
(2) Shall Carrier nov be required to pay 1.k. L. 
Severson $21.922[& pe'r day, coxxncing Jwe 26, 
1966 and eacbday thereafter until the Carrier 
and the Brotherhood successfully conclude the 
handling of this matter. 

CPINLON C;le of the reasons the tirrier initially declized tk 
OF BOAm: origins1 -claim was postulated on the grcuix? tizt the 

National Agreement of Fcbrusry 7, 1355, wis XX,: ef- 
ffctive on this property per order of the U.S. District Coa;t, until 
July 1, 1965. Fmther, it was the Carrier's position t&t the Auzust 
19, 1955 letter a~reerent, "conterqlated that there wou:d be RO e?- 
plication of the February 7 A greenent to any changes which mzy have 
occurred prior to July 1, 1965." 

In view of Award No. 25, rendered 3y Special "ooard of 
Adjustnent'Ko. 605, this portion of the Czrrier's zrg,u~nt is now 
ecadez.ic. Hence ~ the basic qugstioa posed herein revolves around 
Article II, Section 1, of the February 7, 1965 Xational +,reeii,ant. 
Specifically, under what circunstaxes, relevant herein, does a 
protected eqloyee displaced because of a reduction-in-force, lose 
such status? Section 1 provides that suc'n will occur "in case of 
his resignation, death, retirement, dismissed for cz~se in accordance 
with existing qreennts, or failure to retain or obt;i?. a position 
available to him in the exercise of his seniority rights, or failure 
to accept employment es provided in this Article." 
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Answer to questions 1 and 2 is in the affirxtive. 

Dated: Washington, D.C. 
Haarch 7, 1869 


