NATI ONAL RAILRQAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Awar d Nunber 20343
THIRD DI VI SION Docket Number SG 20189

Joseph A Sickles, Referee
(Brotherhood of Railroad Signalnen

PARTI ES TO DISPUTE: (
(The Long Island Bail Road Company

STATEMENT OF CLAIM Claim of the General Conmttee of the Brotherhood of
Railroad Signalmen on the Long Island Bail Road that:

(a) Carrier violated the current Signal men's Agreement, particu-
larly the Scope, when it required and/or pernmtted enployee of an outside
contractor, Comstoeck Construction Conpany, to install impedence bonds at
Corona substation on the North Shore Branch Line

(b) Carrier should be required to pay to its enployes of the
construction gang one day's pay for each set of bonds installed by enployes
of said construction conmpany in part (a) above

CPI NI ON OF BOARD: The Organization alleges that Carrier violated the Scope
Rule when it contracted, to a construction conpany, cer-
tain work of installation of Impadence Bonds.

Among ot her defenses, Carrier asserts that the clai mshoul d be dis-
m ssed because it failed to properly identify the enpl oyees involved and it
i's vague and indefinite.

Thi s Board has noted, on many occasions, that it should rule on
the merits of an individual case whenever possible, however, we feel that
the status of the record, as devel oped on the property, precludes us from
doi ng so.

The initial clai msought a money award of one day's pay for each
set of Inpedance Bonds installed for "members of the signal construction
gang," In reply, Carrier stated that the claim does not state the specific
details relating to the case, and is ". ,,ambiguous in relationshiptothe
i ndividuals that were adversely effected,...". The sane letter discussed
certain aspects of the installation.

In the appeal, the enployees reiterated its money claimfor mem=
bers of the signal construction gang, and insisted that the reply supported
the claim

In the appeal to Carrier's President, the claimwas reiterated
in the same hasic terns, hut added certain assertions not material to the

case. In the President's demnial, Carrier again pointed out that the claim
failed to nane or identify the enployees involved and on whose behal f the
claim was nade. It was again noted that the claimdid not contain specific

fnformation concerning the alleged violations.
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Wiile it is not necessary to specifically name the employee(s)
inaclaim he or they must be described in such a manner so as to be readily
identifiable by the Carrier without further evidence or nts (or their)
identity nust be ascertainable without undue difficulty. See Award 20054,
and the Awards cited therein.

An Organization nay not place a burden of guesswork on the Board
so as torequire it to engage in various speculations (Award 17740 = McCan-
dless) and the identity of the Claimant nust be described with particularity
so as to make identity known under the prevailing circunstances. Award
11372 (Dorsey). (Ooviously, each dispute nust be considered upon its own
nerits.

_ Wiile there is question as to how many signal gangs Carrier nain-
tained at the time, that aspect was not handl ed on the property and is not
ow properly before us.

W do not state that in all cases the designation of "construction
crew' as Caimnts would be fatal, but we feel that it is under the particu-
l'ar circunmstances here.

The Carrier, on two occasions, placed the enployees on notice that
it did not consider the designation as being specific enough. The enpl oyees
did not attenpt to clarify the identity of Claimants in any manner, nor did
they expand upon the nature of the alleged violations, which expansi on might
have contained information which would have identified the claimnt. Thus,
under this record, we feel that Award 20054 controls the disposition of the
di spute, and the claimnust be disni ssed.

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustnent Board, upon the whole record
and all the evidence, finds and hol ds:

That t he parties waived oral hearing;

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

That this Dvision of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction over
the di sput e imvolved herein; and

That the claimis dismssed for reasons stated in the Opinion.

A WA R D
Claire dismssed.

NATIONAL RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

ATTEST: 4 d
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicano. TIllinois.this 31st day of July, 1974



