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Edward 1. Suntrup, Referee

@otherhood of Railvay, Airline andSt.asusship Clerks,
( Freight Handlers, ?bzpesa and Station Bnployes

PARTlEs~DISPWPE:(
(Maine CentralRailroad  cclnpany (PortlandTewra1caqmly)

STA~OF CLAIM: Claim of the System Comaittee of the
(GL-$Pj73) that:

1. Carrier violated the Agreement between the

Brotherhood

parties on May 28, 29,_ _ .30 aad June 11, 1980, account Qvrier assigned Scope work and duties to an an-
ploy-e outside the Scope of the RRAC Rules Agreement.

2. Carrier skall ccepnsate Frank M. Hersey, Laborer, Waturrrille
Stores Dqarbnent, Wabrvfl.lc, Maine, one and one-half (1 l/2) hours per car
(6 cars t0b.l.) at $8.0137 per hour accouxtt six (6) oars were cleaned sod washed
on these dates by Repair Track CYew employee.
for nine (9) hours pay for said violation.

ClaImant should be compensated

OPINIOR OF BOARD: TW facts of the instant case 82‘e mt in dispute. on my 28,
29, 30andJune 11,19&a Car Depax+aentemployee perform&

ca gleaning vork in conjunction with the npaair of SIX (6) carrier cam while
they were on the repair track on the dates listed abort. clsimnt, who is a
Stares Depeu-bkentlaborer,allegesthathe  shouldhave been used to performthe
car cleaning functions on these six (6) cars.
payment of l-l/2 hours pro rata pay per car.

As a consequence he has asked for
Keither Petitioner nor Respoodent

In the Instant case have elarifledbywhatright  Claimantinparticular  claims
the disp&.sd service.

Carrier alleges, tithout further supporting evfdence, that the
cleaning of cars at Waterville, !&ins has traditionally beea perfomed by em-
ployas of three diiferent de~nt.9, the C3.r Depahaient, the Stores Ikpartnent,
ad the Operating Department. Petitioner's response to this is the allegation,
also without further proof, "that this claim irnrolves washing cars which has been
vork perfm by employes represented by BRAC= and should be continued to be per-
fomedbysame.

The Board notes that both the Petitioner arid the Respondent have
incbdd in their Sessions to this Board in the instant case, &dence ad
sxgumentswhichwere  not s&an& byc-itherparty onthe property and such
materlals have not been considendby this Board consistentwith past Board
Ama.r& (m Division 20178; 20841; 21463; 220% inter alla). Given the paucity
of evidence of probative value presented for Board deliberation in the instant case
the Board has no reconrse but to dismiss it.
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FIFIDIIiGS:lbe BLrdMvislonof the Adjustment Ecmrd, uponthewhole record
andallthe evidence, finds and holds:

Thatthspsrtieswaivedoralhearing;

That the Cmrlerardthe Eaployes lmmlvediathis  aispts ars
respectively Carrier and bployes within the me?ning of the RaIlway I&or
Act, as approved Jane 2l, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board has jrpisdlction
ov-w thedispute imolvedherein; and

That the Agreementwas nottiol.atecL

A W A R D

Claim dimissed.

~sted at Chicago, Illinois, this 3rd day of August 1983.


