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PARTIES
TO
DISPUTE

Brotherhood of

L]

Freight Hendlers

L

New York, New Haven and ¥

- b L

artford Railroad Company

pa

QUESTICONS :

AT ISSUE: 1. Did Cerxrier violate the pr
February 7, 1963 Agreemant
31, 1965, it abolished tha Ga
Leborer position held by J. J. Zy a-
fused to thercafter compensate him in acecor-
dance with the provisions of Article IV?

2.

a change in residence?

3. S&hall Carrier now be reauired 1o resicre
¥, Zyck to a fully protected status and
compensate him in accoxrdance with ths pro-
visions of &rticle IV, uectioq 1, for all
wage loss sufferad following abolishment
of his position?

OPINION . .

OF BOARD: Despite the confusing mass of detailed correspondance in-
cluded in the instant claim, the Organization szaks to have
the Claiment exercise displacemsnt xrights, as wall as re-
covar any monetary losses, pursuant to srticle IV, Section
1,0f the February"7, 1965 National aAgreerent.

Briefly, the facts indicate that the Carrier transferred

certain work from various points t¢ a Central Billing Dezpartment at

Hew Haven. This necessitated abeclishing twelwe positicns and establish-

ing three new positions at New Haven. The Claimant's positicn was one

of those abolishad and instead of bidding for one of the newly creatad
positions, he sought to displace on the Chief Clerk position at Walling-

ford. In due course, he was notified of his inability vo displace on .

that pvosition due to lack of quaiificetions., However, at thHa Claimancs

Tequest, he was given an opportunity to post on that positlion Jor Ilve

days, without compensation Azain, 1t was determinzd thal he laclkad

the necessary QLallz;cat ons -- but he continuved, for apmroximats

weeks, to attemplt to acquire the abilicy to perform -- z2ll Lo

In zddition, he lacked the &bility teo type, & necessary ski

position., Hence, the instant claim was IZiled on the ground

Claimant was not parmitted to displace on the Chiaf Clerk’s

at Wallingford,



One of the cuestions posed herein is
i1, Section 1, oi the Naticral Agrcement, the C3
protected employes when he Zailed to obtain & vos
in the exercise of his seniority rights in zccord
or agréemenlts. We have doteraminzd in Casz No. (L
rendered this date, that Rule 45 imposcs & mutual
parties. The record reveals that a number of pos
to the Claimant which he failed to obtein., In ad
was recalled under the Agreemznt for a positiocn o
New Haven, which he refused. In our view, the Ca
the pr0v151o 25 0oL the agreement.

Answer to questions 1, 2 and 3 is in the negative
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( Murzay . Rohman
Neutral lMember

Dated: Washingtonm, D. C.
' March 7, 1969



