NATIONAL RAI LROAD ADTUSTMENT BOARD
Anar d Number 24494
TH RDBIVISION Docket Fumber CL-24524

Edward L. Suntrup, Referee

(Brotherhood Of Railway, Airlineand Steamship Cl er ks,
( Freight Handl ers, Express and Stati on Employes
PARTIES TO DISPUTE: (
( Mai ne Central Railroad Company (Portland Termimal Company)

STATEMERT OF CLAIM: Claim of the SystemCommittee Of the Brotherhood
(GL=9573)t hat :

1. Carrier violated the Agreenent between the parties on May 28, 29,
30 ard June 11, 1980, account Carrier assigned Scope work and duties to anan-
ployeout si de the Scope of the BRAC Rul es Agreenent.

2. Carrier skall compensate Frank M, Bersey, Laborer, watervilie
Stores Department, \\aterville, Mhine, one andone-half (1 1/2) hours per car
(6 cars total) at $8.0137 per hour aceount six (6) oars were cleaned and washed
on these dates by Repair Track Crew enpl oyee. (Claimant shoul d be conpensat ed
for nine (9) hours pay for said violation.

OPINION OF BOARD: The facts of the instant ease are not in di Spute. on May 28,
29, 30 and June 11, 1980 a Car Department employee performed
car cleaning work in conjunction with the repair of SIX (6)Carrier cam while
they were onthe repair track onthe dates listed above. Claimant, W0 iS a
Stores Department laborer, alleges that he should have been used t O perform the
car cleaning functions on these six (6) cars. Asa consequence he has asked for
paynent of 1«1/2 hours pro rata pay percar. Neither Petitioner nor Respondent
in the Instant case have clarified by what right Claimant in particular cl ai ns

t he disputed Servi ce.

Carrier al | eges, without further supporting evidence, that the
cleaning Of cars at weterville, Maine has traditional|ly been performed by em-
ployes Of three different departments, t he Car Department, t he St or es Department,
ad the Qperating Department. Petitioner's response to this is the allegation,
also without further proof, "that this claim iavolves washing cars whi ch has been
work performed DYy employes I epresent ed by BRAC amdshoul d be continued to be per-
formed by same,

The Board notes that both the Petitioner and the Respondent have
included i n their submissionstothi s Board in the i nstant case, svidence and
arguments which were not advanced by either party on the property and such
materials have not been considered by this Board comsistent with past Board
Awards (Third Divisi on 20L78;20841; 21463; 22054 i nter alia).G ven the paucity
ofevi dence of probative val ue presented for Board Gel1Deraii on in the instant case
the Board has no recocurse but to dismss it.
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FINDINGS: The Third Bivision of t he Adj ust ment Board, upon the whole I ecord
and all the evi dence, finds and holds:
That the parties waived oral hearing;
~ That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute are
respectivel y Carrier and Employes within t he meaning Of the Railway Labor
Act, as approved June 21, 193k;

That this Di vi sion of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction
over the dispute imvolved herein; and

That t he Agreement was not violated.

A WARD

Claim dismissed.

NATIONAY: RATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

v G L lin”

/Na-ﬁy Js« Dever
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, |llinois, this 3xd day of August 1983.




