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TRIRDDIVISION Docket &umber SO-208%

Lloyd H. Railer, Referee

(Erotherhood of F&Uroad Sipalman
PARTIESTODISPUTE:  (

(Robert W. F?Lsnchette, Richard C. Bond, and
( John IL McArthur, %ustees of the P&perty
{ Efnn Centrel lMnsportation  Compeny,

or .

STATENENT OP CLAIM: Cleim of the General Comittee of the Erotherhocd
of Railroed Signalmen on the former Pennsylvania

Railroad colupeny:

&-stemDocket68l
Eastern Reglcm - Chesapeake Case No. 2-28

(a) That the company violated Article 2, Section 23(h) of
the currentagreementwhen  It calledend allowed a junibr en@Loyee,
A. R. E&es, Jr., Sigaalmn, Raltimore, and J. Rumuro, Leading
l4aintalner,Edgewood Tower,toworkawreckatVirginia  Tower,
WasW, D. C. The two enployeeswere  called atllpmand @I
respectively A

TY
tl2,1$%6,andworkedlmtil5pmAprilf%c  -

should be August '13, l$i68. Mre Buzzuro is ‘hot of our section or
territory. T. D. Diven clued the Power Djxector at 9:p p August 12,
1968, but was told he ma not needed. l4. II. Rohlayerwes not &led.
Hewaahomeandavailable.

(b) That T. D. Mven be reimbursed 10.5 hours and M. L.
Bohlayer be reimbursed 12 hours, both at the overtime rate.

OPINION OF BCARD: The record in this dispute is outstanding la the
failure of each party to substantiate its position,

being content to poinf to what it considers to be error In the positlon
of the other. In such circus&tames  we cm only look to the account
of the handling of the dispute on the property.

The Petltlmer shdvs that during such handling the Carrier
offered ti0 pay each Claimsnt a awn equal  to four LOWS straight  time
in order to dispose of the claim, Our analysis of the record
indicetcs that that offer should have been accepted. Without further
evidence, it appears that the offer constitutes a proper disposition
of the olailu. Our decision is ulthout prejudice to the position
of either~party with regard to any argment advanced in this case.



Awud lhrmber Us9
Docket Nuder SO-20896

flings: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole
record and aU the evidence, finds andholde:

That the parties waived oral hear-;

That the Carrier and the Employes Involved In this dispute
an'reixpectively Carrier and Bnployes within the meaning of the RallwSy~
Labor Act, 88 approved June 21, 1934;

That thie Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction
ovez the di8pUte Involved herein; and

Thaf the qwStim OfAgree?XeIIt  Vi&tiOIIWas diepOSed Of in
theopinica of Barrd.

A W A R D

Claimsu&alnedperCpinionofRoard.

HATIoHALHAILRoADADJus~mARD
Ry Order of TbirdDivision

ATTRST:

Date&.& Chicago, fUinoi8, this 17th dey of June 1977.

.


