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AT ISSUE: {a) Did the Corricr violate the provicions of the
Y Employment z ation !
. v 1
1§ Lrow
diana .
7083 3 2y line Lo th ol
Departmant, Columbus, Ohlo, Colunbus Divisicn
Seniority District, without entering into an
implermenting agrecment as provided in Articlie 1IX,
o the Agreement of February 7, 1965, thereby
adversely effecting & number of employes?
{(b) Should sach of the employes nemed in the Ixployes!
Statemant of Facts be restored to the employment
status held by him prior to Auzust &, 1985, be
compensated for all monetary loss sustained, and
be allowed the othier options and benalits provided
in the Agreement of February 7, 19653, until the
Agreement I1s properly applied?
{c) Shall the Carrier be required to zive proper notice
and negotiate and appropriate implemsnting zgrea-
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The transfer of positions and
ne ¢ity to another, across sert
The appliceation of the electio
providaed in Article V. of tha F
Agreemsnt to employes who zre
move their places of residances

Claimants harein ware notified by the Carrier
1d be transferred from Logansport
hic, effective August &, 1385, One
erred to Columbus with ais position, while the
rcizad their seniority to positions in Logans-
, instituted the instent clainm on
rier was required to enter into an impliemeanting
f the February 7, 1965 National
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another, as such sepiority districts or rosters existad

on Tebruary 7, 1965,

() Whenever the proposed change, under in

effect prior to February 7, 1985, would no e

permissible without conference and agreement with repre-

sentatives of the Organizations.,”

The Carrier relies on paragraph 1 (p) zbove, by speclifically
adverting to Rule 3-E-1 of the effective ZLgreement between the parties,
as follows:

#3-E-1 (a) Emplcyes whose positions are transferred to

another seniority district will, if they chocse fo follow

such positions, carry their senfority with them and will

retain and continue to accumulate sen;*:;ty in

T
seniority district. Imployes not eleccting to fo
positions may exercise seniority in their home s
district under Rule 3-C-1.°

Thus, the Carrier asserts that Rale 3-E-1 elimin
necessity to enter into an Implemsnting agreemen 1
tion is recognized by the previously cuocted interpre
view, the Carrier's argument 1s meritorious.
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The answer to CLESth s {a), @) and {¢) is In the nsga-
tive.
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