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Did the carrier vioiste the 2:ovisior,s of the 
February 7, 1965 ~~recrznt, particuiarly, 
Articles II 2nd III thereof, when c:Eective 
March 7, 1965, it requrred csrtzir. fu;louZksd 
Ushws (Xed Ceps) 2nd Gr.te:zn, ?2ssenger 32p,lrt- 
sent, naned hereinafser, to 2CCG2?it employccnt 
in t'he Gil 2nd Gaggaze Czpert~znt ur.der di- 
rective if they did not do so t&y would lose 
their status as protected czployees? 

Did this situation involve the transfer of ev 
ployees from one seniority district o: roster 
to another? 

* . Ir tne enswr to questiorz (2) ;zbove is in the 
affirnative did the carrier vioizte th.e Agee- 
raent when it failed to give props md tixly 
notice thereof aad negotiate zn inplezenting 
agreement? 

Shall the czzrier coE?ensate eat;? and every 
eEp~oye2 involved for thz wage loss t&y have 
sufferea on and after YL.rch 1, 1965, aad 
accord each and every such employee the full 
allovaxes and benefits prescribed in the 
February 7, 1965 Agreenent? 

OPINION 
OF BOARD: Claimants are protected employees, 6s deErned by Article 

I, Section 1, of the February 7, 1965 Sational Ag,.reer.eat. 
When furloughed, they held seniority osly in the Passenger 
Departmnt and not in the Xail 2nd Ba"o2v DePartrent. 
Nevertheless, on February 25, 1965, my c)- the Cxrier miified 

.Claimants'that in order to rr.aintain their status of protected enployees, 
they would be required to perform work in the 1,kil and Bas:XzSe Dopartcsnt. 
Consequently, the Organization filed the ir.siant c laiq contending, tha: 
such transfer by the Carrier was a violation of Articles Zi e-d IiI. Spe- 
cifically, the 0rg;miza:ion predi,cates iis claim in the instant xiter on 
the failure of the Carrier to negotiate an implerzntic: cgree-nt. On 
the other hand, the Carrier argues that an implezcnting a;reeze-nt was r.ot 
required inasmuch as the issue presented herein fails squrely wit'hin the 
context of Art+cle II, Section 3. 

In our view, the Carrier's defense, premised OCR the language 
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In the instant claim the facts indicate thz.t 1 rnzse er.ploy2es 
were assigned to fill jobs which were tenporariiy vzcxt, in the sz:~e 
craft end at the s~?mz location. Furthcrrzore, 2.n im7'er.c7*in- 
would be required when such technological, operatioi;i 
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2nd orzenizational 
changes acre designed to be made on a permanent basis. Contrariwise, 
the claimants herein were trakfer?ed on a temporary bzsis. 

It is 2150 recognized that the Carrier adhered to Arti-cle II, 
Section 3, in that existing seniority rules were not violated. Tnis is 
exemplified by the fact that at the time o-F transfer, there were no fur- 
loughed e;nploy"es in the Xail and Baggage Department. 

Xence, it is our considered judgment that tb.e provisions of 
the National Agreemnt were not violated. 

Dated: k'sshington, D-C. 
Fararch 7, 1969 


