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SPECTAL ROARD OF ADCUSTIENT NO. 57C

ESTABLISEED UIDER

AGREEMENT OF SEPTEMBER 25, 1964

Chicago, Tllinois ~ April 28, 1972

System Federation No. 16
Railway Employes® Depariment
AFL-CI0Q - Sheet Metal Workers
and
Norfolk and Western Railway Company

That the Worfolk and Western Railway Company vicleted Arcicle IX
of the September 25, 196L Agreement when it subccntrected o
Coley & Petersen, Inc., NMorfolk, Virginia, to perform cheetc
metal workers pipefitbters work of installing copger pite
consisting of from one-half (%) inch up £o two (2) inches in
size including related fitiings and other work generalliy
recognized as pipefitters work in connection with a heating
system in Pier 5 Office Building Lamberts Point Dock, Noriolx,
Virginia,

The Railway violated said agreerment by fallure =o give advance
notice of intent and reason for the subc0ntrac:;:g alornz with
supporiing data.

That accordingly the Carrier be ordered to compensate tae
Sheet Metal Vorkers listed below for the man hours involved

in the instaliation of this pipe work by the ccntractor a3
the pro rata rate, to be equally divided among the follzwing
claimants employed at Lamberts Point Shop, Norfolk, Virzizia:
CLATMANTS: E.
F.
B.
c.
Jl
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Hurt

Nasa

Scott

Ohge
Dundalow, Jre

This case is very similar to the one covered Tty our An2: .

No. 295, involving the same Pzrties. That case concerned

the replacement of an air-conditioning system. The presenz
case concerns the replacement of a heating systen at Carrdex':
at its Lamberts Point Docks in ljorfolk, Virginia.

The basic facts and the contentions of the Parties are al=ost
Consegueniy, our
Principal among those findings are that ruch of sShe
Work nule, that the
regarded as new construction rather than mainternance, end
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that the Carrier is nol obligated o break dowm a significant new con-

struction project into various parts to permit assignment of its own
crafts.

We further find that the Carrier was at fault in failing to
provide the supporting data reguested by the Ceneral Cheirman, as provided
in Article II, Section 3 of the Mediation Agreement--a dereliction of duty,
for waich no specific penalty is provided,

AVARD
Claim denied.
Adopted at Chicago, Illinois -~ April 28, 1972,
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