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QUESTIONS
AT IS5UL: Did Carxier vielaite the dmplemaniing ag
June 30, 19066 when it failed te apply the
thereof to all signal enployecs aifectnd
organization which that agreemant was n
cover?

be reguix
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Shall Carricr now
Richiard Howavd, U,

ed to pzy C.
Tinney and all non

employees the $150,00 allowance providad for in
Section 6 of the Jume 30, 1966 Implementing Lgree-

mant?

OPINTON

OF LBOARD 0w June 30, 1066 the partics entered inio wuat wag
L)

capticnzd worandum of Asreewentl. Thet egrec-
menf was a rcuulh of cevitain reorgenization plans
proposed by Cervicer and objseticong theveto by the
rganization. The basis for the Orgonizatioun’s objections was thal
the reorganization plans would be in viclation of curvent Sigrmelucn's
Agreement and Avticle III of the Pebruary 7 Agrecmont.
Certain portions of the “Mamerandum of Agreemant" refey
specifically to the schadule agreenent and other portions rofex spoclie
ically to the Februaxy 7 Lgrecment,

The claim in this dispute avices bocau
refused to provide a moviag aliOWach phozided for in

WMemorandum of Agrecment on the grounds that the Clad
protected employes as defined by the February 7 Agreer

The issue

T as set forth by the Orgenizetlcon is whethox
Carricr violated tha June 30, 1966 Agrcemsznt "when it failed to apply
the provisions thereof to all signal employes aficcted by thez rcorgani=-

zation which that agvcemant was

Stated ancthey way:
of Agreement grant to non~protected
not otherwise have been entitled to

ne gotlatcu Lo cover

Did the
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vndeir the February 7 A
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Juaz 30, 1209 ramorandum
any benefits they would

sroenznt?

Tae Organization takes the position that since thoere was
nothing in the "Momorandum of Agreaman L which ex Iurud aon-protacted
emnloy s or distinguishad nen~protected from protecited cuwployes, all

f the provisions ware applicable to oll of the cxpl VEG .
It is clear that the Tebruary 7 Agrcement was Intended
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(Avards No. 91 ond XKo. 111).
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Febyuary 7 Loreon

There is nothing to pr
agreement from granting to noa-protected empl

those granted to protected ewployes, e
as that found in the TFebruary 7 Agrecumznb
protected employes and incorporating those appliceble
provisions by wveference.

ally doelud
Febivary 7 Ag

Ve cennot assume that th
tended that those portions of the June
to the Tebruary 7 Agreewant covecred both no
employesa. Failure to distinguish between the wo categevic
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i1 the Agreemant is not suffiicient to ¢
benefits to those employes notl otherwis

AUARD

Absent agreenent between the partics this Comwittes
dozs not have authority to grant benefits to non-protacted eumployees
similar to those granted to protected employeces undex the February 7,
1965 Agreemant.

Nicholzs H.
Neutral Member

Dated: Washingtou, D. C.
November 12, 1969



