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April 16, 2003

Dear Representative:

In the Iate 1960°s and early 1970°s, remote control technology was introduced in railroad
operations. Due to the undependability of this equipment, it was used almost exclusively
in the steel industry and in other industries. In effect, it was “kept behind a fence.” The
equipment wes big, bulky and heavy to carry. . From this use, this.technology was .
adopted in foreign counties primarily in Buropean railroads. Later, it was used in New
Zealand and Canada, Throughout this thirty-year period, the technology went through
evolutionary improvements. With the installation of better communications aod digital
technalogy, the Federal Railroad Administration. (FRA) has continued to monitor these
changes and has amassed a great deal of information on the subject. ‘When the Canadian
National Railroad attempted to install the technology in Canada, there was a dispute
between.the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (BLE) and the United "Transportation
Union (UTU) as to which union would have the rights to the jobs involving this
technology. After an arbitration process, this work was awarded to UTU,

The first to begin to use remote control technology in the United States “outside the
fence™ were America’s small shortline railroads. After studying this issue, the FRA
jssued guidelines that permited the use of this-technology in the Ugited States. The BLE
promptly signed a collective bargaining agreement that peymitted their members to
operate remote contro] locomotives on Montaga RailLink. The mmajor railroads served
notice that they wanted to implement this changed technology for use in the United States
The UTU and the major US railroads made an agreement that was ratified last year which
allowed the members of the UTU 1o operate remote control technology on those.
properties, just like in Capada. The BLE threatened to go on strike making the
allegations that the railroads had no authority to make an agreement On retwoLe control
with the UTU. The US District Couxt in the Northern Distnict of Tllinois epjoined the
BLE from striking and required the parties to go to arbitration. The January 10, 2003,
Award of Special Roard of Adjustment No. 1141 upheld the railroads’ right to make an
agreement with the UTU and UTU’s right to the technology. The FRA bas not objected
1o the leve] of training required by the collective bargaining agreement. The FRA has
reviewed and been involved in 2 number of similar progrars.
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Recently, the BLE and other unions have challenged the implémentation of the remate
control techpology claiming that such operations e unsafé. They appear'to be tryimg1o
use this process to cither stop the use of remote control in the United States or to.gain
work for their own members. They have approached vaxious Jevels of government,
expressing their supposed safety concerns, except in Montana, where BLE bas an

. agreement to operate Remote ControL The UTU obviously supports safety. We believe
that it is in the best interest of safety to allow those who are party to the collective -
bargaining agresments 1o have ownership of the technology and con inue o :work in
partnership with the FRA 10 make any improvements that ray become necessary. It is
our concarn that those who don’t own the techndlogy should not use theippolitical
influence to try to gain through the palitical or legislative processes that which they have
lost at the collective bargaining table, in the courts, at the regulatory agency and in-
arbitration. - S :

Tf others approach your office who are not parties and ask for your involvement in efforts
to improve safety or to ban the operation of rémists control technology, I'bope that you
will take the tirme to review the record. We believe that having other groups involved in
our efforts to maintain safe operation of this technology only inhibits saféty. Many who
have already reviewed the history of remote coritrol operations believe that this is a
jurisdictional dispute between two unions and have chosen not to get involved.

Sincerely yours,
Jajes M. &mmngefer }
ional Legislative Director
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