NATICWAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Award Nunmber 19719
THIRD DI VISION Docket ¥umber CL-19727

Frederick R Blackwell, Referee

{Drotherhood of Railway, Airline and Steamshin Clerks,
{ Freight Handl ers, Express and Station Fmp’~yes
PARTI ES T6O DI SPUTE: ¢

(Banger and AroostonokRailread Conpnny

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: Claim of the SystemCommittece of the Brotherhood (GL-7092)
that:

(1) Carrier violated the rules of the current O erks' Agreenment dated
September 21. 1990, as amended, pnrticulsrly, scope Rulel (b) and Rule 3b, anmong
others, when effactive, at close of work, Friday, aAugust 28, 1970 it abolished its
| ast remaining clerical position at Searsport, Elaine, and unilatcrally assigned
al.1 clerical duties. work and incidental s appurtenent thereto,that were performed
by the Clerk at this point to enpl oyees, (Supervisory Agent and Assistant Agents)
of another craft and class who held no seniority rights under said agreement for
its performance.

(2) Carrier shall now conpensate, Clerk, M. A A Ashey,Jr. for all
wage | 0sses comenci ng August 31, 1970 and everyday thereafter until said viola=-
tiops are corrected and the work returned to our craft and class.

OPINTON OF BQOARD: This cl ai marose when Carrier abolished its |ast remaining
c¢lerical position et Searsport, Maine, effective August 28,
1070, Cai mant was thei ncunbent of the position.

Prior to August 28, 1970, the Carrier maintained the follow ng station
‘orce at searsport.

TI TLE oF POSI TI ON ASS| GNED HOURS REST DAYS
ferminal Agent 8:00 AM = 12: 00 Noon Sunday
1:00 P.M =-5:00 P.M
Asgistant Agent 6:30 AM - 2:30 P.M Sunday & Monday
Assistant Agent 8:00 AM « 12: GO Noon Sunday & Tuesday
1:00 PP.M = 5:00 P.M

Tlerk 6:00 AM - 2:.00 P.M Saturday & Sunday
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After August 28, 1970, Searsport was staffed as foll ows:

TITLE OF POSITION ASSI GNED HOURS REST DAYS
Term nal Agent 8:00 A M =-12:00 Noon Sunday
1:.00 PPM -5:00 P.M
Assi stant Agent 6:30 AM - 2:30 P.M Sunday & Monday
Assi stant Agent 6:30 A.M.-2:30P.M Saturday & Sunday

Before this dispute arose claimant spent approximately three hours daily
in the yard with the switcher crew of a Local which ran between Northern Main June-
tion and Searsport on a six day basis. He also handled all work involving the
wei ghing of cars. According to Carrier "The remminder of his day was spent in gen-
eral station work as tinme permtted." As to what happened to the clerical duties
after the abolishnent of the position, we first note a statement nade on the pro=
petty by Carrier, to wit: "This claimconcerns the abolishnment of position occupi:
by M. Ashey because there was no. longer sufficient work to justify retaining a
full-time clerk” (Enphasis supplied). This is an adm ssion that sone clerical work
remai ned after the abolishment of the clerical position. W note also that, in
refuting Petitioner's contention that almost all cars nust be weighed, Carrier con-
ceded that a "very small percentage " of the cars at Searsport nust still be weighed.
And since there is no dispute that claimant previously performed the car weighing
work, this, too, constitutes an adnmission that some of the clerical duties remained
after the position was abolished. It is also noteworthy that the starting tine of
the second assistant agent was changed from8 amto 6:30 am which placed both the
agents on the common schedule of 6:30 am to 2 pm  This change is highly suggestive
that the second assistant agent was needed at an earlier starting time to perform
clerical work previously perfornmed at that time by the claimant. In light of the
foregoing, and on the whole record, we find that a preponderance of evidence of
record shows that some of the duties of the clerical position remained after it
was abolished and that thereafter such duties were performed by the renaining
station force.

On these facts the Petitioner contends that Carrier unilaterally assigned
the duties of the abolished clerk position to the Terminal Agent and Assistant
Agents and that such action violated Rules |(b), 13(a), and 49 of the applicable
Agreenent. Carrier's position is that the duties of the abolished position did
not belong to the clerks exclusively, that other crafts, as well as supervisory
personnel, had perfornmed these duties, that Agents and Operators were the first
to performthe station work, that the Terminal Agent and menbers of another craft
had, in fact, perforned all of the work of claimnt during the period of his
enpl oynent and that because of the erosion of traffic at that terminal, the ebb
and flow principle did, in fact, provide for the use of the craft of enployees
necessary to perform the station work.
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The pertinent Rules are as foll ows:

"RULE 1 - SCOPE- MPLOYES AFFECTED

I P T
WoW W W W WW

(b)Y Positions and work within the scope of this agree-
ment belongs to the employes covered thereby, and nothing
in this agreenent shall be construed to permt the renova
of positions or work fromthe application of these rules,
except in the manner provided in Rule 49."

"RULE 13 ~ CHANGE IN TITLE, RATE OR CHARACTER OF WORK

fa) When there is a sufficient increase or decrease in

the duties and responsibilities of a position, or change in
the character of the service required, conpensation for

that position will be pronptly adjusted with the General
Chai rman, but established positions shall not be discon-
tinued and new ones created under a different title cover-
ing relatively the same class of work, for the purpose of
reducing the race of pay or evading the application of
these rules.”

"RULE 49 -~ DATE EFFECTIVE AND CHANGES

This agreenent shall be effective as of September 1, 1949

and shall continue in effect until it is changed as provided
herein or under the provisions of the Railway Labor Act as
anended.  Should either party to this agreement desire to
revise or nodify these rules, thirty (30) days' witten ad-
vance notice, containing the proposed changes shall be given
and conference shall be held imediately on the expiration of
said notice unless another date is nutually agreed upon."

Under prior Opinions of this Board the text ofRule | (b) above has been
held to preserve to the Cerk's Organization all work being performed under the
Clerks' Agreement, on the effective date thereof, until it is negotiated out in
the manner provided by Rule 49. Also this preservation of work has been held to
be paramount to the defenses asserted herein by Carrier, including the principle
of ebb and flow. In comenting on a text simlar to the instant Rule 1{bk) in
Award 6357 (McMahon), this Board stated

"It is true, as Carrier contends, that for many years prior to
filing of these clainms, approximately 35 years, that a portion of
the crew calling duties was performed by Tel egraphers, or other
clerical employes, and such was the customand practice on this par-
ticular railroad. But when the Agreement was anended by the parties
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“July 1, 1945, and the Scope Rule was rewitten, we nust hold

that the practice and custom of using employes other than
regularly assigned Crew Callers, was conpletely abrogated by

the parties when the Scope Rule 1 was rewitten, and, further
that the Scope Rule as rewitten is clear and concise and is in
no way anbiguous. It is, therefore, the opinion of the Board that
Carrier has violated the provisions of the Scope Rule as alleged.
Nor can it be said that a continuance of the practice fromthe
effective date of the rewitten Scope Rule to the tinme of filing
the clains herein, on June 29, 1949, would reestablish the custom
and practice as formerly under the original Scope Rule.”

The sane text was before us in Award 7129 (Carter), wherein this Board
sai d:

"The record is clear that at the time the scope rule was agreed
upon, Cerks were performing the work in question. The rule preserves
the work for the Clerks. Awards 6141, 6357, 6444, 6937, 7047, 7040.
Wile some of the scope rules in the foregoing cases provide in effect
that positions may not be removed fromthe agreenent except by negotia-
tion, the rule here involved provides that positions or work may not
be removed except by agreement. The use of the term 'work' in addition
to the term'positions' must be given neaning. W nust presume that
the propriety of the rule as witten was fully considered by the parties
before it was agreed upon. The work here involved was taken from O erks
and given to Tel egraphers without negotiation. It is a violation of
the rule.”

This Board's rulings in Award 8500 (Daugherty) are also pertinent, since
that Award dealt with a dispute quite simlar to the instant dispute. In that
Award we stated that:

"k \Wien the Carrier abolished Clerical Position No. 196
at least sone of the work previously associated exclusively with
said position remained to be perfornmed; and after said abolition it
was performed by the Agent. The work of the clerical position was
not whol Iy abolished; at |east sone of it was transferred to the
Agent's position, i.e., it was removed fromthe scope of the O erks'
Agreenent and placed under the scope of the Tel egraphers' Agreenent.
Then. under this Board's rulings in numerous Awards (e.g., 5785, 5790
and 7372)interpreting this sane Rule 1 (e) or simlar rules and hol d-
ing that work is the essence of positions, said Rule prohibited the
Carrier fromacting as it did in the instant case. In the absence of
the |anguage of this Rule as interpreted by this Division, the so-called
"ebb and flow principle would apply and Carrier's behavior would be
judged bl anel ess. But said | anguage and interpretation conpels the
conclusion that Carrier's abolition of Clerical Position No. 196 in
the manner it did constituted violation of said Rule. ¥kl

See al so Awards 11586 {Dorsey), 12414 (Coburn), and 11127 (Dolnick),
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It is true that Award 13249 (Hamilton), cited by Carrier, did deny
a claiminvolving these sane parties and this sane scope rule. However, that
Award dealt with a dispute concerning unassigned work performed on the claim
ant's rest days by a telegrapher, and not with the abolishnment of a position
clainmed to be preserved to the clerks by the scope rule. Mre inportant, Award
13249 did not discuss this Board' s above cited rulings on the neaning of the
term "positions and work" in the instant rule and, consequently, we believe it
is not apprepos to the issues raised by this record.

On the basis of the foregoing Awards, and on the whole record, we
find that Carrier violated the Agreement. However, business at Searsport was
on the decline when this claimwas progressed on the property; the position of
the second Assistant Agent was abolished on January 29, 1971, five nmonths after
this claim arose. W are therefore mndful that, while the instant record shows
the continued existence of some of the duties of the abolished clerk position,
the situation may have changed since this record was nade. Consequently, we in-
tend that our Award shall apply only to the period during which some portion of
the duties of the clerical position was in fact performed by the retained station
force and not otherwi se. Accordingly, and upon the stated condition, we shall
sustain the claimfor the period August: 31, 1970 until the end of the violation.

FINDI NGS: The Third Division of the Adjustnent Board, upon the whole record and
all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute are
respectively Carrier and Employes Wi thin the meaning of the Railway Labor Act,
as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction over the
di spute involved herein; and

That the Agreement was viol ated.

AWARD

C aim sustained in accordance with the Opinion,

NATI ONAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

west ol e tloam

Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 30th  day of April 1973.
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her et This Award i s pal pably erroneous andwe mustvi gorously di ssent
ereto.

The Neutral states:

"# # # More importent, Award 13249 aid not discuss
this Board's cbove cited rulingsonthemeaning of
the term ' positions and work* in the instant rula
and, consequently, We believe it i S net appropon to
the issues raised by this record.”

Award Co. 13249, cited by the Carrier, involvedthe s=me parties and
invol ved the identical rufe as in the di spute here. ' The orgazization listedthe
same Auardsi N that subm ssion aswere cited in the instant case. None Of the
Avardsquotedi N thi S Award(fn. 19719) involvedthis Carzier, ncr in fact did
any of cited Awards.

[ n Awar d No. 13249 Ref er ee Hamilton St at ed:

"rhisBoard has hel d onnurerousoccusicrs,t hat
vhere t he work at a particular | ocati on decreases,
and there is tel egrapher work remaining, it iS proper
to retain the tel egrapher, and assign to him clerical
work to f£i11out his tour of duty, wkem he is not
cecupiedW th tel egraphy or communication duties.

"I'n this particular case, the record shews that the
work | oad decreased on Sundays, SOthz+t only one em
BI oye was required. Telegrapher duties remsined t O
e performed. Therefore, inessence, the Carrier
abol i shed the position of clerk, by failinﬁ to call
himon Sunday, and assigned this work to the tele-
grapher. We are of the opinicn that the farrier had
tine prerogative to act in this manner.

"There ia no question #kat i f the vol ume of' werk for

the regul ar days of the position woul d have SO diminished,
t he Carrier coul d have properly acted in the same manner,
and nesigned the remaining duties or the clerk to the
telenraevher. Wa S€€ NO reescon that thic sexe procedure
wvould 2ot De applicable inthe instont case.”




_ . Tosay that Award No. 13249"is not cppropos to the issues raised
inthisrecord" is, tosay the iecest, incredible.

This i S wuya maverick Award end, assuch, 1S a nullity.
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LABOR MEMBER'S ANSWER
TO
CARRI ER p'zmBerst DI SSENT 10 AWARD 19719 (DOCKET €L-19727)

oy

Not wi t hst andi ng statenments nade by Carrier Members in
their Dissent, Award 19719 is a sound decision. |t correctly
interprets Rule I (b) of the parties' Agreement reading:

"Positions and work within the scope of this agree-

nment belongs to the enployes covered thereby, and

nothing in this agreement shall be construed to

permt the renoval of pesitions or work fromthe

application of these rules, except in the nmanner

provided in Rule 49."
The clear literal language Of Rule |(b) has been the subject
of decision many tines by this Board. Sone of these decisions
were cited by the Reforee in support of his correct holdings in
Award 19719, In addition to the Awards cited, the Referee could
have al so cited Award No. 1 of Public Law Board No. 954 adopt ed
Septenber 8,1972. In that decision, Chairman and Neutral Mem-
ber Mr, John H Dorsey, decided a dispute containing an agree-
ment provision identical to the |anguage contained in Rule | (D),
quoted. above., Award No. 1 of Public Law Board 954, anong ot her

t hings, held:

"The meight of authority of Third pivision, lational
Rai | road Adj ustnent Becaré Case law comnels = finding
that when the Jeope Pule of zn arreersnt entermtasses
‘rositions ard weork' that werkence agsigrea by a
carrier 10 empleoyez within the COllective tur—zinins
unit theresy tecomes VeSted I N employes within L he
UNIt and may not e removed  EXCEPL by agl €eenent
petween the parties.’

*

¥ *

Carrier's =2llered defense Of past practice failsfor
the rollowving reasons: (1) a Scope Rul e such as



"paragraph (b) in the BRAC Agreement i S not am
bi guous in the light of the case law of the Third
Di vision, ational Failroad Adjustment Beard;
(2? narole evidence is adm ssible, material and
relevant in the interpretation of an ambiguous

provi sion of an agreement only to arrive at the

intent of the parties; or, to find history,
tradition,, customexclusivity of contractua

i nvestnent of rifht tO work under 2 scope rule

ceneral in nature - paragraph (v) of thecon-

fronting Scope Rule is specific;

¥FO¥E R

The econonie consequences of a bgna fide contract
are not material, relevant or of persuasive val ue
before a forumcharred wth its interpretation and
application. If a party to a colleective bargaining
arreement finds, by experience, that as to it the
term(s) are economically onerous, the remedy is
collective tarcainins. ThiS Zoard IS without
Jurisdiction to entertain such an argunent and
resolve it by fiat.

¥ % %

For the foreroing reasons we find and hol d t hat
Carrier wviolated and violates paragraph (b} of
the Scope Rule when it assigned or assigns the
work herein involved to an employe not within the
col | ective bargaining unit of the BEAC Agreement.
e (Underscoring suppli ed)

Thus it is clear, notwithstandinr what kss been said in Carrier

lMembers' Dissent, the clear unamtirzusus provisions of Rule | (b)

vests in crmployes covered Ly the Cler!:s' Acreerent work ner-

formed by Cerks untfl such tinme as it iS necotiated OUt inN

the manner provided. by Rule 4a,

Di ssenters rely on the unsound and incorrect decision in

Avard 1.321:0, Award 132489 is wong for at jeast t hr ee reasens.

i LAROR MEFMBER'S ANSVWER TO CARRI
METURERS' DISCENT TO AVWARD 1971
IDOCKET ¢L-19727)



This IS vividly demonstrated vy the Referee’s language explain-
inz that “it is not appropos to the issues raised by this re-
cord” . Carrier Yembers' Dissent to Award 19719 opens with a
partial quote of the explanation why Award 13249 iS in error.
The full.parapgrapi fromzhich this partizl quote was extracted

is repeated below:

—

S true that Award 1324¢ (Hamilton), Cited
ier, did deny 3 clzim invelving these
rties ond this same scope rule.” FHovever,

Aavard dezzit wlth a dispute cconcernins un-
d wori perforned cn the claimant’s rest

@)
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rapher, znd not uith the zbolizh-
‘on claimed to be preserved to the
cope rule, MMore liportant , Auard
| SCUSS thic Poard's zbove Cited
rulings ON meaninge Of the term* positions

and :ox:z' in the instant rule and, consequzntly,
ve believe it 35 NOt appropostO the issuss rals-

el Tz A vweanns. sard
At : : A

e g —

L ) I N o i ]
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Award 13240 rads several generalized and gratuitoucs statenents
nct needed or connected itk the issue in dispute. Even if
such statenments were necessary to decide the dispute, they,
nonatheless, vere Still incorrect. Award 123249 does not cite a
single .Award as authority for its holding, and Referee Ham Iton
clearly ignorecd the body of lawconcerned with the tork on Un-
assicned Days issue, this, notw thstanding the fact that “ork
on Unassigned Lzys was covered by Decision No. 2 of the Forty-

llour Weelk Corrittee, wherein that Commttee stated:

-3~ LABOR MEMBER'S ANCWER T0 CARRIE:
MEIBEPSY DISSENT TO AWARD 19716
(DOCKFT CL-138727) ,



"x#x%xthe i Ntent of Seetion 3 .(1) 1S that where
work iz required by the carrier to te perforned
on a day wrich is not a part of any assignment,
either nn available extra or unassipgned enpl oyee
who woul d ot herwi se not have 42 hours of werik that
week Or the regular employec rmay be used; unl ess
such work IS performed by an avail able extra or
unassigned employee who would otherwise not have
4o hours of work tiat weelk, the resular employee
shall he used. Vhere work IS required to be
performed on a heliday which 1z not a Bart of any
assipnrent the regular enpl oyee shall be used.

X ¥ % fn

and was 1lso covered by rrior Awards :

Avard Ref er ee

7297 Edw, 7. Carter
g20k4 Sidney A uolff
8303 i1. Raynond O uster
841k Horace C. Volkecun
10260 Robt. J., Wilson
10533 Jerome A Levinson
12957 Benjamn |Il. Wolf
13142 Dani el ilouse

Deaisicon o, 2, and the Ausrds Cited immedisntely above, estab-
lish that even if the applicable Scope Rule was of thz "general
type" rule, Referee Hamilton's decision in Award 13219 was palpa-
bly .erroneous. That tnis conclusion 13 correct is evidenced by
the fact that numerous Awards, cubsequent to the adoption of
Award 13249, have not followed Award 13249, and have reached
correct conclusions. Such Awards chow that Award 13240 iS a

nullity on the vork on Unassigned Days' issue:

Lvard Ref er ee
14127 Murray | : . Rohman
15615 John J. !"eGovern
16252 "11ton Fri edman
16571 Bill Heskett
~4- LABOR MEMBER'S ANSWER TO CARRI E

MEMBERS' DI SSENT 7TC AUARD 19719
(DOGCKET €L-16727)



Avard Ref er ee

16672 John J. McGeovern
17028 Caniel House
17425 Yurray M. Pohman
1752 raul C. Dugan
17619 Paul C. Dugan
L7844 Arthur ¥, Devine
18n92 Davi d Dolnick
13245 Paul C. Dugan
13260 Art hur . Devine
18346 John 11. Dorsey
13549 Robert ™, 0'Grien
13356 Genent 2, Cull
10029 Cene T. Rtter
19322 Gene T. Ritter
10364 Paul c. Dugan
10l39 Robert 1. 0'Brien

Accordingly, the neutral deciding Award 19719 was left with no
alternative out t0 held that award 13240was pal pably in error.
The fajority i n Award 13715 correctly stated:

"Inder prior Opinions Of thisS Beard the text of
Fule 1ib) ateve has veen held to preserve to the
Clerkz' Crganizztion all work teing performed un-
der the G erks' Agreement, On the effective date
thergof, Until it is negctiated out in the manner
provi ded by Ruie b9, ®#%x "

This statement i S supported by the Awards cited in the Qpinion
of the Public Law Board cited above, in this Answer, and by
Award 7168,Raferee Carter, stating:

"Under this portion of Rule 1, work may not be
transferred from under the Agreenent to employes
under another agreement except by negctiation,
The werds of the rule are plain and the Intent
I'S elzar., |N the confronting case NO positions
vere trangferred hut that there was a transfer
of wrori: cannot be doubted. The agreement was
made vy <ue Carrier and the Organizztion and,
1¢s meaning teing clzar, it IS the rfunction of
this Board to enforce it as made."

~5- LABOR MEMBER'S ANSWER TO CARRI:
MEMBERS' CISSTHT T0 AVARD 1671

(DOCKET CL=-17727)



Referee Coffey held in Award 73%9:

"We have it on good authority that the Enployes
were compelled to resort to arbitration to get
the protection they see in a rule that embraces
both pesitions 2nd work, They stress vhat is
now stated in clear and unartiguous terms, as
an obligation Of rcontract, that ' # ¥ ¥ noth-
ing in this agreerent shal [ be construed to per-
mit the removal Of positions or wori: from the
application of theze rules, * ¥ ¥ except by
apreement between the parties signatory here-
to.” ."

Referee Torsey held in Award 11586:

-
=

In pricr Awards of this Peard 1t hac been es-
tablishied that when the Scope Fule provides

. Lhat 'poritions or vork' may niot be removed from
the Agreecment except by nerotiation, 2 Carrier's
unilazterzl action z2bolighing a 'position' and
ascsigning: ! to ancther cluc: or craft
ic a vi e Agresnent, REM

In Avard 11127, Neferee Dolnick stated:

"The faciz in Award 73272 {Caorter) ars conparazble
to the T229s in fhs dizpute bvefore us, The Tule
invelved wag alco 2onmparablc to Rule 1fe) of the
Clerks' Loreement, V2 sald:

'Severzl awards of this Divisicn have zeld
that mles similar to PBule 1 (b)) require
hat the work of a position mary nct he
removed fror the applization of the zgree-
ment zxzept by arsresment or mediation.t "

Feferee Tsburn held n Award 12514:

© "As has teen stated, the effectlive Jdate of %the
Agreenent tefore us ls January 1, 1997, Ths
evidencze actabliszhiec that from and aller that
date until the =ceond tricl olericexl positicns
at Neubonwille warz a2bollshed and the ticket-
selling wori divided tetween the A-ent and the
remainins Tieket Clerk in Sepfember ond October

-6 LABOP !TI'BFR'S ANSWER TQ CAPRIR
MEIIBERS' NISSENT TO AWARD 10719
(ROCKRT 0L-19727)




"of that year, omployes covered hy the Agreement
viere enpgarmed In the woris of handling ticket sales
and In duties »zlated therﬁ+o. They were s2 en-
paged vhen the restrictive vrovisisns of the rule
becars =pnlicable, Thereal frr, the roszition of
Ticket Cleork and the wory of selliins tickets
anpertaining thsre*o eould not be rawoved under
the clzar and explicit lanruage Of the rule ex-
cept by ﬁetotiation i nd aqreemenf Of the parties,
Awards 30°3, FYc;, »00 8G73and o416 are direct-
1y in point and control | |ng

As to tward 11495 (Third cupplemental), alce re-
lied on hv the Carrler and “involving these sane
partiec and the identical fcope Rule, apparently
there tre Feferee vas persuaded t0O =pply the test
of exolucive wovli perforrance and foundthatt h e
eviderze tO neet it wag inzufficiert. Qut rosi-
tion iz, as hasz been stated, that tre speci al
Scope ™:le previsions of the Agrecpent In evi-
derce recre obviate the necessity of showing such
exclusive perforrance by the moving party

And, Referee Vouce Stated in Award 16126:

MEEET v Shie pancad s houeuve e Tfad that the
work as described above was covered hy the fcope
Pule and under Paragraph (h) Of thas Pule, may
not be rercved fromeoverace Of the Apreement
except by agreemsnt of the parties.”

Also, see Awards:

Awar d Ref er ee

€357 Donal d F. Melishon
6937 A. Langley Coffey
7129 Edw, F, Carter
8236 Edw. A Lynch
11683 JimA Pinehart
14884 John JL Dorsey
17609 Gene T. Ritter
17934 Chas. 7. Ellis

Examinaticn of the atundance of authorities, the literal

lansuage Of the rule, and the recerd, clearly establishes that

-7~ LAROR ['EI'BER'S ANSWER TO CARRI
MEMPERS' DISSENT TO AWARD 1971
(DOCKET CL-19727)
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it IS Carrier Members' Dissent to Award 19719 that is a Juste S5

ty = not Awarda 197109.

yT[C Fletcher, Labor lember



