NATI ONAL RAI LROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Awar d Number 20217
THIRD DIVSI ON Docket Number CL-17072
Frederick R Blackwell, Referee

(Brotherhood of Railway, Airline and Steanship
( Cerks, Freight Handlers, Express and
( Station Employes

PARTIES TO_DISFUTE:

[ Chi cago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Company

STATEMENT OF CLAM Claim of the System Conmttee of the Brother-
hood (Q.-6227) that:

1. Carrier violated the Cerks' Agreenent, particularly
Rul el - Scope, Rule 3 = Definition of Cerks and Ofice Machine
Operators, Rul e 43 - Absorbing Overtinme, Rule 63- Rquipnent and
Article Ill, Section 1, of the Mediation Agreenent, Case 7128 of
February 7, 1965 when it required or permtted enployes who do not
occupy positions coming within and under the craft and class of
clerical employes to performclerical work at its East St. Louis,
I1'linois Yard Office, beginning on February 21, 1966 and continuing
seven (7) days per week thereafter between the hours of 4:00 p.m and
12:00 =n,

2. That Mr. R E. Dollinger, occupant of N ght Rate Cerk
vosition NO. 1086, assi %ned 4:00 p.n. t0 12:00 mn., and Mr. w. R.
Goldschmidt, Relief Clerk thereto on Sunday and Monday and their
successors if any, beconpensated for the work |ost on each of their
wor k days two hours at punitive rate of Night Rate Cerk position
($4.3765 per hour) until the violation is corrected.

OPINFON OF BOARD: The O aimants hold clerical positions at the carrs

zast St. Louis Yard O fice where._oriort0 Februarr2l.
1966, the clerical force consisted of nine regul ar pesitions and three
relief positions. On Novenber 15, 1965 the Carrier installed an Iz
Printer in the office, on February 21, 1966, three additional =M
machines werei nstalled. There wasno tel egrapher force at the yard
office prior to Februery 21, 1966, but, on or about that date, two
tel egraphers were transferred to the yard office fromarelay office
about three mles away.

The claimis that the Agreenent was violated when, on or about
February 21, 1366, the Carrier transferred certain clerical work that
bad been performed by clerks at the yard officeto the two tel egraphers
to be perforned intermittently On the IEM equi pment. =Rule 1 (Scope),
Rule 3 (Definition cf O erks and Office Machine Qperators), 3zule 43
(Absorbing Overtize), and Rul e 63(Zquirment) are specifically cited
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as having been violated by the alleged transfer of work. The Carrier's
position is that the installation of the IBM equi pment and the assign-
ment of tel eEraphers inthe gast St. Louis Office has not infringed
upon the work perfornmed by the clerks atthat |ocation. The Carrier
specifically states in its Submission that: "Every time the dispute
was di scussed on the property, the Carrier was very explicit in
pointing out that there was 'NO work transferred across craft |ines
to the telegraphers. In the first place the clerks continue to per-
fﬁ.rmtlhel same work, but with newer equipnent, than they did prior to
this claim”

The Employes' basi ¢ allegation on the property was that
tel egraphers had performed clerical work consisting of making inter-
change reports to connections, checking interchanges, and doing other
clerical work inside the gast St. Louis Yard Ofice, beginning
February 21, 1966 and each day thereafter. The burden of adducing
probative evidence to support this allegation was of course upon the
Fmployes. However, the record is barren of the requisite evidence
and we can but conclude that the eBmployes have not nmet their evidenciary
burden. Mererepetition of the basic allegation does not convert it
into an established fact. Accordingly, we shall dismss the claim

I'n conclusion we note that the record of this dispute con-
tains argumentand count erar?umsnt on agreat number of issues which
have been omitted fromthe foregoing discussion. The onmtted issues
exe not germane to our disposition of the case and, conseﬁuently, our
Oﬁi nion has been confined to the narrow evidenciary ground on which
this Award is based.

FOIGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Beard, upon the whol e
record and all the evidence, finds and hol ds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrierand the Employes involved in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Employes Within the neaning of the Railway
Labor Act, asapproved June 21, 193b;

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

The claimis dism ssed.
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AWARD

Claim dismissed.

NATIONAL RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

By Oder cf Third D vision
sy L L. 44144-
ZxecutivedeCretary

Dat ed at Chicago, Illineis, this 30th day of April 1974,




