
PARTIZS ) The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company 
TOTEE ) and 
DISPIJES ) Brotherhood'of Railroad Signalmen 

ISSUE: Claim of tine General Committee of ti?e 
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen o:? 
The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Rail- 
way Company on behalf of R. E. S~ecker 

‘for payment of reimbursemnt of moving 
expenses amounting to $46.05, which was 
the cost of gasoline used in pick-up 
truck and automobile in moving from 
San Eernardino, California, to Winslow, 
Arizona. 

OPIXION 
OF BOARD: 

The basic question is whe-ther a force reduction 
is a technological, operational or organizational 
change entitling an employee, whose position is 

consequently abolished, to moving expenses wiien he displaces a 
junior employee at 2 distant location. 

The import of the Employes' argment is that when- 
ever there is any force reduction the organizational stiucture 
has changed and, under Item 2 on page 11 of the Interpreta-tion& 
of November 24, 1965, moving expenses are payable. carrier con- 
tends that "bona fide labor cutbacks necessitated by immediate 
or anticipated decreased work loads" do not come within the 
definition of operational, organizational and technological 
changes. 

If "operational" or "organizational" changes were 
intended to cover something as frequent and ordinary as a r.educ- 
fion in force, there are few changes to which such an expar;.sFva 
definition would not apply. Virtually every action initiated by 
Carrier affecting personnel could then be so described,. In fact, 
instead of using such general terms as "operational" ar.d "orGani- 
zational," the February 7 Agreement and the Interpretations would 
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have done better to list Yne rare exceptions. 

Award No. 7 dealt with sirnil= ci-~c~L;-.~s'~;p.cc s c.nz 
held that w-hat occurred was "neitller a technologic~~l, orgar.iz:ri-: 
tional nor operational change within the meaning and j~>";$-,~rLt 0 f 
Section 1 of Article III of the 2ebruar-y 7, 1965 j.~~d:~n;;ion Ag:cee- 
merit." The Employes hava taken strong exception to tM.s 235 -LO 
Awards based upon it, but tiiere is no reason to hold that Award 
No,, 7 failed to apply the Agreement and Interpretations accvrately. 

AWARD 

Claim denied. 

&L&g&+- IT 
Neutral Member 

./ 
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