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April 8, 1969 

Mr. C. J. C 

SUBJECT: Employees Dissent to Award No. 31 
Carrier!e,.Opinion on Award No. 37 
Disputes Committe Feb. 7, 1965 

Agreement 

Dear Sirs and!Brothercl: 

I am encloaing herewith our Dissent to Award No. 31 (Case No. CL-26- 
E) of Special Board of Adjustment No. 605 established by the February 7, 
1965 Agreement which was signed by Referee Rohman on March 11, 1969. 
We consider the issue,involved so.important that a Dissent was necessary. 
We have since dkided that we would note Dissent to Award No. 36. 

I am also enclosing herewith the opinion of the Carrier members in 
connection with Award No. 37 (Case No. CL-45-W) of this same Board 
which~was rigned on the’aame date. 

Fraternally, 

Enclosuree 

cc: L.P. Schoena 
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IWIIISCI-CN, D. C. - - PbjRClI 11, 1969 

Dr. Murray M. Rohman, 
Professor of Industrial Relations, 
School of Uusinoss 
Texas Christian University, 
Port Worth, Texas 76129 

Dear Doctor Rohman: 

You were.infonned at the time Award No. 37 

(Case No. CL-4i-I\‘) of Special Board of Adjustment No. 605 was signed 

by you on March 7, 1969, that the Carrier Members of the Special Hoard 

would file a separate opinion thereto. The Carrier kiembers’ opinion is 

attached. 

encl. 

copy to - 

Messrs. 
E. ;. LG.&y 

. . 

T. A. Tracy 
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Dated: Wishington, D. C. 

. Yaxch 7, 1969 
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Al\‘AlU) NO. 37 . 
cA% NO. CL-45-N 

SEPARATI: OPINIOS OF ‘III’? CRRRIIXS ..----__- --____ 

When the proposed award of the neutral member in 
this cast was submitted to the parties for consideration, the Carrier 
Members were under the impression from reading the first two paragra$:s 
of the opinion that the neutral member was adopting certain principles 
with rcspcct to loss of protection of extra men in contrast with furloughed 
men. Wrc sfiecifically, it was thought that the neutral member was implying 
that extra men would lost their protective status under Article II, Section 1 
only if they failed to obtain a regular assi,mcnt, other than a temporary 
assignment, available to them in the exercise of their seniority and not for 
failure to respond to calls for extra work; whereas a furloughed employee 
was required to respond to calls for extra work in order to preserve his 
protective status. 

llowever, during the discussion of the proposed 
award, the neutral member made it clear that he was not ruling on the 
obligations of extra men as against the obligations of furloughed men with 
respect to accepting calls for extra work. He stated that hc IFas simply 
detennining whether the individuals involved were extra employees or 
furloughed e~loyees in response to the questions raised in the case - that 
the language of the opinion should not be considered as ruling on the 
obligations of extra employees with respect to accepting calls. In view 
of these clarifying statements! the carriers do not take exception to the 
first two paragraphs of the opinion. 

However, the Carrier Members do take exception to 
the apparent finding that the claimants are extra employees and not furloughed 
employees. The claimants were in fact furloughed employees available for and 
performing extra work. The mere fact that they were referred to as “extra clerks” 
does not mean’that they were not “furloughed” employees. Referring to furloughed 
employees who arc available for and perform extra work as “extra employees” 
where extra boards arc not maintained is a common practice in the industry. 

March 11, i9G9 


