
Award NO. 193 
Case No. CL-61-W 

PARTIES ) 
TO 

DISPUTS ; 

Brothcrhocd ci Railway, Airline and Steamship Clerks, 
Freight lisndlms, Express & Station Em~zioycs 

and 
St. Louis-Sal Francisco Rsilvsy Company 

QUESTIOM 
AT ISSir.: (1) Did the Carrier vioiate the provisions of Article 

IV of the Februnry 7, 1965 Agreerent when it failed to prc- 
tect !Ir. Willim .J. Schseiber, St. Louis, Missouri, a" em- 
ploye covered by the provisions of Article IV, Section 1 of 
ti!at Agreement at his guaranteed race of pa;' plus subsequent 
wage increases when Mr. Schreiber exercised his seniority ton 
a position at his hem station of St. Louis, Hissouri which 
carried .a lcwor rate of compensation rather tha" exercis;": 
his senicrity to a position of like or higher rate of pay 
at the static" of Springfield, Missouri located some 2.30 miles 
distant from his hem static"? 

(2) Shall the Carrier now be required to cmpensate Mr. Schreiher 
for the wage losses suffered beginning on and after September 2, 
1966 and accord him the full allowances and tenefitr, prescribed 
in the February 7, 1965 Agreement? 

OPII.YIcI:: 
OF GOAPB: On April 27, 1964, all positions in Seniority District K _ 5, 

were transferred f:om SC. Louis to Springfield--except Claimant's 
Record Room Clerk. On Scntember 2, 196:,, Claimant's posiiion in 

; St. Louis was abolished. At this juncture, Claimant could ho::@ 
exercised his seniority in District l!o. 5, new located in Springfield, or pur::ua"t 
to Rule 15,filed application for positions in other ticniwity districts and be 
given p;t:crence over non-employees. 1% opted the lnrttr route and was acsigncd 
the position of Office Roy in Seniority District Kc. 6, at St. Louis. As a conse- 
quence thereof, Ire suffered A loss in wages of $2.69 per day, which is the basis 
of the instant dispute. 

In o~:i view, Av:.:::d l<o. 68, sheds light c" this question, as hcrcin- 
after quoted: 

"Sectioits 1 and 3 of Article IV, (considered together 
with Qucstio" and Answer No. 1 interpreting Section 3) mean 
that a protected cmployc's guaranteed compensation shall "ct 
thereafter lx less than the normal rate of coxpen::atic" he 
was entitled tn on October 1, 1964, unless the el.iploye voluntarily 
chooses to t; !:z Lilt lower rated positim. If he chooses to tr‘.e 
the louer rn:..d pcsition, then the rate of that positic" beco: : 
his guaranteed rate of compensation." 

I" fact, the Carrier now advances the same argtrment, rather th:!" 
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its initial one that. Clnim:~t lost his protected statue, to wit: 

"Furtlcmore, I?rticJ~e IV, section 3 states that a 
protected eqloyc who bids in a job vzaZuntarily will have 
th:: r:itc of the jo!) upon whicil 11" bids. So even if Claimant 
propcriy bitis on the St. Louis position, the basic in: ;:t 
of this provlsir: and Interpretation IV, Section 3, Questions 
1 and 2 ic. that Gl, cnip?oyc WiiO throcg:l \o:.iintiu-y action, as 
opposed to an xtiu:? of the Carrier, chooses to occupy a lower 
rated position, slal~i h,*ve his ~uarantcc determined at the 
rate of the position he elects." 

It is, ' therefore, our vie.; that Claiwnnt is entitled to protected status 
and compensation at the rate of th- Ofiicc Boy Position he big in at St. Louis, 
in Smiority Distriqt 110. 6. 

AWASD 

The answer to Qufi!?t.ions (1) and (2) is amtiered in the affirmative to the 
extent that Claimant is entitled to protected status at the rate of the Office Boy 
Position in Senioritj, Cistrict No. 6. 

Dated: Wsshingt:~-n, D. C. 
Janu<:ry I~':, 1970 


