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Herbert L. Ikrx, Jr., Referee

@rotherhoodofBsil.roadSi~
PABwsTODISR?X!E:  (

(Lauisville  and Xasme Railroad Company

SlMZMWf QCLAM: "~OitheOeneral  Comittee of the Rrotherhood
of F&U.rosd Sigmlnm  on the Louisville and

lkdldlle Raurrad caapaay:

Cb behalf of Signal IUMaber It. T. Harris for transfer
allouances and eqenser parsmat to Article VIII o? the &member 16,
lg7lAgreawntto coverhis &aage  ofresidence  duringtheweekof
dime 2, 19'75, fnn Athens, Alabaam, to Lewisburg, Tennessee." [krier
file: G-278-12, G-2788

OPItiIOlfapBQ4RD: Claimntwas  displaced fraahispositionas
SQgmlNsintaineratAthena,Alaba~,bya

fonmr  Leading Signal l4dntainer ouing to the abolishmnt of the
latter's position. As a result, Claimant exercised his rights to
obtain a posltlon at Lewisburg, Tennessee.

Pursuanttothisactlon,  Clainuntseeks  transferlillowance
and expenses as provided under Article VIII of the IWional Msdiation
Agreemale of mweder l6,1g7l; which reads as f0llaws:

Wbenacarriermkesatechnological,
operation&or organisatimal  cbanga requiringan
employee to transfertoa  newpointof  euployment
requiring bim to mw his residence, such transfer
and change of residence shall be subject to the
benefits contained in Sections10 and 11 of the
Washington Job Rptectiatl Agreement, notuitbstanding
agthing  to the contrary contained in aaid provislons,
exceptthatthe eagloyee shall be granted 5working
days instead of %wovorkingdaya'.provided in Section
10(a)  of said Agreement; and In addttion to such
benefits the eqloyee sball.receive a transfer allow-
enceof$400. fhder this provision, change of resi-
dence sb8.U not be considered ‘required’  iftbe
raportingpointtowbichthe  employee is cbmgedis
not more than 30 miles frapl his fonsu reporting
point.”



Alllardliumber22147
Docket Rumber  ~0-21850

lCnhmra~0.20665(~t)the~rd  dealttithatirhurlly
identical situation in which the Board denied the Claim, since the
amploya involvedwas  not dlrectlyaffected  by the Carrier's action but
uas -- as in this case ~-- affected cmlyina secon~mzmeras  the
result of the aercise of seniority rights by another esgbfe.

'Iha Rcard seesno distinctive elements inthepreseut dispute
t0 di8tbgah it iroahrd HO. 20665. lbrdoes the Brard,upon review,
find any reason to revise  itu coaclusions  reached tharein.

~~:ImcThirdDl~si~aitheMjustarntBcub,-throne
recordandaUt.he  evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the CarrkrendtheEmployes  involved in this dispute
srcrespcctirclyCarricr~~~swithinthaaarningoftha&s~~
labor Act, as approved Jime P, 19%;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board  baa jurisdiction
over the dispute imwlvad herein; and

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 3lst -of Jlilslws.


