Arbitratton pursuant to Arcicle I = Section & of the
employce proteccive conditions developed 4n MNew York
Dock Ry.-Control-Brooklyn Eastern Dise., 360 l.C.C.
80 (1979) as provided in ICC Finance Docket No. 28305
(Sub, No. 1) and reclated proccedings

PARTIES International Assocfaction of )
Machiniscs and Aerospace Workers )

T0 )

and ) DECISION

DISPUTE )
The Baleimore and Ohi{o Railroad )

Conmpany )

Louisvilla and MNashville Railroad )

Company )

QUESTIONS AT ISSUE:

What provisions shall be concained {a an arbi:raced izplez=enting
agreecont pursuant to Article I, Sectfon 4 of che New York Dock Condictions
in order to provide an appropriate basis for the seleccion and assignment
of forces and the application of the New York fock Corditions with respect
to the transaction which was the subject of the Carrier's Sepranter 2, 1982,

pot{ce?

BACKCTOUND:

On Septecber 25, 19580, che Interstate Cocmerce Commiss{on (ICC)
gserved its Decision in F:inance Docket No. 2890S (Sub. No. 1) approving
scquisition of control by CSX Corporation of rail carriers subsidiary to
Chessia Systea, Inc. and Seadboard Coast Line Industries, Inc. The
Commission {n fts Dccision {mposed condit{ons for the proteccion of

eaployees set forth ia Kew York Dock Ry, = Contrel - 3rccklyn Eastern

District, 350 1.0.C, 69 (1979) (New York Dock Conditions).
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On Septcader 2, 1982, cthe Baltimore & Ohfo Railroad Company
(B5&0) and the Louisville & Nashville Railroad Company (LEN), two cartriers
over vhich CSX Corporation had acquired control by vi{rtue of the Commissios
Dec{sion {n Finance Docket No. 28905 (Sub. No. 1), served notice upon the
International Association of Machiaists and Aerospsce Vorkers (IAM or
Organizatf{on) pursuant to Article I, Section 4 of che Kew York Dock
Conditions, The notice stated thac the Carriers incexled to disconcinue
operation of the B&O Car Wheel Shop at Glenwood, Pennsylvania and to
traasfer and coordinate such work vith cthe vork perforred on the LA&N
tailroad at {ts South Loui5v1114 Shops, Louisville, Keancucky, The notice
also stated thact positions of 12 machinists and & oachinist helpers would
be abolished at the Glenwood Shop and 9 machinists' positions escablished
at the South Louisville Shops.

Further pursuant to Article I, Section & of the New York Dock
Condictions, the parties met on September 15 and 16, Octodber 21 and 22 and
November 1, 1982, for the purpose of reaching agrcement with respect to
the selection and assignment of forces resulting froa tae coordination and
with respect to the application of the New York Dock Conditions to the
coordination. The Carriers submirted a written proposal at the October 21
meeting, However, the parties ware unable to reach agreement, and the
dispute remained unresolved.

Thereaftear, tha Carriers iavoked che arbitration proceduces of
Arcicle I, Section 4 of the Nev York Dock Conditions. The p;tties did
not select a Noutral Refcrec 33 provided {in Arcticle I, Seccion & and s
further provided therein :ﬁc Carriers applied to the Nacional Mcdiacion

Board for. appointment of a Rcferee., That agency appointed the undcrsignet
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on Novemder JO, 1982, Hearing vae held in this matter pursuant to Article
1, Sectfon 4(a) (1) on December 20, 1982, at which tize the partics

presented writcen submiss{ons and oral argument.

FINDINCS:

The parties have complied with the procedurzl requircmcats of
Article I, Sectcion & of the New York Dock Conditians, and the question at
issus noted above 13 properly before this Neucral for ¢stermination.

The Carriers take the positioan that their 2r3posed agrecment
covering thig transaction 1s fair, equitable and annn:-n-iare_ Thn
Organization holds a contrary view on several points.

At the outset the Orgagization contends tha: the questfion at
{ssue in this proceeding must be resolved aninst the dackground of
apother coordination which the Organfzation urges has direct and
substantial impact upon the coordination here. On Se;:ember 2, 1962,
the same dace the Carvrier served notice triggering this procceding, the
B60 and the Chesapeaka & Ohio Rallway (CL0) served notice upen the IAM
of the Carriers' intent to discontinue all vork in cozaection with
locoootive repair performed at the B&0 Glenwuod Backs>2p, Glenwood,
Penasylvania, and to transfer and consolidate such vork with wvork
being performed at the C60 Huntington loconmotive Shop, Huntington, West
Virginia. Tha notice sctated cthac 25 machinists' and & cachinisc helpec's
positions would be abolished at Clenwood Backshop and 13 machiniuts’' and
2 machinisc helper's posictions added to the Muntingtoa Locomotive Shop.
This notice wvas furnished pursuant to the C80-BSO-Westera Maryland

coordination agreemcnt (Master Transfer Aprcement) aiih the IAM, nnd
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the effective date wvas ser for December 6§, 1982, the sa=e effcctive
date sct for the closure of the Glenwood Car Wheel Shop and the
aboli{tion and rreation of machinists' and machinist helpers’ positions
in connecticn therewich,

Both notices served on September 2, 1982, affected the same
seaiority group, and apparently much of the tine spent ia the negotiating
neecings held pursuant to Article I, Section & of the Zcw York Dock
Cond{cions was spent discussing the notice served under the Master
Transfer Agreesent and ics potential effects. The Carriers implemented
the notice concerning the Glenwoaed B;ckshOP on Decenber 6, 1982, although
at that tine, as is evidenced by the {nstant proceeding, oo agrecment
nad been reached pursuant o Article I, Section & of the Vew York Dock
Conditions, As & result the Glenwood Backshop was closed, and several
ezployees on the senfority roster transferred co Huntington, West Virginia.

The Organization contends that the Carriers’ a:ction was unfair
and asks this Necutral co righc the perceived wrong to the exployees by
providing in cthe arbittlted‘inplementing agrcement ghat any machiaist
employees holding as assignment at the Clenwood Shop on Septeaber 2, 1982,
be given thicrcy days to elect the benefits floving from the Decision in
this proceeding or those under the Master Transfer Agrecnent.

The Organization points out that by closing the Glenwood Bazkshop
on December 6, 1962, the Carrier forced caployees to exercise thefr
senjoricy, efther to transfer to Huntington, West Virginia, which several
d1d, or to d{splace junior employees working in ctha Gleawood Crr Wheel
Shop. As a consequrnce, most present mcabers of the machinist crafe

vorking {n the Clcnwood Car Wheel Shop arc very senior employccs, wvhile
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junior employecs atre out of work and collecting dismissal allovanccs, all
under the Master Transfer Agrecenent,

The Cartiers argue that under Article I, Section 3 of the
New Yotk Dock Condictfions, incer slia, employees must elect berveen
the protections of the New York Dock Conditions and those offered by
any other protective arrangedsnt under which they are cnt{tled to bencfits,
However, the Organization argues that the Carriers' actions deprived
coployees of a8 weaningful choice between benefits under the Master
Transfer Agreement and benefirs under the New York Dock Condicions becasuse
on December 6, 1982 ,no agreenent had been reached or arbitrated pursuant
to Article I, Section 4 of the New York Dock Condicions.

The Carriers arguec thac the Organization seceks to "unscramble
the eggs" vhich would unduly durden the Carrier3. The Carriers point
out that they actempted to effectuate simulcancously the closure of the
Backshop ard the Car Wheel Shop at Glenwood, Pennsylvania, byt wece unable
to do so by December 6, 1982, because the parcies faflcd to reach
agreezent by chat date.

The unfairness of che Carriers' actions, emphasized so strongly
by the Organization, is gore apparent thaa real. Whac the Orgzanization
actually seeks 1is the opcion for the most senior employeses, and Chus
tha least likely to lose thetr posfitiong, to transfer to Louisville or
Huncington. While the choice between transferring to louisville or
Huntington understandably is a highly destrable one, there is nothing
fundamentally unfair about the absencea of cthat choice under the

ci{rcunstances of th{s casec.
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Closure of the Glenwood Backshop and the resulting effects on
employces floved frcm a transaction under the Master Transfer Agreement
and not the New York Dock Conditions. Once comployecs exercised their
seniority pursuant to the Master Transier Agrecment only thosc remaining
at Clenwood sctually would da affected by the transfer pursuant to
Nev York Dock. With respect to Article I, Section 3 ol the New York
Doeck Conditions, there simply i{s no election remaining for the machinisc
ezployees who transferred to Huntington, because by transferring they
elected to take jobs at Huntington rather tham t9 bupp into the Car
Wheel Shop at Glenwood which they knew would be closed withia a short
time and all machiniscs' posicions sbolished there.

It {s true that the difficulties hare vere to some extent crecated
by the Carriers. Furthermore, tho fact that the Carrie-s served both
notices on the sane day would support the infercnce that they wvere
attempeing to exert pressure on the Organization to reach agreeaent
under Article I, Section 4 of the New York Dock Conditions by crecating
the potential situation which actually resulted, Nevertheless, the
Carrier apparently tried to effectuate both transactioas simultaneously,
aand {f they had been successful the employces wvould have had the cholce
the Organization sceks hers. Only the parcies’ faflure to reach
agreenent precluded that choice. Under these circunstainces the
Carricrs did not violate their obligactfons under the Now York Dock
Conditsions.

It must bo borne in mind that the function of the New York

Dock Conditf{ons as well as most protective arrangcments is €O preserve
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employment {or those capable of holding it through the exercisc of
seniority and to make whole those employces who must take posit{ons
producing less compensation §r who lose their positions aitogether. In

the final analysie¢ the Organization's rcquest for langjuage is not necessary
to a fair and equitable arrangement for the selection of forces, and
accordingly fec will not be includad in che arbitrated Zzplewmenting
agreement,

The Organizacion d{sputez the need for tha creation of nine
new machinists' positions ac the South Louisville Shcps and argues that
the vork to be performed by e=ployees in those positions should accrue
to L&N caployees, many of whom are on furlough. The Carciersg argue
that inasmuch as substantial vork is Seing transferred from the Gleawood
Car Wheel Shop to the South Louisville Shops, the positions are justiffed
and cthat they should accrue to the Glenwcod Shop wachin{sts to ~hosa
crafe the work originally belonged.

By f{ts Deciston {n Fi{nance Dockat No. 289CS {Sub. YNeo. 1) the
ICC granced the Carriers authority to engage in the transaction which
vag the subject of the Carriers' Septenber 2, 1982, rotice., Creation of
the zachinists' positfans ac the South lLouisvilla Sheps 1s an integral part
of that transaction., The auchoricy of a Neutral acti{rg under Article I,
Section 4 extends ro the sclection of forces to {111 thosec posftions,
but {t does not cxtend to review of the Carriers' decision to create
such positions,

The Carriers' proposal vecognizes tho equitadble tnterest of the
Gleawood Shop machinists in the work which wvas pare of cheir crafe, le

permits those cmployeces to follow thefr wvork. It allows the LAN machingscs



the opportunity for the work ia the event the Glenvood Shop machiniats
do not follow their wvork, This appcars to be a more ajppropriate basis
for the assignment of forces than that urged by the Organi:ation.

The Organizatioa centends that the Clenwood Shop machinists
cannot be forced to transfer to Louisville ac the peril of losing protect{:
under the New York Dock Conditions because such a move requires a change
of residence, The Carriers urge that they cannot refuse such transfer
and continue to be dismissed employees within the meaning of Article T,
Section 1(c) of the New York Dock Cocnditions,

In support of 1its contention the Organizacion analyzes the
treatzent of the terms “dismissed ecuployee” and "change of restdencae"
in varfous protective agreezents and arrangesents. The Orpanizacion
argues that it {3 the intent of chosa cond{tions and a:rangeaents that
employees not be forced to move against cthedir wishes {f such move
involves & change of resideance. The Organization seeks specific language
in the arbitraced impleacncing agreement which it contands wvould apply
this protection to the coordinztion in this cace,

The basic defect {n the Organizacion's arguzeat, as the Carrier
notes, is that {t {gnores the history of this {ssue defore the ICC.

In its Decisfon in Finance Docket No. 28905 tha Coczission was requested
by lador organfizatlons to expand the definf{tion under Article I, Scction
1(c) of the New York Dock Conditfons of a dismissed c—ployce so as to
protect employees from havi{ng to relocate. The ICC specifically rejected
the organizations' requesc. The ICC has spokcn authoritarively on the

macter,and this Neutral must follow the ICC's pronouncedent.
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The Organ{zation relies upon an Award in an Article I, Section
4 proceed{ng,i{ssued after thc 1CC's Decisfon in Finance Docket No. 285085,
involving the CSX Cocrporation and the Brotherhood of Rafluay Afrline
and Steanship Clerks, Freighc Handlers, Express and Scation cmployees-Irwi
Lieberman, Neutral, That Award contains language vhich appcars
contrary to tha thrust of the ICC's Decisfon. However, that Award
dealc vith a displacement allowance and not a disaissal allowance,
Furthermore, the Awvard does not assess the ICC's Decis{on, Accordingly
this Neutral does not find the Awvard persuasive,

Thus, it is concluded that che GClenwood Shop nachiniscs may
not refuse to transfer to Loufsville and still cooe vithin the definition
of a dismissed enployee set forth {n Arcicle I, Seczioa 1(c).

The Organization urges that senlority de observed in the
transfer of employees from the Cleawood Car Wheel Shop to che South
Loutsville Sheops, and the Carriers do not disagree., In fact the
Carriers' proposcd agreement recognizes that proposition. However, the
Organfzation seeks a provision in the arbicraced icpleseacing agreement
allowing employees wha do traasfer a reasongble time to report., This
Neutral does not believe that specificatfon of a time or period for
reporting i{s necessary. It 13 concemplaced thac the parcties will follow
the rule of rfeason {n this regard.

Both the Carriers and the Organ{zatioa agree chat any translerces
to Louisville should have thelr senforfty dovecailed into the Louisville
toster, The anly apparenc differcnce betwecen the Carriers' proposal and

the Organization's proposal on chis matter concerns the sf{tuacion where



twvo cmployces may have the same seniority date and the sase service

dacte, The Carriers wvould resolve the ranking by lot, tuc the Organization
proposes that the oldest employee in chronological aze be ranked ahcad

of tha younger employece. The Ocrganizacion's proposal sexas nore
consi{stant with the principla of seniority, and {t will be included

{0 the srbitrated implementing agreccent.

The Carriers and the Organization failed to vcach agrecaent on
whether the L&N working agreenant should apply to Gleanwood wachinists
vho transfer to the South Louisville Shaops or whether =he B&O working
agrecment should apply. The Organization challenges the jurtsdiction
of this Neutral to resolve the issue.on the basis of Saction 2 of che
New York Cock Conditions which provides:

The rates of pay, rules, working condfeciozs and

all colleccive bargaining and ocher righcs,

privileges and denefits (including continuaiioan

of pension rights and benafics) of the railrcad's

ecployees under applicable laws and/or extisting

collective bargaining agreements or otharwiss

shall be preserved unless changed by future

collective bargaining agree=ents or applicatle

statutes,

The Carricrs argue chat such jurisdiction exiscs and thac the L&N
agrecdent should apply because that agreement will e ajplicable to all
other machinists vorking at the South Louisville Shops.

In suppurt of their jurisdiceilonal argument cha Carriers rely
upon a Decision under Article I, Sectfon & of the New York Dock Conditions
by Neutral Robart Peterson involving the Southern Railway Co.-Norfolk &
Western Raflway Co. and Raflroad Yardaastecrs of America. In that Dccision

Ncutral Teterson applicd to transferees the agrecment in cffect on the

properiy to vhich they traasferved as a result of a coordfnation, The
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Organization relics upon a Decisfon dy the undersigned {n an Article I,
Section 4 proceeding between the Southern Railway Co. and the Brotherhood
of Raflroad Signalmen which the Organizacion contends supports its
position,

As the Carricrs note,this Neutral's Decisioa in the Southern
Railwvay case involved a gfituvacioen where to gran:,ihe Carrier's request
would have extinguished a collecti{ve bargaining agreezenrc, a factor not
presest in the case decided by Neutral Peterson and so noted by him,
Nevertheless, this Neutral's revicw of che Peterson Decisfon and his
Decf{sfon in the Scuthern Railway proceeding forces the conclusion that
0o jurisdiction exicts in this case to grant the Carriers the relflcf they
Tequest.,

It is true as tha Carriers contead that im the instanc case the
B8O agreecment will continue {n effect at the Clenwood Shop and thus
application of the L&N s3reesent would not rtesult in the destruction of
the Gleawood Shop agreecment., In this Neutral's opinfoz thac distiaction
does noc vest jurisdiction in him to apply the LLN contract.

The racionale of this Neutral's jurisdictional ruling in the
Southern Railway casa, and the avards upon wvhich it was bssed, is that &
Neutral under Article I, Section &4 has no auchority to alter races
of pay, rules or otler benafits prcserved by Section 2 of the New York
Dock Condi{tions. Accordingly, such Neutral has no authericty to modi(y &
collective bargaining agreedent where the parties have not agreed to confer
that authorlty upon him. 1In the instant proceceding the Organization
hes not agrced to th: Carricrs' proposal or to submit the issue voluntorily

to arb{cration,



Thig Neutral is sensitive to the fact that hig Decision of
Janvary 12, 1983, in 3a Article I, Section & praceeding beCween these
Carriers and the Brotherhood Raflway Carmen of the Uszfted Statcs and
Cansda {nvolving the transfer of carmen to the South Louisvi{lla Shops
provided for application of the LEN working agreeament to the tranaferees.
Fovever, in that case the Carriers and the Orgaanization agreed that
tha L6N agreement would have such applicaction.

Accordingly, no provisjon will be conctained ia the arbitraced
inplementing agreement applying cthe L&N agrcement to machinists vho
transfer to the South louisville Shops.

The actachoed arbitrated icplementing agrcezenc, which is
hereby made a parc of this Decisfon, consti{tutes the Noutral's deter-
nination under Arcicle X, Section 4 of the New York Dock Conditions as
to the appropriate basis for the selection and tezrraﬁ;cmen: of forces
pursuant to the coordinacion which gave rise to this proceedi{ng. This
Decision and the {mplementing agreement are intended to resolve all
outstandinz issues in this proceeding as provided In ircicle I, Seccion

4 of the YNecw York Dock Conditions.

3 /‘;4
T 5{/7‘6’"'/3‘7~""”/%
William E. Fredenberger, Jr. -
Neutral Refereea

DATED: January 19, 1983



ATTACHMENT
ARBITRATED IMPLEMENTING AGCREEMINT
BETWEEN
THE BALTIMORE AND OHIO RAILROAD CO/ITANY
LOUSIVILL'B AND NLASIIVILLE RAILROAD COLDALY
AND THZIR EMPLOYTLES REPNESENTED BY

INTERRATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHTIIST ARD AVAICSPLTZ UGREERS

VIIEREAS, this transaction 18 made pursuant to Interctate Conscree
Comnlssiaon cecisions in Finance Docket No. 23905 (Sub.-Yo. 1) and related
proceedings, and

YAEREAS, The Baltinore and Ohio Mailrocad Connanr 2nd Louisville and
Nashville Railrcad Cfampany, hereinafter designatad respesiively as "3&0" ard
"LLN™ pgave notice in accordance with Article I S2ction 4(:) of the conditiecac
for the protaction af employees enunciated in New Yorir Tz Rw. - Contre!
Brooklvn Eastern Diet., 3€9 I.C.C. 60(1079) korednaftar doszizanted as '"iiew York
Doucli Conditicns®” of vng intent of Che D40 to discantinus ourzration of the whrel
shop at Glemvood, Pernsylvania and transfer such -or% Lo ti2 LiN Railroad South
Louisvillec Shogs,

WHEZRELS, ths parties have conferred, but have reached no agreement,
NOW, therefore, it i3 derermined:

1. The Lador Protcctive Conditions as set forth is the lew York Dock
Condit{ons vhich, by reflerence heratd, are incorporated hairain and rmade a pact
hercof, shall be applicadle to this transaction.

2. hs a resull of this transaction, the BZO0 will discintinue operaticn of
the car vhicel chop located at Clenwood, Pennsylvania, and 2 DLO wmachinist and
zachinist holper positions assigned at Lhat locatfion 2411 be abolizshed.
Thercafter, Di0's car wheel operations will be performcd S L&H at Lheir South
Loui{sville Shops, Louisville, Kentueky, and all work at tri: location azscruing
to machinists under the provisions of the Collective Z:irgaining Agreociont
betwcen LN and the International Aszociation of M chinist 222 Aeirdspace Workers
will be perfermed by c=plovees on the Machinist's Senicr:ty Roster at 3South
Louisville, Kentucky.

3. Tositions to dc establizhed on L&N at South Louiswille Shops, effective
with the date of cpordinmation, will be bulletined at Glemv:acd, Penncylvania, for



a periot of tan (10) days and will accrue ta cmploycca holding asalgnment oa Lhe
Clenwood Machiniat Noater, Central Reglon Seniarity Point 6.

a. (a) Upon expiration of the tecn-day bullictin, determiration will be made
of the crployees who have bid and wha have been a.arded a position at South
Louisville Shops. At the same time, delerminatfon will alss dbe made of tho:ze
comployces whose jobs are being adbolizhed as a result of this coordination and
who, rather than bdid on a position in Lhe coordinated c¢p2ration at 3outlh
Louisville Shopzs, have electcd to excrcize displucement rishta over Jjunior
regelarly assigricd cmpleyees whose positions are not being aboliched.  Such
erployces will dezipgnate the positions an which they irtend to exercize
seniority rigchts, and junlor cmmployces to be affectled thareby chall make Lhe

sama delermination.

(b) In the cvent any positions advertised in the ccardinated opcration
at South Louisville Shops cre not filled in accordance with Paragraph (a),
Clenwood employees whose positions are to be aholizhed and vho have not bid on
advertised pcsit{cns in the coordinated cperation or who do rot have sufficicent
seniority o exercisc seniority oa otrer positioas on the roster, and crployczs
vho aie to b2 displaced through the cxcreisa of senfori{iy as descrihed {n
Paragraph (a) and sre uncble to exercise seniorfity on other positions on the
roster, will be arszigned to th2 unfilled position(s) at Ssuth Louisville Shop-
in reverse order of seniarity. Such assignmeont will ba by letter signed by th:
apgpropiriate Carrice officer uith copies to the Local Ch:zfrran and GCarerai
Chairman. An erplovaee assigned a positicn at South Louisvills Shans who (ails
to report ty btz pouitlion ¢n tha clfcctive date of gessipr~cnt, or a3 otheruize
arranged with tha L&Y officer having jurisdiction at that lezation, exc2pt unded
“eircumstances beyord his coutrol, shall forfeit protectica as set forth in
Acrticle I, Scction 6 of the New York Dock Conditions.

(c) The junior Clenwood erployce(s) will be assigr2d in accordance wilh
Paragraph (b) until the position(s) arz ecither filled or until the employcus
described in such Paragraph (b) are exhausted. :

(d) In the event employces at Clenwood fail ta aczept positions to
vhich they are entitled at South Louisville Shops, such uafilled positiona shall
then acerue to the enmployces at the latter locatien . F:isitions then unfilled
will Le filled by rccall of furloughed employees, {f asy, wnd then by ncw hiree.

5e (a) Employces accepting pocitions at South Louiz:illa on the L&N will
have their soniority date, as 1t appcars on the Clenws:sd lachinist Roster,
dovetailed on tha appropriate roster to which transferrsd upon reporting to
work, and their ramo will be rumoved from Lhe Glenwood Mac! iaist Rester. Where,
following this pro:cdure results in two (2) or more erpliyecs having the same
senifority date on the dovetailed roster, thelr rospective positions on the
roster will bde deternined by contfnuous service standing a:d thon by age, oldect

(b) Ecployces transferring to South Loulsvilise will bo assfgned
positions in accordance with the bulletins advertiaing ;ositions.

fis



6. In order that the provicions of the first proviso set forth in Article
I, Scction 3 of thre llew York Dock conditlons mzy be properly adoinistered, such
coploycs determincd to de a displaced or discissed coployee as a rcsult of this
Agrecrent, who also {8 otheruise eligible for protecctive benefits and conditiona
underr cone other job segurity or other protcelive conditicns or arrange=ants
shall, within tca (10) days after nctification of his =onetary protective
entitlurant underr the Neu York Dock Conditions, elect batwocn the bdenefits
thercurnder and similar benefits under such othar arrangerment. In Lthe eveat an
ernployce does not mate an elect{on within the ten (10) d2y perfiod specified
hercin, he shall be considercd o havae clected to retain thes protective benefits
he ia presently eligidble to raceive. This election shaldl rot serve to alier or
affccl any applicaticn of tha cubstantive provision3 of Article I, Section 3.

T. (a) Euch disoisscd employee shall provide cither 240 or L&M uith tha
folloving inloruztiun for tia preceding nenth in whiceh he &5 entitled to tone-
fits ro later than tre tcath (10Lh) cay of cach subsequent zonth on a standard
form provided by thke Carrier:

1« The day(s) claired >y such employes under any
urenplryitent irsurancae act.

2. The day(s) each such erployee worked in other
amploymeat, the ranme and address of the cmpleyer and the
gross carnings rade by the JdIsmissed e~ployez in sueh
other ccploymeat.

(v) In the cvent an exployee referred to 4in this Sect{on 7 is cntitled
to urerployzent benefits under applicable law but forfeits such unemployment
benefits under zany uuerploymzat irnsurance law decause of ris cr her fatlure to
file for csuch unomployzeat Sinefits (unless prevented fran doing so Ly sickness
or olher unavoidablc causes) for purponcs of the application of Sub-scetion (c)
of Scction 6, fLrticle I of the New York Dock Conditions, they shall be con-
sidcred the saze as if they nrad filed for, and recoived, such uncnmploymcnt
benefits. .

(c) If the coployce referred to tn this Scetlon 7 Nas nothing to report
under this Secticn 7 account of treir rot deing cntitled %o bdenefits under any
unemploynent inzurarcs law and having no carnings from a~ny othcr cmployment,
Such cxployce shall asudait, within the tiae period providsd for in Sub-zcction
(a) of this Scetion 7, on the apprapriate form annotated "Nothing to Report®.



(d) The failure of any cmployce refcrred to in thia Scctlan 7 ta pro-
vida tho {nformation raquircd {n this Scction 7 shall reoult {n the withhulding-
of all protcctivae Lenefits during the month covercd by zuch information pcndtni
Carricr's receipt of such information from the cmployce.

8. Nothing Sn this {mplcmanting agrecment shall be interpretcd to provida
protective beaefits lezs than thesc provided in the New York Doek Condit{onsa or
excluda coverage to those covercd by New York Dock Conditfeas imposed Ly the

I.C.C. and incorporated herein by paragraph 1.

9. The provisions of this Agreement shall become effective upon ten (10)
days advance uritten notice by the BG and LAN to their respective Ceneral
Chaf{rman,



