that he 
is presently due what in the substance amounts to time and one-half at the punitive 
rate for the one hour thus performed. 

'. 
The Organization asserts that this claim is valid by virtue of the 

fact that Rule 9, Section 2, specifically states that when employes are required to 
perform service on a day which is an assigned rest day within the hours of their 
assignment, they shall be paid a minimum of 8 hours at the punitive rate within the 
meaning of paragraph IV of Ecction 1 of Rule 9 and, when called as here to perform 
work not continuous with their regular rate will be compensated at the overtime rate 
as provided for in Rule 10(c). 

The respondent here asserts that the compensation paid the claim- 
ant, namely, 8 hours at the punitive rate; for work performed on Sunday, a rest day 
of his week-day assignment, was properly made within the meaning of paragraph V, 
Section 1, Rule 9. 

The respondent further asserted that those sections of Rule p re- 
lied upon by the Organization in support of their contention that the claimant here 
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was4~~operly compensated for the work so performed necessitated a combining of rules 
in a manner which was not oontemplated by the parties and was contrary to the clear 
intent of the rules which were adopted by the parties as a result of Mediation Agree- 
ment Case NO. ~-2070. 

It was further contended that.paragraph V of Section 1 of Rule 9 is here 
applicable and that the claimant here WE properly compensated for work on one of his 
assigned days of rest when,paid for 8 hours at the punitive rate. 

It is the opinion of the Board that the Organization here attempts to divide 
the work performed into two parts, namely, that perforxJ. '~WWXT. the hours of 8:00 
a.m. and 9:00 aa, ~31 the othes part between 9:00 a.m. a+ iI:.::: p.m., and'seek com- 
pensation for t% *rz:::: ,:crformed and here divided into the tl:o named parts under two 
different rules 

If th:;s coustruction and application is placed upon the agreement under tie 
prevailing sit.ucr'..i:!z, 'toe effect would be, in the opinion of the Doe.&, to nullify 
the provis'ous o.t paro:,'raph V, Section 1, Rule 9, and ?!ould reeu'.t in the payment of 
more than <he am?~t rGqui,red to he paid for such service wi%in ,the meening of 
paragraph. V of.Hale 9. 

The Board is of the opinion that paragraph V of Rule 9 requires that when 
an employe is required to work on one of his assigned rest days, as here, he should 
be compensated for such service at the punitive rate of time and one-half, with a 
minimum of 8 hours. 
is without merit. 

Ihe claimant hers WIS so compensated, for cihich reason the claim 

FJNXNGS: The Special Dcard 04 Adjustment No. 117, upon the whole record and all the 
evidence, finds and hoi3.s: 

That the Carrier and the Rnployes involved in this dispute are respectively 
Carrier and Employes within the meaning of the Railway Labor A&t as approved June 21, 
1934. 

That this Special Board of Adjustment has jurisdiction over the dispute 
involved herein; and, 

That the Carrier did not violate the effective agreement. 

Claim denied. 
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