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PARTIES ) GChesapeake & Ohie Raillway (Chesapcake Disteict)
TO ) and

DISPUTE ) Brotherheood of Railread Signalmon

QUESTION

AT ISSUE: VWere the rights of Assistant Signal intaindér L.
a protected employes undaxr the Fhoruﬂ Ty 7, 1865 Lrvecus
who held a wegulorly assigned position, violated when the

Caxrier gave unbulletined work to E. H. Adikins, 2 protact;d
employce junior in senilority to Hzlly, in order to comply
with the requivemants of tio February 7, 1965 Agrcamant?

OPINTON

OF BOARD: This dispute involves two employes who were prutﬁcted under
the February 7 Agrecmant. In ordny Lo comply wich the pro-
visions of tha February 7 Agreemant, Carrzicy gove unbulletinad

ploap at Mradow Crask, VWesy Virgis

“make work" to the junior Ie, nia.
The senior employe was assigned to work at Prince, West Vwrginia end Tived
at Meadow Creck. He contended that the "make work" should have been bulletined
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o

in order to give him an opportunity to bid it and work at homz rathzy th
travel.

A claim on his behalf has been filed with the Thivd Division
alleging that Carrier violated the Signalwan's Agreemeat and asking for
travel expenses for Claimant until such tima as the work given to the junior
employe is bulletined.

Unlike the question of a detexmining preferential rights as
between protected and unprotected employes, the question involved in this
dispute is one of seniority. It does not involve an application of the
February 7 Agreement or its Interpretations. It does involve an application
of the seniority, bulletining and assigament provisions of the basic agrce-
mant between the parties; and as such, the question 15 prop vly before the
Third Division.

il

AWARD

The provisions of the February 7 Agreement are not applicable
under the circumsiances.
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Nicholzs H.  Zimas
Neutral rewbo

Datced: Washington, D. C.
Juae 24, 19069



