
PARTIES ) Chicago and North Vcstc?rn R~iilway Ccxp;ln;7 
TO T;-iZ ) and 
DISPUTS ) Brotherhood of IGintenance of Fay Er~ployccs 

QUESTION 
AT ISSUE: 

Does Yflc attached impiecenting agree- 
mcnt proposed by, the carrier fully 
comply with the provisions of Article 
Ii1 of 'de Agreement, and if not, in 
what respect should it be changed 
before transferring employees on the 
basis of these provisions? 

permits the Carrier to transfer 
to a new roster and place 

protected m~ioyees 
them ahead of the unprotectec em- 

ployees with seniority on that ros.ter. 

The Agreement specifically grants Carrier 
the riglnt to transfer protected employees. There is no rea- 
son to believe that this right was designed to be virtually 
meaningless, as it would be if the result was to freeze 211 
unprotected employees by placing the newly transferred pro- 
tected employees below them. 

Objections have been made by the Employes 
to proposed transfers when men are on furloug'h 02 where the 
force is allegedly adequate. However, Article III, Section 
4, specifically denies the Committee jurisdiction over "'ihe 
right of the Carrier to make the change." 

Seniority rules long in ,existe:lce provide 
that when employees are added to a roster,their seniority 
begins as of the date they start work theie. T'ne se rule s 
contain no authorization for Carrier to mandate transfers. 
Iiorwevcr, the February 7. 1355, Agreement not only authorizes 
Carrier to transfer protected employees and to rearrange 
forces in accordance with it, but Article IiI, Section 5, 
states that this "shall not constitute an infringement of 
rights of unprotected employees who may be affected thereby." 
This provision was designed to modify the existing rules. 



---- 

2. The Interpretations of November 2!4, 1365, 
provide in Item 3 on page 11, as follows: 

When changes are made under Item 1 or 2 
above which do not result in an employee 
being required to work in excess of 30 
normal travel route miles from the resi- 
dence he occupies on the effective date 
of the chnngc, such employee wili not 
be considered as being required to 
change his place of residence unless 
otherwise agreed. 

Carrier states that in this case no em- 
ployee would be required te work in excess of 30 normal travel 
route miles from the residence he occupies. Therefore Article VI 
of Carrier's proposed Implementing Agreement is proper. 

AWARD 

The answer to the Question is "Yes." 
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