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STROTAL DOARD OF ADJUSTILNT 0. 695
TATIES ) srotherhood of Railway, &irline and Steamshis Clorks,
-0 ) Freight Handlers, Express and Station Zamployees
R Tt ¥ a4
DISZULE ) and

,,_.n

Kensas City Terminal Railway Company

UISTIONS

AT ISSUL: {1) bDid the carrier violate the »rovisions of the
February 7, 1965 Agreement, particularly,
Articles II end I1I thereci, when effective

. Maxch 7, 1965, it required certain furloughed

Ushexrs (Red Caps) and Gatemen, Passenger Dapart-
ment, named herelnafter, to acecapt employmant
din the Mail and Baggage Departmant under di-
rective if they did not do so thay would lose
their status as protected employecs?

r

(2) Did this situation involve the transfer of em~
ployees from one seniority district oxr roster
to another? ‘

(3) If the answer to question (2) above
affirwative d'd the carrie* vio

agreemant?

(4) Shall the cerrier compensate each and every
employee involved for tha wage loss they have
suffered on end after March 1, 1965, and
accoxrd each and every such emplojce the full
allowances and benefits prescribed in the
February 7, 1965 Agreement? '

O2INION

OF BOARD: Claimants are protected employees, as defined by Article
I, Section 1, of the February 7, 1965 National Agreement.
When furloughed, they held seniority ounly in the Passenger
Department and not in the Mail and Baggags Department.

Qo Tar

Nevertheless, on February 25, 1965, the Carrier notified

.Claimants that in ordsar to maintain their status of protected employees,

- they would be required to perform work in the Mail and Baggage Dzpartmant.
Consequently, the Organization filed the instant claim cow;eﬁd
such transfer by the Carrier was a violation of Axrticles II an
cifically, the Organization predicates its claim in the i an
the failure of the Carrier to negotiate an implementing &
the other hand, the Carrier argues that an implementing agreexa
required inasmuch as the issue presented herxein falls squarely within the
context of Article II, Section 3.

iné that
d TIL
-
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Spe-

iv our view, the Carrier's defense, premised on the language



of Article 1II, Scction 3 is meritorious. The
section provides:

Mlhen a protectad enployec is entiiled to c

cmpensation
undex this agreemant, he may be used in eccordence with
; existing seniority rules for vacation rvelief, holiday
! vacancies, or.sick relief, or for any other LEMDOTETY
o assignmants which do not require the crossing of craft

(Underline added)

In the instent claim the facts indicate tha
were assigned to £ill jobs which were temporarily va
craft and at the same location. Furthermore, an imp
would be required whan such technelogical, operationa
changes were designed to be made on a permanent basis. Cont
the claimants he reln weie t:ansLerred on a tevpoLary basis
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It is also recognized that the Carrier adhered to Article II,
Section 3, in that existing seniority rules were not violated. Tais is
exemplified by the fact that at the time of transfer, there were no fuxr-
loughed employses in the Mail and Baggage Department.

C ' Hence, it is our considsred judgment that the provisions of
L ‘ : the National Agreement were not violated.

_AWARD

The answer to questions 1, 3 and & is in the negative and
question 2, as phrased, lS moot and amblOUOLS.
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Eugxay M. Rohman
Ngutral Yember
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Dated: Washington, Dv C.
March 7, 1969



