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i SUBJECT: Disputes Committee No. 605 

/ 
February 7, 196.5 Agreement 

i 
Awards No. 106 to II8 inclusive 

\ Dear Sirs and Brothers: 
Signalmen Cases 

i. 
I am enclosing herewith a copy of Awards No. 106 to 118 inclusive which were 

signed by Referee Zumas on June 24, 1969 in a group of Signalmen cases. We 

discussed several of these cases with Referee Zumos and the Chairmen of the Three 

Carriers Conference Committees. The Carriers reserve the right to write a Dissent 

in connection with Award NO. 107. We expect to write one Dissent in connection 

with Awards No. 115, 116, II7 and 118, a’ll. of which relate to the sixteen (16) hours’ 

notice in cases of emergencies. We believe the Referee is completely wrong in 

connection with these four (4) Awards. 

Five Cooperating Rail 

Enclosures 

cc: L. P. Schoene 

Fmnk Lynch 



. 

P&TIES ) Western Pacific Railroad Coinpany 
To > and 

DISPUTE ) Zrotherhood of Railroad Si~ml.~m 

QUESTION 
AT ISSUE: Does the l’cbruary 7, 1965 Agzemxlt civil the ?nxricr the right 

to transfer an cnploye and his position, including all duties 
unchanged, from onr: city to another within the sm* sflriority 
district, or must thr. transfcrrcd position bf nade available 
by bulletin to senior employss not involved in the transfer? 

San h.ucisco to Sacrainento. ‘&is transfer v:L:~ T.:;~c~c tlithin 
the sari:;: seniority district. Ill conncct~.o:l i?iCh this I-IOVC 

Carrier intended to transfer three protected Sicnal Depl;rt;~::z;:t er:~ployes arid 
their positions t!ith duties unchan:,cd from San Francisco to s.2cl:x4crito. Two 
Of the enployes transferred with their work to Sacrntiento, oni the third 
elcctcd to exercise his seniority and went elsewhere. That vncsncy vns 
bulletined to all sig:nalmen. 

. 

The Organization contends that uxler the circcnstonces new 
positions r;ere created at Sacrzuxcnto and t’nese positions hsd to be bulletined 
as new positions under the terms of the schedule agreenznt. 

Carrier contends that under the terxs of the Febxary 7 
Agreement it had the right to transfer work and empioyes in t’he same seniority 
district. Carrier further contends that new positions were not created, 
they were transferred from San Francjsco to Sacranlento. 

Under the terms of the February 7 Agreement it is clear that 
a Carrier has the right to transfer work and employes. Section 1 of 
Article III provides in part: 

i 

“The organizations recopize the right of the carriers to make 
technological, operational and organizations1 chsngcs, and in 
consLderation of the protective banefits provided by this Agree- 
ment the carrier shall have the right to transfer work and/or 
transfer e:nployees throughout the systeln whi.ch do not require the 
crossing of craft lines. * <c *.‘I 

With respect to such protected employes affected by such 
transfer, the Kovenber 24 Intcrprctatiox state that I’>:- ;:- ::- cc,?loy*s 

affected by such change will be permitted to exercise their seniority in 
conformity with existing seniority rules.!’ (Underscoring added.) 
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Dated: Washington, D.C. 
June 24, 1969 


