
E.. -2. Ir;!X!Ol?er. 
R. P. CO~'iCZ 
P * 14 . '-'arr ington 

.D. T. blxcr ay 
5. J. Hur $1 y 
J. J. EC2dley 
L. J. COO'< 
J. ii. ‘r.;l?itc 
D. F. t;e i St 
x. F. I4itc;1e11 
R. L. sons? s 
c. J. riCCZlbE2 

R. VI. Ber.?.er 
G. S. Srixzt, Jr. 
G. ;.1. Fries 
H. P. Loxcllo 
J. I,! . Pa'ir ic'k 
A. A. Zill 
H. Gonzales 
3. H. Forsyth 
S. Girardi 
E. E. Gardener 
A. E. Davies 
L. E. &xmond 

OPINION 
OF EO.AxD: Cagier transports raw rrateriz.ls 2nd finish=? pro- 

ducts for The Anacozda Con-,zny. :&en tie co;x-,cr strike 
v:as set for July 14, 1967, Curie: on July 10 posted 5. r.otLce of 
ge;leral force reduction effective Zcly 15 "ice to ti:-~~~:-..-~ -~-~'-~-.~i s+wri;Jhe 

: action by va2ious unions against The >.naco2d2 Ccr,~a.ny. It :T;.ET. 
'the strike"ended, Cxrier posted the foilm1i2g, GTi >.prFi 1s, 

19GS: "Sotice released by this office July 10, 1957 is cac2.lied , 
effective 12:Ol A.N., Xozday, April 22, 19oE." sc7.e er?.:;lov~es 
were restoyd to service on various d atcs begl.nmng ATYil i7. 

According to tie Emgloyes, Czrrier S,ises t:?e fx- 
lo~ghs on Article I, Section 4, the energency provisio?. of tkC 



I : 

IioTGever, the February 7, 1965, rg-;rcexi?2t eG?s 
l-.0= permit Carrier to invoke parts of each. FLu"-'r.cr L , c criey 
is required to comply with 
under whic'n it is acting. 

the re~~~irements of the Section 
Ali;*hOLI~2 Cc?rr ic?jT ZgUE.ci tkO1?C;~CUt 

that it was proceeding under Section 3, its furiough of ali 
employees was solely a Section 4 option. Under section 3 all 
en>loyces may not be laid off, since tlhat provision ayyr'or ize s 
proportional reduction in forces to Yne extent of a decline in 
business exceeding 5%. 

In addition, Section 3 requires specific cal- 
culations which liere not made. Questions hio. 2 a-d x0. 3 02 
page 7 of the interpretations of NOVCdXr 24., 1955, proVie. 

that the information on which a reh.ction in force'is based 
must be supplied to the Employes promptly, as soon as it is 
available. 'ihat Carrier a year later included calculatio?s for 
April and ;.lay, 1968, in its submission to tiiis Ccmmittec- (and 
t-hen without showing any specific relationship bct:zen the 
decline .in business and the nu;iber of employees flplo.L?+Lsd) , 
was not compliance with Yne explicit requirements of Section 3. 

Since both the original notice and the nature OII 
t:ne general force reduc'cion from 3uly 14, iSG7 to A2ri.l 22, lS6S. 
demonstrate~tlnat Section 4 was invoked, Carrier was obliced to > 
recall,all protected employees "ur;on the termination of the 
emergency . I' Although Question Xo. 1 on paga 6 of the Inter- 
pretations indicates that Section 3 may ‘ba invo:ied even after 
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1. The answer to Qcestion (A) is thet carrier 
should have restored to service on April 22, 
1958, 2.11 of tile >:aintenance of >?ay e:n?ioyzs 
who tiere laid off in force re~uc'iion 02 
July 15, 1967. 

2. T-he answer to Question (E) is that t?z nzze~ 
ernpioye s arc entitled to ccx~ensaticn fo: 

,; eiGht (8) hours daily for cxh wo~-kEay of 
their former work WC-elr ass .ig-rxent s for v,;-Lic:-A 
thy h&e r.ot received coxpensztion sir.ce 
April 22, 
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