SPECIAL BGARD OF ADJUSININE 0. §

QUESTIONS ’

AT ISSUE: {a) id the Cavvicr violate the proviei
Kational Zmployment Stabilization !

. dated Februsry 7, 1905, when it &
seven positions Ivom the Stores Dz
Yogansport, Indiana, Chicago Divi ovity
Yistrict, across senlorily line tores
Department, Columbus, Ohklo, Col ion
Seniority District, without enks an
implementing agreement as provi cle III,
of the Agreement of TFebruary 7, eby
adversely affecting a number of enm
{b) Should each of the employes nemed in the Employes!
Statement of Yacts be restored to the employmant
status held by him prior to Augzust &, 1985, be
compensated for a2ll monetary loss sustained, and
be allowed the other options and benefits provided
in the Agreement of February 7, 1963, until the
Agreement Is properly applied?
(c) S8hall the Carrier be equl ed to zive proper noiice

and negotiate and appropriate implemanting agrea-

meni to provide for:

{1) The changes in work locaticns?

(2) The transfer of positions aznd employes, from
ne city to another, acress seniorxity linmes?

{3) 'The application of the elections and benciics
provided in Article V of the Februvaxy 7, 1965
. Agreemant to employes who are required to
move their places of residencae?
OPINION The seven Claimants herein were notified by the Carrier
OF BOaARD: that their positions would be transferred Irom Logansport,
Indiana to COleDuS hio, effective August &, 1555, Cna
of the Claimants transferred to uolumbus with 7nis vosicion, while the
remaining Claimants exercisad thelr seniority Lo positions In Logans- '
port. The Orgenization, thereafter, instituted the instant cleim en ;
the ground that the Carrier was required to enter into an implezenting
agreement pursuant to Article III of the February 7, 1665 National

Agreement,




tion

inter: )1.
ber 24,

oD O i 5
of employes from one senlority district or roster
another, as such seniority districts or rosters exi
on February 7, 1955,

{d) Vhenever
effect priov
permissible witho

sentatives of

ot
toe

n

The Carrier relies on paragraph 1 (&) abova, by specifically
adverting to Rule 3-E-~1 of the effective ZAgreement between the parties,
as follows:

#3-E-1 (a) Employes whose positions are tr

another seniority district will, if they ch £

such positions, carry thair senioritfy with nd wiil

retain and continue to accumzlate sen;'rlty in their home

seniority district. FEmployes not eleciing to follow thelr
positions may exercise scn10“1ty in their toms seniocrity
district under Rule 3-C-1,7

Thus, the Carrier asserts that Rule 3-E-1 eliminpates the
necass*ty to enter into an implemsnting agreement and thac such condi-
tion is recognized by the previously cucted interpretation. In our
view, the Carrier's argument is meritorious.
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The answer to CLESth s (2), @) and () is in the nsga-

tive,
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Dated: Wzshington, D.C.

March 7, 1969



