
From the office of General Chairman  

Gary Naylor, Jr.   

IAM DISTRICT 19 PREVAILS IN  

JURISDICTIONAL DISPUTE ARBITRATION 

BETWEEN THE IAM DISTRICT 19 AND THE 

TWU CARMEN ON  

METRO-NORTH’S NEW HAVEN LINE.   

     Metro-North’s operations on the New Haven line 

have long been conducted primarily using electrically-

powered train cars known generically as “multiple unit 

electric” equipment, or “MUs.”  While disputes arose 

between the TWU and the IAM over jurisdiction of the 

inspection and repair of the MUs at some other loca-

tions, the parties have long agreed that in New Haven, 

the work belonged to IAM-represented Machinists.    In 

the mid-1980s a dispute arose among TWU, IAM and 

Metro-North as to work jurisdiction over inspection and 

repair of MUs in the carrier’s facility in Brewster, New 

York. The dispute was arbitrated in multiple forums, 

litigated in federal court and finally resolved in an 

NRAB award.  In a 1992 award, the NRAB held that 

“The TWU does admit that the IAM did MU work on 

the Carrier’s New Haven Division, both at New Haven 

and ‘partially’ at Stamford….  The TWU recognized 

and agreed to this past practice.”  This “MU work” in-

cluded “all inspection and heavy repair” including on 

“brakes, wheels, draft gear, air compressors, air brake 

systems, and so on.”.   

     Currently, the New Haven line operations primarily 

utilize rail cars known as M8 cars.  The majority of M8 

cars must be operated in groups of two cars, known as a 

“married pair.” Each of these M8 cars has an electric 

propulsion system and can be powered by either a third 

rail or by overhead wires (catenary). The M8 cars all 

carry passengers.  There are a few older and somewhat 

similar cars, known as M2s, which also operate through 

and are inspected by Machinists in New Haven. 

 

     In approximately 2014, Metro-North added to its M8 

fleet a new car known as the M8 S-car. This car can 

receive power from a third rail and a catenary, but it 

must be connected to a standard M8 in order to move.  

The M8 S-car does not require to be part of a “married 

pair” like the M8 and can be used by Metro-North to 

add a single car to a train consisting otherwise of M8s. 

     When Metro-North first introduced the M8-S cars, 

they were only subject to daily inspections and there 

was no initial clarity regarding how inspections would 

be carried out among the crafts.  Eventually, a dispute 

arose involving work on an M8 S-car brakes and wheel 

assemblies, which led the IAM to file a claim; the claim 

was resolved by Metro-North agreeing to “take the sta-

tus quo approach to the work scope and classification of 

work as pertains to each craft as it concerns the S-Car. 

Unfortunately, the TWU took exception to this decision 

and decided to grieve and eventually arbitrate the mat-

ter. The TWU’s argument, relied almost exclusively on 

language in the Code of Federal Regulations 49 C.F.R. 

238.1 defining the term “passenger coach” for purposes 

of federal safety regulations. TWU argued that the M8 

S-Car is a “passenger coach” under these regulations 

and concludes that all work on the “coach” is therefore 

within its work jurisdiction.  
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     Our position was that this argument was misguided 

on several levels. The cited regulations by the TWU do 

not address the issue of contract interpretation or work 

jurisdiction, instead, they solely prescribe minimum 

Federal safety standards for railroad passenger equip-

ment, with the “purpose … to prevent collisions, derail-

ments, and other occurrences involving railroad passen-

ger equipment that cause injury or death.”  Nothing in 

the underlying statutes or regulations addresses matters 

of contract interpretation at Metro-North Railroad. 

     The regulations specify that “The railroad is respon-

sible for determining that the person [qualified to per-

form work under the regulations] has the knowledge and 

skills necessary to perform the required function for 

which the person is assigned responsibility.  The rail-

road determines the qualifications and competencies of 

employees designated to perform various functions in 

the manner set forth in this part.”  49 CFR 238.5, 

“Qualified Person”. As far as we were concerned it was 

here that Metro North railroad had exercised that re-

sponsibility, consistent with the IAM agreement and 

past practice, to determine that the work shall be per-

formed by Machinists. It was also explained to the arbi-

trator that by giving this work exclusively to the Carmen 

would drastically change how other work on the proper-

ty would be done possibly changing the IAM’s dynamic 

in Metro North Railroad forever.  

     The Arbitrator agreed with us because in his ultimate 

decision he went on to say:
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49 C.F.R. 238.1 

The arbitrator understood the history of the 

work and sided with the IAM.  I would like to per-

sonally thank Local Lodge 1112 President Ryan 

Mappa, DL 19 Executive Board Member and Local 

Chairman, Billy Mitchell Jr, Retired General Chair-

man Billy Mitchell Sr., Retired President Directing 

General Chairman John Lacey, and the members of 

Local Lodge 1112 who  contributed to the defense of 

our work and helping us win this landmark  

arbitration. 

 

In Solidarity, 

Gary R. Naylor ,Jr.  

           General Chairman  

 


