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March 14, 2025 

Sent via email: katie.farmer@bnsf.com  

 

Ms. Katie Farmer 

CEO & President 

BNSF Railway 

2500 Lou Menk Drive  

Fort Worth, TX 76131 

 

Dear Ms. Farmer: 

 

We write to you concerning a very serious issue that requires your immediate attention.  We have a Labor 

Forum coming up in April that you’re speaking at, and while BNSF always talks about “partnership,” it is 

becoming very difficult to believe that is BNSF's goal when BNSF is essentially ripping up an agreement 

and trying to impose new rules and work conditions without bargaining, which in turn has resulted in BNSF 

subsidizing its operating costs on the backs of BMWED workers.  When we signed the January 25, 2021, 

agreement, it was to resolve disputes related to temporary vacancies, and it worked without problems or 

agreement changes after an initial dispute and has been paid a certain way for the last four plus years related 

to temporary vacancies. The language in the agreement states temporary vacancies four (4) different times: 

 

 
  

In connection with the above, travel time and mileage were paid to all employes filling temporary vacancies 

under Rule 19. We have learned that Labor Relations advised timekeeping this year to reverse course and 

no longer pay for filling temporary vacancies when a member bumps or acts under different provisions of 

Rule 19, and to use the old arguments that they had used before we signed the agreement above.   
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Also, in connection with the above, since the inception of the January 2021 Agreement, travel time and 

mileage were paid to all employees filling temporary vacancies under Rule 19, without exceptions. Despite 

this long established mutual acceptable application We have learned that Labor Relations advised 

timekeeping this year to reverse course and no longer pay for filling temporary vacancies when a member 

bumps into a temporary vacancy or acts under different provisions of Rule 19(b), and to use the old 

arguments that they had used before we signed the agreement above.   

 

There is no dispute that the communication and process for BNSF changed in 2025 at the direction of the 

Engineering and Labor Relations Department.  It is a complete reversal of what has been paid from the 

beginning of the agreement, and it is only in 2025 that BNSF has taken another position. 

 

In addition to the fact that the Carrier’s broad swipe at Rule 19 as outlined above is contrary to the 

application of the provision from its inception, the Carrier is also compounding its improper denial of travel 

time and mileage by contending that employes that fill a 19(a) request are actually being assigned under 

Rule 19(b).  This is absurd, because the employee requests to fill the position under Rule 19(a), and without 

that 19(a) they would not be assigned regardless of Rule 19(b).  And, importantly, the Carrier has already 

agreed on this point by defending against claims and indicating that Rule 19(a) request to fill a vacancy is 

a Rule 19(a) assignment when triggered by Rule 19(b) part 3.  

 

Indeed, the Carrier’s actions here are in direct contradiction to BNSF Joe Heenan's and David Isom’s 

previous position, even before the agreement of 2021, in 2019 BNSF stated: 

 

 
In an unbelievable action, the carrier is changing members' requests from 19A to 19B and recently started 

to issue cut letters. From the inception of the agreement, temporary vacancies under Rule 19 have been 

paid. Again, in a different case BNSF Joe Heenan again reaffirmed his stance: 

 

 
 

 



It was confirmed by other LR Representatives and BN claim handlers before Mr. Heenan or Mr. Isom even 

worked for BNSF.  As you see in 1998 Attachment 3: 

 

 “Since Mr. Engleson was not working at the location on December 1, the time of that vacation 

 relief was to be provided, he was assigned to the relief position pursuant to Rule 19 A and was 

 considered a bumpable position.” 

 

Again in 1993 T. Lynch stated in Attachment 4: 

 

 “Claimant was filling a vacation relief position per Rule 19A as Section Foreman at Cut 

 Bank, MT during the second half of December, 1992.” 

 

These are just a few examples. BNSF is required to honor the 19A before they have any ability to assign 

the work on an involuntary basis.  In other words, all that Rule 19(b) part 3 does is trigger the requirement 

to use Rule 19(a) before assigning on an involuntary basis.  

 

You would think the above document would be the most damning, but a review of Attachment 5 shows 

there can be no justification for BNSF’s actions, because we already dealt with this situation in 2022. In 

2022, Mr. Dunaway and Ms. Rogers went rogue and put out instructions contrary to BNSF Labor Relations’ 

instructions. BNSF Labor Relations overruled them and continued to pay according to the agreement that 

had been negotiated to cover temporary vacancies, travel time, and mileage. What is being allowed now is 

improper and illegal.  Please see the attached document which states: 

 

“Q - We asked about the new guidance/interpretation from Samantha Rogers (attached) on the relief 

travel portion of the 1/25/2021 agreement (attached).  She has told us that the interpretation we’ve 

had from LR is incorrect and has sent out new direction for the BN guys to the ADMP/DE/RDMs.  

We asked if we’re to change our processes to follow Samantha’s new email direction.  

 

“A - Joe would like us to provide him with some additional information so he can review and let us 

know what direction we should move forward with on the BN and South.  I will provide a document 

that shows our handling for each of her examples as they were prior to the 1/25/21 agreement, then 

after the 1/25/21 agreement.” 

 

The email in Attachment 5 shows that BNSF has been paying the referenced change in 2025 since the 

beginning and Labor Relations provided additional direction in 2022 to continue to pay in the same way 

they had since the inception of the agreement.  So how can there even be a dispute?  It's just dishonesty and 

manipulation. The integrity of BNSF is obviously very low when they cannot adhere to an agreement that 

they made and have paid in accordance with that agreement since its inception! 

 

BNSF does not like the agreement, and instead of bargaining over that agreement as required, BNSF is just 

trying to impose changes which are improper and illegal. We had hoped BNSF would not go down this 

path. We are hoping that BNSF will evaluate what they are doing and, given the evidence attached, will 

reverse course.  

 

We believe that BNSF is stealing from our members and cutting their money.  As you can clearly see, BNSF 

looked at Mr. Dunaway’s and Ms. Rogers’ improper position and overruled them and issued instructions 

for making payments according to the agreement. BNSF clearly already rendered their decision, and it has 

been this way for four years without dispute.  

 

Only now, after four years, when people are becoming afraid for their jobs, is the Carrier allowing a process 

that had been previously vetoed to be followed.  Any sane person looking at this would be able to discern 



that there is strong-arming/manipulating within BNSF that has resulted in BMWED members suffering and 

BNSF pushing the cost of travel onto BMWED members.  

 

It makes it nearly impossible for agreements to be negotiated when BNSF just flips their stance, and their 

word means nothing. 

 

I thank you in advance for your concern and attention to this matter. If you have any questions, do not 

hesitate to contact us. If you wish to schedule a meeting to discuss this topic, we will make ourselves 

available. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

 

John Mozinski Jr. George Loveland 

General Chairman General Chairman 

Burlington Northern System Federation Burlington System Division 

 

 

Timothy Bunch Brian Thompson 

General Chairman General Chairman 

AT&SFF System Federation Allied Federation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 

 

 
 

 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



ATTACHMENT 2 

 

 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3 

 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 5 

 
To: Frank, Jennifer L <Jennifer.Frank@bnsf.com>; Heenan, Joe <Joe.Heenan@BNSF.com>; Wong, George A 

<George.Wong@bnsf.com>; Amin, Anushka <Anushka.Amin@BNSF.com>; Hovestadt, Dawn L 

<Dawn.Hovestadt@BNSF.com>; Hund, Bryan W <Bryan.Hund@BNSF.com>; Jobbins, Theresa 

<Theresa.Jobbins@BNSF.com>; Breeden, Lacy J <Lacy.Breeden@BNSF.com>; Boltz, Stacey 

<Stacey.Boltz@BNSF.com>; Rhodes, James C <James.Rhodes@BNSF.com>; Costa, Elizabeth 

<Elizabeth.Costa@BNSF.com>; Murphy, Trevor M <Trevor.Murphy@BNSF.com>; McBride, Michelle D 

<Michelle.Mcbride@bnsf.com>; Scozzari, Carrie A <Carrie.Scozzari@BNSF.com>; McKenna, Logan A 

<Logan.McKenna@BNSF.com>; Hutto, Zachary <Zachary.Hutto@BNSF.com> 

CC: Stargle, Victoria <Victoria.Stargle@BNSF.com>; Mason, Annette <Annette.Mason@BNSF.com> 

Subject:5/31/2022 Notes - RE: LR/Timekeeping Roundtable 

Attachments: BN Rule 35 Travel Time and Mileage scenarios.pdf (270.36 KB), 1.25.2021 Agreement to resolve E-

exchange Full Sen Bump Vac Rule 61 BN TV EXECUTED.pdf (231.21 KB) 

Notes from today’s call. Please add anything I missed.  Thanks! 
  
Q - In response to declines being issued for South lines flat 1 hour of OT for ‘subsequent meal’, 
employees are reaching out asking us to change OT reason codes or change the time to triple 
time.  They’re saying they claimed it per the RDM as a penalty type payment because they hadn’t been 
provided a subsequent meal.  Should we go ahead and pay them the triple time as they submit these 
shortage forms? 
  
A - LR agrees that if they weren’t returned to their assembly point within 3 hours, weren’t provided the 
subsequent meal/meal period/reimb of the meal, that they’d be entitled to triple time until released or 
brought a meal, per the guidelines of the agreement.  That we should follow up with RDMs to confirm 
this info, then process the payment requests.  Continue to issue the declines for the flat 1 hour penalty 
payments. 
  
Q - We asked about the new guidance/interpretation from Samantha Rogers (attached) on the relief 
travel portion of the 1/25/2021 agreement (attached).  She has told us that the interpretation we’ve had 
from LR is incorrect and has sent out new direction for the BN guys to the ADMP/DE/RDMs.  We asked if 
we’re to change our processes to follow Samantha’s new email direction.  
  
A - Joe would like us to provide him with some additional information so he can review and let us know 
what direction we should move forward with on the BN and South.  I will provide a document that shows 
our handling for each of her examples as they were prior to the 1/25/21 agreement, then after the 
1/25/21 agreement. 
  
Q - Employees held on-call are claiming 1 hour meal penalty payments for every 6 hours held through a 
whole weekend.  Are they entitled?  
  
A - Joe doesn’t feel that an employee being held and not actually working the emergency work should 
be entitled to the penalty payments.  He feels these should be denied and go through the claims 
process.  There’s a difference between being held in anticipation of going to work, and actually 
working.  We’ll put together the verbiage for the decline letters and send it to LR for approval, then 
begin to issue declines on these. 
  
Thanks, 
  



Annette Mason 
Asst Manager, Engineering Payroll Services 
BNSF Railway 
785/435-4771 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 



 
 



 


