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PARTIES ) Brotherhood of Rniiw?y, Airliric and Steamship Clerks, 
TO Freight Handlers, J::<prc~s 6: station E!np?"yes 

DLSPUTZ ; and 
Chesapeake and Chio Railway Company (Pere &Jrqucttc DisizricL) 

(1) Did the Carrier violate the provisions of Article IV, 
Section 1 of tix! A::rwment when commencing with June 30, 
1968, it failad to properly coqsensate ML-. Edward Poinezu, 
a "protectwi employee", under the terms of the February 7, 
1965 Stabilizrtion of Ec?ployment Agrcczment, at th:! norm?1 
rate of compe: --tin" of the position held by him on October 
1, 19G4, plus subsequent general wage increases. 

(2) Shall Carrier be required to compensate Mr. Poineau by 
the addition of $17.46 a month to his guaxnteed rate of 
compensation effective June 30, 1968, in addition to three 
and ow-h-If percent wage increase effective July 1, 1968, 
includ:.,zg ecneral wage incrcnses subsequent to July 1, 196S, 
until the violation is corrected. 

OPINION 
OF BOARD: The pertinent r, rtion of Article IV, Section 1, of the February 

7, 1965 NatI:lal Agreement, applicable herein, is hereinafter 
quoted: 

"---provided, however, that in additio:: thereto such 
comp::n:ztio;l shall be adjusted to include subsequent general 
wage increases." 

On Apri.1 2, 1966, an iir,pleiiienting Af;;reerzent was executed which 
provided for the di:;tribution oL F the Classification and Evaluation Fund established 
under Articl.c IV of the December 28, 1967 Natioix%l T?age Agreement. The instant 
dispute is prcdic:ltcd on the failure of the Carrier to pay Claimant the additional 
amount of $?7.46 per IxmCh, arisjng out of selected increases in the rates of certain 
positions. Thus, tl:r issue presented is whether distribution made pursuant to the 
Classification and Evaluation Fund should be construed as a subsequent general wage 
increase. 

In Award Xo. 163, we carefully reviewed the identical problem and 
concluded that incre-ses r,rantcd under the Classification and Evaluation Fund are 
not to be considcrcd as sub:;eq:wnt general wage increases, as contemplated by 
Article IV, SeCtLoil 1. 

WC would note further that the Classifi.cation and Evaluation Fund 
directs that the fur~:d be allocated an;ong selected positions which are detellnined 
to he out-or-liw. In addition, r:uidelin: s were established in order that incquitics 
would be eliminated--both intra-plant and inter-plant. In this context, it wwld be 
most iwrpropriste to hoi" t!lat such paynents to sel~ected positions nre equivalent 
to a ;;eneral wngr incrcnse. 
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w arc mindful 0:~ the fact that the Board in Award No. 147, 
reached a differe;:: resu1.t. lkvertheless, we are constrained to adhere to 
our previous conclusion ha, _ prd upon an cxhagstive and thorough analysis of 
the concclpts and factory; invoiwd in job determination evaluation. 

AWA!:D 

The an:;we~' to Questions 1 crii 2 is in the negative. 

Dated: Ilashington, D. C. 
J. :ilnry 19, 1970 


