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EXHIBITS 

Joint 

1. 1995-1999 Collective Bargaining Agreement
2. Escerpts from the 1995-1999 Collective Bargaining Agreement
3. Work Rules Interpretations of Article 6
4. Work Rules Interpretations of Article 7

Union 

1. Settlement of a grievance filed by San Antonio Ramp Agent
August 20, 1991 

1. Pre-hearing submission

Company 

BACKGROUND 

Southwest Airlines (SWA or the Company) and Transport 

Workers Union Local 555 (TWU or the Union) are parties to a 1995-

1999 collective bargaining agreement (CBA) (Joint Exhibit 1) that 

governs the erms and conditions of employment for ramp and 

provisioning agents. Article Twenty of that agreement sets forth 

a procedure for the filing of grievances and to the System Board 

of Adjustment. If the System Board deadlocks, the grievance can 

be appealed to arbitration. Agent requested double 

time pay for the three (3) hours she was extended. The Company 

denied her request. She grieved. The Company denied her 

grievance. The System Board deadlocked and the Union appealed 

that grievance to arbitration. The parties selected me to serve 

as arbitrator. 
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weight -- or should be subservient to the Union's provision. The 

Union could meet this burden either by showing that was the 

intent of the parties or by showing that is the way these 

contradictory provisions were applied in practice, or by showing 

such a weighting can be determined from the contract either 

because of direct language or inferred from other language. 

There is no evidence in the record that the intent of the 

parties was to interpret these conflicting passages as urged by 

the Union. Thus I conclude the Union failed to prove intent. 

The Union did not address past practice. However, the 

Company offered unrebutted testimony that there was no past 

practice to pay overtime at the double time rate in scenarios as 

found here. The Company presented unrebutted evidence that the 

practice was to pay as the Company did here. Therefore, I 

conclude that the Union failed to prove past practice supported 

its position but the Company proved that past practice supported 

its position. 

Nor did the Union prove that the contract contained another 

provision that supports the Union's interpretation or that 

support of the Union's position can be inferred from the labor 

agreement. In fact, the contract reveals that the Company's 

interpretation of Article Six, Section One, Hours of Service, 

paragraph J contains the following sentence regarding shift 

trades: 
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