SPRECIAT, BOARD OF ADVIUSTHUWE KO, 605

PARTIES ) Brotherhwed of Railreand Sienalwun
T ) and
DISPULE ) Chicago, Rock Island and Yacific Railrood Comsany

QUESTICNS
AT I88U5: Did Carrvier vieclate

the dfmplewszniting acree
Junz 30, 1966 when it failed te apnly the
thereof to all sigaal empdloyecs affecteod b
organiza Llon which that agreemant was negotl
cover?
Shall Carvier now be veqguired to poy C. A, Beck

5
Richard Howaxd, W, A, Tianey and &ll po“"T:ot:cth
emplovees the $150.00 alicwance providad fov in
Section 6 of the Jume 30, 1966 Implementing Agree-
mant?

OPINTON

OF BOARD: On June 30, 1866 the partics entered into vhat was
aptioned a "ihoovandum of AgrecmaAt“o That agres=
ment was & resuld 6f co 20Ty LO
: proposed by Carvicey an long
Orgenization. The besis for the Organ b

the reonge 1lZ?tLO1 plans would be in vi . 3
Agreenent and Article IIL of the Taorugfy ? Agreemsnt.

Certain portlons of the "“lMemorandum of Agreemont® refev
specifically to the schedule agreement and other portioms rcfew spoclie
ically to the Februazy 7 Agrecument,

The claim in this dispute av

refuved to provide a moving allowance providad

femorandun of Agreecment' on the grounds that the Clci“”’ 'S We&re non-
plOLeCLCQ employes as defined by the Tebruary 7 Agrecment.

The issuve as set forth by the Orgenizeticn is whethey
Carrier violated the June 30, 1966 Agxcamznt Uwhen it failed to apply
the provisions thereof to all signal employes affected by thz rcovgani=-
zation which that agrecemant was negotiated Lo cover?!

Stated ancthor way: Did the June 30, 19606 MMemoraundum
of Agreement grant o non~protccted employes any bﬁnVELLs they would
not otherwise have been entitled to uandew the Februvavy 7 Agreemint?

The Crganizatlion takes the position that since
nothing in the "Momorandum of Agrecmant® UﬂLCh CACIU'Ld Y
4

CleO' :5 or Gistinzuishod noun~puolected fzo '
S &>
of the provisions ware applicable to all of zhe c'aloycqo




apply to protected cmployes onlv {4
hag jurisdiciion to detevming the
p"OtQCLt:d QI‘L::)_LO_)LLNJ 488 ‘Lh’..’.y aive of

\

{fdwards Mo, 91 ond Fo. 111,

’__‘!

here 48 mothing to provent
agrecmcnt from granting to non-protected o
theose granted to protected ewpleves,

as that found in the February 7 Agrecs

Totected c;l‘rcalo“eb and incormorating tL’lDt‘Ci
s K [+
PYOvl isicns bj relerencc.

Ve cgnnot asswume that the p les mulually a
tended ThaL nose periions of the June 30, ﬁﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁﬁnu

to the br;:r} 7 Anreeﬁ;nt covered both non 1 and
emﬁTOyequailu1o to distinguish between the fwo catezerics of ennlcyes
in the Agreement is not sufficieont to constitute

te en intention to provida
benefits to those employes not otheruise entitled

AVARD

Absent agrecment belween the paxties this Committes
does not have authority to grant benefits to non-protzeted cmployecs
similar to those granted Lo protccied employees under the Tebruary 7,
1965 Agreemant.

; fczii«/vé /,,

NlChOlaS He Zufh
Neutral Meobd

ku

Dated: Washington, D. C.
Noverber 12, 1969



