
PARTIES BROTlIERItl)OD O[: RAZ LWAY, AI RLINl: AND 
TO Sl’E~fSJiIP CLERKS, FKEIGtiT HANDLERS, 
DISPUTE EXPKESS AND STATION EMPLOYEES 

S’L4TEMENT OF CLAlPl : 

Claim of rhe System Committoe of the Broths&o& that: 

1. Carrier violated the Agreenictlt (s) when 
it failed and/or refused to p;,y Mrs. iimrna 
bt. Thurmontl, Clerk, Atlanta and Wcsz Point 
Railroad Company - The Western Railway of 
Alabama, for the saIe of her house 3206 
Pine Springs Manor, Decatur, Ceorgjo, in 
accordance with Section 11. of the Washington 
Job Protection Agreement. 

2. Carrier shall be required to reimhursc Mrs. 
Emma FI. Thurmond for ci.osing cost, points 
and conimission in the amount of $5,158.85 
in accordance with Exhibit No. “A”, Pages 
1 through 4. 

FT.NL)INGS: The Board, 
Ends that: 

upon the whole record and all the evidence 

The Carrier and the Employees involved in this dispute 
arc respectively Carrier and Employcts trithin the meaning of the 
Raillvay Labor Act as approved June 21, 1934. 

herein. 
The Board has jurisdiction over the dispute involvctl 

hearing. 
The parties to said dispute were given due notice of 

Pursuant to Section 4 of the hp.recmcnt ol tiny, 1.93h, 
\Gu’ashington, D.C. (The IYashington Job Protec.tion Agreement.), the 
Vrganization was notified on November 15, 1974, as amended and sup- 
plcrnented December 23, 1974, that Carrier intended to transfer 
terrain accounting work to the Lcuisville and Nashville ,1ccounting 
off i cc at Louisville, Kentucky. Pursuant to that. notice the partics 
entcl-cd into a Plemorandum of Agreement on Febru;lry 5, 1915. Claimant’s 
position was transfcrrcd to Louisville consi:; tent with the provisions 
of the Memorandum of Agrecmcnt. It is noteworthy that, s::lvc fnr 



certain exceptions not applicable t.o this dispute, that Agrcomcnt 
incorporated, by re~e~once, the provisions of Sections 10 and 11 
of; the Washington Job Protection Agrcemcnt. 

Clainwnt dccidcd to f0llOw hof wor*k to Lo:li.svil lr, report ins on 
.J12111? 2, 1975. ilowevcr, She owned 3 home .toc:ttcd i.n I)cc:ltur, Georgia, 
aIlL! 011 Nay 21, 1975, she adv.ised Carrier or Iler dcs.i.rc to cxerciso 
;ter option under Section 1.1(a) of-the Washington Job Proeection 
4i:reement respecting the sale of this house, fler hotnc wits appraised 
nt $41,4s0.00. Claimant rcccivcd an offor of $37,000.00 for her 
itome :~nd.:iJyised Carrier of s.7mc. On Angllst. 20, 11175, C:lrri?.- : 
;Idviserl Llalmant (t!lrough her 1’01~er OF Attorney) po :lc:copt tlljs oI’[~~ 
;LIIJ that it would reimburse hur the di.L‘fercncc hcttveon $~7,oIt(l, tllC 
selling price, and $41,450, the appraised i‘air market value or the 
11otri;c. Carrier granted Claimant this $4,450 d.iffcrencc. Ilowever, 
in consummating the sale 0.C her llouso Claimant incurred expenses 
in the amount of $5,1.58.85, for such items 35 closing costs, pointr: il llll 
co:nt:lission. Claimant sought reimbursement of these settlement chal-ges 
but Carrier refused. Carrier asserted tllnt its only obljjintion 
tinder Section 11(a) of the Washington .Job Protection Agrccmcnt wns 
to reimburse Claimarlt for any loss suffercrt by her in the sale of 
her home for less than its fair value. Carrier alleges that it 
complied with this obligation when it granted Claimant a voucher for 
$4,! 450. Carrier emphatically denies that it was obligated to 
rclmburse Claimant for closing costs , points and commissions incurred 
by her in the sale of her house. 

It is significant that this is not the first time that this 
precise issue has been progressed to a Public Law Hoard [or adjudica- 
t i.on. Award No. 33 of Public Law Board No 1157 resol.ved a dispute 
before these same parties involving essentially the same facrs, 
contentions and contractual provisions that are present in the claim 
at bar. That Award sustained the Organization’s position and in a 
subsequent Interpretation, delineated precisely what expenses incurred 
hy the Employee-Seller in the sale of his house must be reimbursed 
by the Carrier. 

Inasmuch as Award No. 33 of Public Law Board No. 1157 is not 
palpably erroneous, this Board feels constrained to adhere to the 
findings stated therein. Although there is no strict principle of 
rcsjudicatn in this Industry, nonetheless when faced with a prior 
Aw a r u between the same parties, involving essentially the same facts, 
contcnrions and contractual provisions, deference must be accorded 
th:,: Awnrd. Accordingly, although this Hoard is nwitrc t.hat othct 
t’ikhl ic Law Rodrkis ,includ in8 one on this property i evolving the Sheet 
‘.lctal Workers Cntemationnl Association! have rendered decisions 
consistent with C3rrier’s position herein! the Cindings oi Award 
VO. 53 of Public Law Board No. 1157 are, ln our opinion, contro?ling 
ilCl‘Citt. 
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Based on the foregoing,Carricr is obligated to reimburse 
Claimant for the costs incurred by her in tfle sale of her 11omc 
consistent with the criteria enunciated by Public Law Board No. 1157, 
Award No. 33 and the Interpretation appended thereto. 

Claim sustained to the extent indicated in the l:.indings. 

halrman and Neutral 
hlamhor 

Dated this $?f4 day of 


