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PLRTIES )] Irotherhood of Railway, Airling & Steanglip Clerhs,
TO h) Freight Handlers, Express and Station Eumnloyes
DISPUTE ) and
Honon Railway
QUIETIORS
AT ISSUZ: (1) Did Carwier violate the provisions of Article 1,
Section 1, of the Azvecment when it abolisnhed
the positica of employe G. I, Dragoo and fziled
to retain him in compeunsated sevvice from
ctober 29, through Dscember 2, 19657
)
(3) Shall Carrier ncuw be required to properly coupans
sate G. L. Dragoo in accordance with the provicions
of Article 1V, Section 1, commznecing Octobor 29,
19065 and for cach work day thereafiecr that bu did
not veceive compensation as szt forth in this aArticle?
OPINION
OF BOARD: Claimant, on Cetobar 1, 10064, was nrotected enployce

_». ;:‘ ﬂo

6%, a
regularly assignzd to the Stovckesper position at Rloominzton
On October 22, 19065, this po iL on was abolisghed, Alwl
had not previously worked in a freight office nor porform
any of the duties of a rate clerk, nevertheless, he sought to displace on the
Rate Clerk’s position a2t Bloominzten. Despite his lachk of krowledze of the
duties involved in this position, he was permitted to demcn

gtrate his fiiness
on the position for several days. However, on November 1, 1955, the Agent

disqualified hiwm. Upon failure to dLsplacp on other positions in his seniovity
district, he was furloughed.

Thereafter, he attempted to qualify for a Cashier position
vhich was expected to become vacant shortly. Here, too, he was found wanting
and the incumbent of the Rate Clerk position was then assigned to £i11l it, as

he had pr reviously worked such position. Consequently, the Rate Clexk position

was again vacant,

On'Deccmber 2, 1265, as the only bidder on the vacant Rate
Clerk position, Clalmant wes awawxded the bid despite his previous disqualifi-
cation and continued lack of knowledge in the position.

Thereafter, the Oxganization filed the instant claim alleging
a violatlon of Article IV, Section 1, of the February 7, 1985 National Anvec-
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b
wment. The basis for the Organization's c¢laim is predicated on that portion
which provides "~ - - shall not be placed in a worse position = = ="



In tuwa, the Carvi
Argicle IT, Section 1, of the Noti
shall ccuse to be a protected cmpl
or obtain a2 position available to him
rights in accovdonce with existing vules - - -, Tn oxndes
contaention, the Carrier allcges thot the Claimzant could
a number of positions in his sculority distvict. Tt
the Chief Crew Caller position, General Clewi-Typ!
o

retitling of his formar position of Bill gnd Voucher CF
Clerk position, all at Lafavette; Yas well as several
Clerk at other points in his scnioriiy district on whi

fied in a very short time.“

Thus, two issues are ralsed by the Carrier's aLes
ment that the Claimant could have qualified in a very Lot 5t
gocs to the crux of the problem hereidn, whereby the “ hat
in a Ywery short time" the Claimant could also have i Clerk

i
position vhich was denied him. While it may have boen possil fov the Cleirant
to have acquired the ability to parfora the Rate Clc
1965, Rule 8 of the effective Agreement, provides f
factors of seniority, fitness and ¢bility, with Manzsenon
gsudbject to appeal. Despite the right of appeal, the record is 'h;rcn OL
dispute regarding Managemenit's de ion not to award the Rate Clerk's mosition
to Claimant bascd on lack of abi
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The second clement is contained in the Cryanizaticn's soparent
restriction of the availability of the Claimant from Gisplacing on a position
at other locations in his seniority district. Tae Carrier has allcged thot
number of positions weve available at Lafayette on which tha Claimant could
have exercised displacement rights. In this posture, we are constrained to
support the Carrier's decision in view of Award Nos. 39, 45 and others.

Award
Answer to Questions (1), (2) and (3) is in the negative.
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iulray M. Rohma
Neutral Mewmber

Dated: Washington, D. C.
November 17, 1969



