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QUESTIONS

AT 1SSULK: (1) Is Claiment E. E. Adking cntitled to & proiected
vate of $28.08 per day (1906 raic), the rate of
the position to which he was regulzrly assigned
on Octeober 1, 19647

{(2) If the answer to Question ¥o. 1 is in the affirm-
ative, shall the Cerrier now b; reqguiraed to com=
pensale E. B, Adkins for any locs sustainazd by
reason of its failure to so protect him at that
rate?

OPINION
OF BOARD: The parties are in agreement as to the facts
series of errors, Adkinsg was
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P digsplace Dillon
and was himself displaced by a senilor employce. Thereafter,

2 claim was f£iled on behali of Diilon which was settled for

$1,451.82, However, although Adkins was improperly on this
position on Cctober 1, 1564, ncvertnc1ess, the Orgenization contends that
he should continue to be paid on the basis of the nigher rate.

The issue presented herein involves the unusual situation
that despite having only onz position of Special Statiscical Clerk
A-216, rate of $29.49 per day, the Carxier, at the present tims, is
paying two employees the specified rate for this position undsx the
Job Stabilization Agreement.

The genesis of this dilemma was the Crganization's conten-
tion that Dillon was the preper incumbent of the job on Octobsr 1, 19684,
instead of Adkins, to which the Car agreed i ently e
Crganization reversed its positio T g
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proper employee, Hence, the O
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Tt appears to us that Claimant Dillon, the proper incum-
bent of the position, is the only one who is entitled to the protection,.

Award

Based on tha facts in this case the answar to quastions
1 and 2 is in the negative
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Dated: Washington,
March 7, 1969



