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SPHCIAL ROARD OF ADJUSTITINT NG, 603

PARTIES
TO
DISPUTE

Brothernood of Railway,

Freight Hendlers, E'I
and

Iilinois Central Railroad Company

QUESTIONS

AT ISSUL: (1) Did the Cerricr violate the pxovisiO““ of :he
February 7, 1965 Agvecient, particulnor le
1, Section 1 theveol, nr;:cTc Viil and tha
Hovember 24, 1965 Interpretation of the February
7, 1965 Agweawant when, on Jonuary 27, 1866, it
refused to eccoxd to Clerk B, W. Forbes moving
exponse benefits provided therein?

(2) Shail the Carrier be required to compensate
D, W. Torbes for expense of wmoving bis hovsenold
effects, traveling and living cxpenses for his
family and pay for time off not to cxeced five
days involved in moving his ploce of residence
from Lafalle, Illinoic to Downs, Tllinois, as
provided in thie Febyuary 7, 18065 Agreewant as
interpreted Hovember 24, 19657
o
OPINION
OF BOARD: The facts indicate that on August 13, 1965, the Carvier gbolished

a position at ILa Salle, held b; CleTn chu. The lattor disploc

Clexk Prazen, who imwediately displaced the Ciaimant. Theveelt

the Claimant displaced on a regular vosition at Bloomington, with-
in the same seniority district, but approxxmatcly sixty miles distant.

The question posed is whether the Claima
expenses. In certain instences, Acvticle IIT provide
mont and Article V of the February 7, 1965 National A
ditions uader which moving expenses and separation al

tlad to moving

mree-

Under the facts presented herein, we do nol considex the job
abolishment at La Salle a technological, operational or organizational change.
See Award Wo. 7.

ANARD

. ( Fyrlay 4. Rohmen
; /eutral Member

DATED:; Woshington, D. C.
Novembex 17, 1969



