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(v), of the same act.
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I. SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIONS

This is the 25th annual report by the National Mediation Board
to the Congress of its administration of the Railway Labor Act—
the law governing the handling of labor-management relations on the
railroads and airlines of the Nation. The National Mediation Board
was created by the 1934 amendments to the original Railway Labor
Act of 1926. ‘

The original Railway Labor Act encompassed proposals advanced
by representatives of management and labor outlining comprehensive'
procedures and methods for the handling of labor disputes founded
upon practical experience gained by the parties under many previous
laws and regulations in this field.:

Because of the importance of the transportation service provided
by the railroads and because of the peculiar problems encountered
in this industry, special and separate legislation was enacted to avoid
Interruptions to interstate commerce as a result of unsettled labor
disputes.

In 1934 the original act was amended and supplemented in impor-
tant procedural respects. Principally, these amendments provided
for: (1) protection of the right of employees to organize for collective
bargaining purposes, (2) a method by which the National Mediation
Board could authoritatively determine and certify the collective-
bargaining agent to represent the employees, and (3) a positive
procedure to insure disposition of grievance cases, or disputes involv-
ing the interpretation or application of the terms of existing collective-
bargaining agreements by their submission to the National Railroad
Adjustment Board.

The amended act of 1934 retained the procedures in the 1926 act
for the handling of controversies between carriers and their employees
growing out of proposals to make or change collective-bargaining
agreements concerning rates of pay, rules, or working conditions.
'The procedures outlined in the act for handling this type of disputes
are: Conferences by the parties on the individual properties in an
effort to settle the dispute, mediation by the National Mediation
Board, voluntary arbitration, and, in special cases, Emergency Board
procedure.

The National Railroad Adjustment Board was created in 1934
by section 3 of the amended act for the purpose of resolving disputes
arising out of grievances or out of the interpretation or application
of collective-bargaining agreements in the railroad industry. Dis-
putes of this type are sometimes referred to as “minor disputes.”

The amended act provided that either party could process a “minor
dispute” to the newly created Adjustment Board for final determina-
tion, without, as previously required, the necessity of securing the
consent or concurrence of the other party to have the controversy
decided by a special form of arbitration.

1 Act of 1888 ; Erdman Act, 1898 ; Newlands Act, 1913; labor relations under Federal
control 1917-20 ; Transportation Act of 1920,
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The airlines and their employees were brought within the scope
of the act on April 10, 1936, by the addition of title II. All of the
procedures of title I of the act, except section 8 (National Railroad
Adjustment Board procedure) were made applicable to common
carriers by air engaged in interstate commerce or transporting mail
for or under contract with the United States Government. Special
provisions, however, were made in title IT of the act for the handling
of disputes arising out of grievances or out of the interpretation or
application of existing collective-bargaining agreements in the air-
line industry. .
. The last amendment to the act was made January 10, 1951. This
amendment permitted carriers and labor organizations to make agree-
ments, requiring as a condition of continued employment, that all
employees of a craft or class represented by the labor organization;
become members of that organization. This amendment (sec. 2,
eleventh) also permitted the making of agreements providing for
the checkoff of union dues, subject to specific authorization of the
individual employee.

The general purposes of the act are described in section 2 as
follows:

(1) To avoid any interruption to commerce or to the operation of any carrier
engaged therein; (2) to forbid any limitation upon freedom of association among
employees or any denial, as a condition of employment or otherwise, of the right
of employees to join a labor organization; (3) to provide for the complete
independence of carriers and of employees in the matter of self-organization;
(4) to provide for the prompt and orderly settlement of all disputes concerning
rates of pay, rules, or working conditions; (5) to provide for the prompt
and orderly settlement of all disputes growing out of grievances or out of the
interpretation or application of agreements covering rates of pay, rules, or
working conditions.

To promote the fulfillment of these general purposes, legal rights
are established and legal duties and obligations are imposed on labor
and management. The act provides “that representatives of both
sides are to be designated by the respective parties without inter-
ference, influence or coercion by either party over the designation
by the other” and “all disputes between a carrier or carriers and its
or their employees shall be considered and if possible decided with
all expedition in conference between authorized representatives of
the parties.” The principle of collective bargaining is aided by
the provision that “it shall be the duty of all carriers, their officers,
agents and employees to exert every reasonable effort to make and
maintain agreements concerning rates of pay, rules and working
conditions.”

. In the administration of the act, two major duties are imposed on
the National Mediation Board, viz:

(1) The mediation of disputes between carriers and the labor
organizations representing their employees, relating to the
making of new agreements or the changing of existing agree-
ments, affecting rates of pay, rules, and working conditions, after
the parties have been unsuccessful in their at-home bargaining
efforts to compose their differences. These disputes are some-
times referred to as “major disputes.” Disputes of this nature
hold the greatest potential for interrupting commerce.

(2) The duty of ascertaining and certifying the representa-
tive of any craft or class of employees to the carrier after investi-
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gation through secret-ballot elections or other appropriate
methods of employees’ representation choice. This type of dis-
pute 1s confined to controversies among employees over the choice
of a collective bargaining agent. The carrier is not a party
to such disputes. Under section 2, ninth, of the act the Board
is given authority to make final determination of this type of
dispute.

In addition to these major duties, the Board has other duties im-
posed by law among which are: The interpretation of agreements
made under its mediatory auspices; the appointment of neutral
referees when requested by the various divisions of the National Rail-
road Adjustment Board to make awards in cases that have reached
deadlock; the appointment of neutrals when necessary in arbitrations
beld under the act; the appointment of neutrals when requested to
sit with System and Special Boards of Adjustment; certain duties
prescribed by the act in connection with the eligibility of labor
organizations to participate in the selection of the membership of
the National Railroad Adjustment Board, and also the duty of notify-
ing the President of the United States when labor disputes which
in the judgment of the Board threaten substantially to interrupt
interstate commerce to a degree such as to deprive any section of
the country of essential transportation service. In such cases the
President may in his discretion appoint an emergency board to investid
gate and report to him on the dispute.

LABOR DISPUTES UNDER THE RAILWAY ACT

The Railway Labor Act provides procedures for the consideration
and progression of labor disputes in a definite and orderly manner.
Broadly speaking, these disputes fall into three general groups:

1. Représeﬂtation 'Disputes

Controversies arising among employees over the choice of a collec-
tive bargaining representative.

2. Major Disputes

Controversies between carriers and employees arising out of pro-
posals to make or revise collective-bargaining agreements.

3. Minor Disputes

_ Controversies between carriers and employees over the interpreta-
tion or application of existing agreements. .

Representation Disputes

Experience during the period 1926 to 1934 showed that the absence
of a provision in the law to impartially determine the right of the
representative at the bargaining table to act as spokesman on behalf
of the employees, was a deterrent to reaching the merits of proposals
advanced and often frustrated the collective-bargaining processes. To
remedy this deficiency in the law, section 2 of the act was amended
in 1934 so that in case a dispute arose among a carrier’s employees as
to who represented the employees, the National Mediation Board could
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investigate and determine the representation desires of employees
with finality. '

In order to accomplish this duty, the Board was authorized to take
a secret ballot of the employees involved or to utilize any other appro-
priate method of ascertaining the duly designated and authorized
representative of the employees. The Board upon completion of its
investigation certifies the name of the representative and the carrier
then is required to treat with that representative for the purposes of
the act. Through this procedure a definite determination is made as
to who may represent the employees at the bargaining table.

Major Disputes

The step by step procedure of direct negotiation, mediation, arbitra-
tion, and Emergency Boards for handling proposals to make, amend,
or revise agreements between labor and management incorporated in
the 1926 act was retained by the 1934 amendments. This procedure
contemplates that direct negotiations between the parties will be
initiated by a written notice by either of the parties at least 30 days
prior to the date of the intended change in the agreement. Acknowl-
edgment of the notice and arrangements for the conference by the
parties on the subject of the notice is made within 10 days. The con-
ference must begin within the 30 days provided in the notice. In this
manner direct negotiations between the parties commence on a definite
written proposal by either of the parties. Those conferences may con-
tinue from time to time until a settlement or deadlock is reached.
During this period and for a period of 10 days after the termination
of conference between the parties the act provides the “status quo will
be maintained and rates of pay, rules, or working conditions shall not
be altered by the carrier.”

There are no accurate statistics to indicate how many disputes have
been settled at this level by the parties without outside assistance;
however, each year the Board receives well over a thousand amend-
ments or revisions of agreements. Such settlements outnumber those
that are made with the assistance of the Board, and clearly indicate
the effectiveness of the first step of the procedures outlined in the act
that it shall be the duty of carriers and employees to exert every rea-
sonable effort to make and maintain agreements concerning rates of
pay, rules and working conditions.

In the event that the parties do not settle their problem in direct
negotiations either party may request the services of the National
Mediation Board in settling the dispute or the Board may proffer
its services to the parties. In the event this occurs the “status quo”
continues in effect and the carrier shall not alter the rates of pay,
rules, or working conditions. At this point the Board, through its
mediation services, attempts to reconcile the differences between the
parties so that a mutually acceptable solution to the problem may be
found. The mediation function of the Board cannot be described as
a routine process following a predetermined formula. Each case is
singular and the procedure adopted must be fitted to the issue involved,
the time and circumstances of the dispute, and personality of the
representatives of the parties. It ishere that the skill of the mediator,
based on extensive knowledge of the problems in the industries served,
and the accumulated experience the Board has acquired is put to the
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test. In mediation the Board does not decide how the issue between
the parties must be settled, but it attempts to lead the parties through
an examination of facts and alternative considerations which will
terminate in an agreement acceptable to the parties. In the past 25
years almost 6,000 mediation cases have been disposed of through the
services of the Board.

When the best efforts of the Board have been exhausted without
a settlement of the issue in dispute the law requires that the Board
urge the parties to submit the dispute to arbitration for final and
binding settlement. This is not compulsory arbitration but a freely
accepted procedure by the parties which will conclusively dispose of
the 1ssue at hand. The parties are not required to accept the arbi-
tration procedure; ome or both parties may decline to utilize this
method of disposing of the dispute. But 1f the parties do accept
this method of terminating the issue the act provides in sections 7, 8,
and 9 a comprehensive arrangement by which the arbitration pro-
ceedings are conducted.

The Board has always felt that arbitration should be used by the
parties more frequently in disposing of disputes which have not been
settled in mediation. Over the past 25 years 249 disputes have been
disposed of in this manner. In some instances arbitrations have dis-
posed of industrywide controversies.

In the event that mediation fails and the parties refuse to arbitrate
their differences the Board notifies both parties in writing that its
mediatory efforts have failed and for 30 days thereafter, unless in the
intervening period the parties agree to arbitration, or an emergency
board shall be created under section 10 of the Act, no change shall
be made in the rates of pay, rules, or working conditions or established
practices in effect prior to the time the dispute arose.

At this point it should be noted that the provisions of section 5 of
the act permit the Board to proffer its services in case any labor
emergency is found to exist at any time. The Board under this section
of the act is able under its own motion to promptly communicate with
the parties when advised of any labor conflict which threatens a
carrier’s operations and use its best efforts, by mediation, to assist the
parties in resolving the dispute. The Board has found that this
section of the act is most helpful in averting what otherwise might
become serious problems.

The final step in the handling of major disputes is not one which
is automatically invoked when mediation is unsuccessful. Section 10
of the act pertaining to the establishment of Emergency Boards pro-
vides that if a dispute has not been settled by the parties after the.
various provisions of the act have been applied and if, in the judg-
ment of the National Mediation Board, the dispute threatens sub-
stantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree such as to de-
prive any section of the country of essential transportation service,
the President shall be notified, who may thereupon, in his discretion,
create a Board to investigate and report respecting such dispute. The
law provides that the Board shall be composed of such number of
persons as seems desirable to the President. Generally, a Board of
three is appointed to investigate the dispute and report thereon. The
report must be submitted within 30 days from the date of appoint-
ment and for that period and thirty days after, no change shall be
made by the parties to the controversy in the conditions out of which
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the dispute arose. This latter period permits the parties to consider
the report of the Board as a basis for settling the dispute. )

During the 25 years the National Mediation Board has been 1n
existence 125 Emergency Boards have been created. Inmost instances
the recommendations of the Boards have been accepted by the parties
as a basis for resolving their disputes without resorting to a final test
of economic strength. In other instances, the period of conflict has
been shortened by the recommendations of the Boards which have
narrowed the area of disagreement between the parties and clarified
the issues in dispute.

In the early days of World War 11, the standard railway labor or-
ganizations, as represented by the Railway Labor Executives Associ-
ation, and the carriers agreed that there should be no strikes or lockouts
and that all disputes would be settled by peaceful means. The pro-
cedure under the Railway Labor Act presupposes strike ballots and
the fixing of strike dates as necessary preliminaries to any threatened
interruption to interstate commerce and the appointment of an Emer-
gency Board by the President. The Railway Labor Executives Asso-
ciation suggested certain supplements to the procedures of the act for
the peaceful settlement of all disputes between carriers and their em-
ployees for the duration of the war. Asa result of these suggestions
the National Railway Labor Panel was created by Executive Order
9172, May 22, 1942. The order provided for a panel of nine members
appointed by the President. The order provided that if a dispute
concerning changes in rates of pay, rules, or working conditions was
not settled under the provisions of sections 5, 6, 7, 8, or 9 of the Rail-
way Labor Act, the duly authorized representatives of the employees
involved could notify the chairman of the panel of the failure of the
parties to adjust the dispute. If, in his judgment the dispute was
such that if unadjusted even in the absence of a strike vote it would
interfere with the prosecution of the war,the chairman was empowered
by order to select from the panel three members to serve as an Emer-
gency Board to investigate the dispute and report to the President.

The National Railway Labor Panel operated from May 22, 1942, to
August 11, 1947, when 1t was discontinued by Executive Order 9883.
During the period of its existence the panel provided 58 Emergency
Boards. Except for a few cases, the recommendations of these
Boards were accepted by the parties in settlement of dispute.

Minor Disputes

Agreements made in accordance with the procedure outlined above
for handling major disputes provide the basis on which the day to day
relationship between labor and management in the industries served
by the Railway Labor Act are governed. In the application of these
agreements to specific factual situations disputes frequently arise as
to the meaning and intent of the agreement. These are called minor
disputes.

The 1926 act provided that carriers or groups of carriers and their
employees would agree to the establishment of Boards of Adjustment
composed equally of representatives of labor and management to re-
solve disputes arising out of interpretation of agreements. The fail-
ure on the pant of the parties to agree to establish Boards of Adjust-
ment negated the intent of this provision of the law.

In 1934 the Railway Labor Act was amended so as to establish a
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positive procedure for handling minor disputes. Under the amended
law grievances or claims that the existing employment agreement have
been violated are first handled under the established procedure out-
lined in the agreement and if not disposed of by this method they
may be submitted for a final decision to the Adjustment Board. The
act states that these disputes “shall be handled in the usual manner up
to and including the chief operating officer of the carrier designated
to handle such disputes; but failing to reach an adjustment in this
manner, the disputes may be referred by petition of the parties or by
either party to the appropriate divisions of the National Railroad
Adjustment Board with a full statement of facts and all supporting
data bearing upon the dispute.”

The Adjustment Board is composed of equal representation of labor
and management who if they cannot dispose of the dispute may select
a neutral referee to sit with them and break the tie or in the event they
cannot agree upon the referee the act provides that the National
Mediation Board shall appoint a referee to sit with them and dispose
of the dispute. The Supreme Court has stated that the provisions
dealing with the Adjustment Board were to be considered as com-
pulsory arbitration in this limited field. (Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen v. Chicago River and Indiana Railroad Co., 353 U.S. 30.)

Summary

As will be seen from the foregoing outline, the Railway Labor Act
provides a comprehensive system for the settlement of labor disputes
in the railroad and airline industries. The various principles and
procedures of that system were incorporated in it only after they had
proved effective and necessary by experience under previous statutes.
The statute is based on the principle that when a dispute involves the
making or changing of a collective-bargaining agreement under which
the parties must live and work, an agreed upon solution is more desir-
able than one imposed by decision. This principle preserves the free-
dom of contract in conformity with the freedom inherent in our system
of government. T

In the first annual report of the National Mediation Board for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1935, it was stated :

Whereas the early legislation for the railroads * * * made no attempt to dif-
ferentiate labor controversies but treated them as if they were all of a kind,
the amended Railway Labor Act clearly distinguishes various kinds of disputes,
provides different methods and principles for settling the different kinds, and
sets up separate agencies for handling the various types of labor disputes.

These principles and methods, built up through years of experimentation, pro-
vide a model labor policy, based on equal rights and equitable relations.

The design of the act is to place on the parties to any dispute of this
character the responsibility to weigh and consider the merit and prac-
ticality of their proposals and to hear and consider opposing views and
offers of compromise and adjustment—and time to reflect on the con-
sequences to their own interest and the interest of the public of any
other course than a peaceful solution of their problems.

Procedures in themselves do not guarantee mechanical simplicity in
disposing of industrial disputes, which the Supreme Court of the
United States has aptly described as “a subject highly charged with
emotion.” Good faith efforts of the parties and a will to solve their
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own problems is an essential ingredient to the maintenance of peace-
ful relations and uninterrupted service.

As with any system or plan which seeks to retain freedom of con-
tract and the right to resort to economic force, there have been periods
of crises under the act, but in the aggregate, the system has worked
well—it has settled large numbers of disputes both at the local and
national level with a minimum of disturbance to the public.

It cannot, however, be overemphasized that whatever the success
that has been achieved in maintaining industrial peace in the indus-
tries served by the Railway Labor Act has resulted from the coopera-
tion of carriers and organizations in solving their own problems. The
future success of the law depends upon continued respect for the
processes of free collective bargaining.

Strikes and Threatened Strikes

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, actual work stoppages
on the railroads and airlines which received handling by the Board
totaled 12, 9 of which were on airlines and the remaining 3 involved
rail carriers or related facilities. In several other instances, strikes
of a day or less duration occurred on both air and rail carriers. These
however, were disposed of by the parties without invoking the Board’s
services.

A tabulation of the strikes occurring during the fiscal year is shown
as table 7 in the appendixes.

Divided into main categories, the following tabulation shows the
principal causes of the 12 strikes which took place during the fiscal

year.
Rail carriers

Wage requests___ e 1

Wages and rules requestS. o e 1

Rules dispute__ — _— 1
Air carriers

‘Wages and rules requests - 8

‘Working conditions.. . . __ 1

Strikes on Rail Carriers

Only one of the strikes on rail carriers involved major transporta-
tion facilities; i.e., the marine operations of 10 trunkline rail carriers
in New York Harbor. The dispute which led to this strike is sum-
marized below. The short duration of the strike and the steps taken
by the carriers to maintain service by rerouting traffic, etc., served to
reduce adverse effects on the movement of traffic.

The other two strikes involving rail facilities, occurred on very
small operations, with only minor adverse effects on the service
provided. ) .

To a large degree, freedom from strikes or work stoppages in the
railroad industry undoubtedly stemmed from 3-year-term wage and
rules settlement agreements, extending until November 1, 1959, be-
tween railroad employees and the major trunkline rail carriers and
other important rail facilities. Moratorium provisions in these agree-
ments placed certain restrictions on the parties with respect to niti-
ating or progressing demands for changes in the wage and rules
provisions of the existing collective-bargaining agreements during
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the moratorium period. This served to curtail proposals for changes
in the agreements during the fiscal year and consequently to reduce
the occasions for controversies to arise.

A summary of the three strikes involving rail carriers follows:

Frie C-2925—Transport Workers Union of America et al. and the Baltimore
and Ohio Railroad Oo. et al.

A 3-day strike occurred among railroad marine employees repre-
sented by the Transport Workers Union of America, the Railroad
Marine Union, and the United Marine Workers Division of District
50, United Mine Workers of America, employed by the Baltimore &
Ohio Railroad Co., the Bush Terminal Railroad Co., the Central
Railroad of New Jersey, the Lehigh Valley Railroad Co., the New
York Central System, the New York, New Haven & Hartford Rail-
road Co., the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., the Erie Railroad, the Dela-
ware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Co., and the Long Island
Railroad Co. ,

The carriers posted notices on June 10, 1959, advising that all
positions as firemen, oilers, or oiler firemen (approximately 125
jobs) on tugs using diesel power would be abolished at 12.01 a.m.,
June 15, 1959,

The strike began on June 15, 1959, by employees represented by the
above listed unions. Other organizations respected the picket lines.
The Board assigned a mediator to assist the partiesin this controversy.
The carriers prayed for an injunction before the United States Dis-
trict Court, Southern District of New York. That court ordered a
status quo with respect to the abolished jobs effective June 20, 1959,
and enjoined the strike until all procedures and practices of the act
have been completed and exhausted. The matter is still before the
courts.

Althougb the strike greatly curtailed the marine activities of these
carriers, nevertheless, service was maintained by rerouting the traffic.

CASE A-5829—Pennsylvania-Ontario Transportation Co. and the United Steel-
workers of America.

A strike of 85 days’ duration by 33 nonlicensed personnel of a rail-
road car ferry in a dispute concerning the terms and conditions of
a new agreement.

The car ferry SS Ashtabula transports railroad cars across Lake
Erie between Ashtabula, Ohio, and Port Berwick, Ontario. The or-
ganization served notice on the carrier on May 15,1958, of their inten-
tion to negotiate a new agreement. Conferences were held during
which the organization presented its proposal containing 23 items in-
cluding a wage increase of 15 cents an hour, 2 additional holidays, and
increased vacation allowances.

The carrier countered with a proposal to reduce wages by 10 percent.
Direct negotiations between the parties failed to settle the dispute and
a work stoppage followed on July 17, 1958.

Although the strike prevented the car ferry from performing its
customary service, it did not materially affect railroad service as
freight was rerouted.

The mediation services of the Board were invoked and settlement
terms were reached by the parties on August 20, 1958, during media-
tion proceedings.



CasE A-5990—United Ruilroad Operating Crafts and the Rahway Valley
Railroad. .

A strike of 99 days’ duration by three maintenance-of-way em-
ployees represented by the above organization occurred on this small
transfer rail line at Kenilworth, N.J., commencing January 1, 1959,
but did not, curtail the service furnished by the carrier.

The strike followed failure of negotiations between the parties for
an adjustment in wages requested by the organization. gettlement
of the dispute was reached on April 8, 1959, during mediation

proceedings.
Strikes on Air Carriers

In contrast to the freedom from serious interruption to transporta-
tion services which prevailed in the railroad industry during the fiscal
year, the airlines experienced a series of strikes of prolonged dura-
tion. Four major air carriers—Capital, Trans-World, Eastern, and
American Airlines—suffered strikes which caused complete cessation
of operations of these carriers.

Before these strikes took place, all of the procedures of the act, i.e.,
mediation, profter of arbitration, and emergency board proceedings
had been applied to these disputes without effecting settlements.

In the dispute which led to the strikes on Eastern Airlines by the
flight engineers and on American Airlines by the pilots, the anticipated
introduction into service of new types of equipment—faster and Jarger
turboprop and turbojet aircraft—posed complex problems with re-
spect to “‘cockpit” crew complement, wage scales, and other contract
rules to be applicable to the operation of such equipment. :

In the dispute which led to the strikes on Capital, Trans-World,
and Eastern Airlines by employees represented by the International
Association of Machinists, wage rates for a new contract period pre-
sented highly controversial issues. However, a number of other unre-
‘solved issues relating to changes in working rules and other collective-
bargaining contract provisions contributed to the difficulties in reach-
ing settlement. :

All of these disputes were eventually settled and service restored,
but not without considerable inconvenience and hardship to the public
due to the curtailment of air transport service during the period of
these strikes.

The other five airlines on which strikes occurred during the fiscal
year were local or “feeder” lines or relatively small operations. In
.practically all of these instances, the carriers were able to maintain
normal operations.

A summary of the strikes involving airlines follows:

CasE A-5642—International Association of Machinists and Capital Airlines, Inc.

A strike of 37 days’ duration occurred on this major air carrier,
commencing October 14, 1958, and continued until November 23, 1958.

The dispute which led to the strike by airline mechanics and other
employees represented by the above organization had been the subject
of Emergency Board (122) hearings and report, along with similar
disputes between the Association and five other major air carriers, as
outlined in chapter V of this report.

The issues involved related to proposals of both parties for changes
in their collective-bargaining contract, covering wages and working
rules.
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The recommendations of the Emergency Board for the settlement
of this dispute were not accepted by the Association and the employees
engaged in a strike to enforce their demands, particularly to secure
a greater wage increase than recommended by the Emergency Board.

During the course of the strike the National Mediation Board conr
tinued its efforts to assist the parties in working out their differences.
Settlement terms were finally reached between the parties terminating
the strike and the carrier resumed operations. ‘
CaSE A-5613—Trans World Airlines, Inc., and International Association of

Machinists.

A strike of 13 days’ duration occurred on this major air carrier,
commencing November 21, 1958, and continuing until December
3, 1958.

The dispute which led to the strike by airline mechanics and other
employees represented by IAM had been the subject of Emergency
Board (122) hearings and report, along with similar disputes between
the Association and five other major air carriers, as outlined in chap-
ter V of this report.

The issues involved related to proposals of both parties for changes
inltheir collective-bargaining contract, covering wages and working
rules. ‘

The recommendations of the Emergency Board for the settlement of
this dispute were not accepted by the Association and the employees
engaged in a strike to enforce tﬁeir damands, particularly to secure
greater wage increases than recommended by the Emergency Board.

During the course of the strike the National Mediation Board con-
tinued its efforts to assist the parties in working out their differences.
A settlement was reached during these mediation proceedings, fol-
lowing which the.carrier resumed operations. "

CasE A-5612—Flight Engineers International Association, EAL Chapter, and
Eastern Airlines, Inc.

CAsE A-5599—International Association of Machinists and Rastern Airline.’g,
Inc. i

A strike of 38 days’ duration occurred on this major air carrier,
commencing November 24, 1958, and continuing until December
31, 1958.

The dispute which led to the strike by the flight engineers had been
the subject of Emergency Board (120) hearings and report to the
President, as outlined in chapter V of this report. |

Negotiations between the parties over revision and renewal of the
pay structure and other collective-bargaining contract provisions were
complicated by a jurisdictional dispute between the Association repre-
senting the flight engineers and the Association representing the pilots
relating to the qualifications requirements of the occupant of the
“third seat in the cockpit.” . ' :

The flight engineers rejected the Emergency Board’s recommen-
dation for the settlement of the dispute. The Kmergency Board had
recommended with respect to the crew complement issue, “that flight
engineers who were to serve on jet aircraft when introduced into
service should have certain minimum pilot qualifications in addition
to required flight engineer’s qualifications.” The carrier, however,
indicated acceptance of the Board’s recommendation on the crew com-
plement issue as a basis for resolving the dispute, but the flight engi-
neers refused to accede to the carrier’s request to acquire basic pilot
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qualifications to be eligible to serve as flight engineers on jet aircraft
and a strike resulted.

Simultaneously with the strike of the flight engineers, the airline
mechanics and other employees represented by the International As-
sociation of Machinists also engaged in a strike because of an unsettled
dispute involving proposals of this Association for increases in wages
and improvement in provisions of the collective-bargaining agreement
relating to working conditions.

This dispute also had been the subject of Emergency Board (122)
hearings and report, along with disputes between the Association and
five other major air carriers as outlined in chapter V of this report.

Settlement of this dispute was later reached but the mechanics
respected the picket lines maintained by the flight engineers.

Final settlement of the dispute involving the flight engineers was
reached on December 31, 1958, and the carrier resumed operations,

A-556T—American Airlines, Inc., and Air Line Pilots Association

A strike of 24 days’ duration occurred on this major air carrier,
commencing December 19, 1958, and continuing until January 11,1959.

The dispute which led to the strike by the pilots represented by the
Association had been the subject of Emergency Board (124) hearings
and report, as outlined in chapter V of this report.

The Board found that a controversy between the parties over the

question as to whether or not the negotiations (involving proposals
of both parties for adjustment in the pay scale and changes in other
provisions of the collective-bargaining agreement between the parties)
should be confined to present piston-powered equipment or also in-
clude turbine-powered equipment shortly to be introduced into service
had prevented any constructive consideration by the parties of the
issues relating to wages and other contract provisions.
" The Emergency Board’s report to the President in this instance did
not contain any recommendations for the settlement of the specific
issues in the dispute. It did, however, issue rulings designed to settle
the controversy between the parties as to procedure by clarifying the
scope of the negotiations and recommended that the parties resume
direct negotiations and assume their responsibilities under the act to
endeavor by good faith bargaining efforts to resolve issues relating to
‘both types of equipment.

In line with the Board’s recommendation, the parties resumed di-

rect negotiations. These negotiations, however, failed to resolve the
Wagqi and rules issues between the parties and the pilots engaged in
a strike.
" During the course of the strike the National Mediation Board con-
tinued 1ts efforts to assist the parties in working out their differences.
"A settlement was finally reached during these mediation proceedings,
following which the carrier resumed operations.

Transport Workers Union of America and Pan American World Airways

An unauthorized strike of 4 days’ duration resulting from a dispute
relating to working conditions occurred among 1,500 maintenance
workers employed by Pan American at the Guided Missiles Range,
Cape Canaveral, Florida, from July 15, 1958, to July 19, 1958. The
strike did not affect the other operations of the carrier.

The employees returned to work following agreement reached in
.direct negotiation disposing of the dispute.
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A-H864—Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Association, International and
Lake Central Airlines, Inc.

A sirike of 11 days’ duration by flight attendants occurred on this
midwest local or “feeder” air carrier following failure of direct ne-
gotiations, mediation, and a declination by the company to arbitrate
the demands of the labor organization involving both wages and rule
changes. ‘

Th?oughout the strike service was maintained. The parties re-
entered direct negotiations and a settlement was reached on December
4, 1958.

A-5826—International Association of Machinists and West Coast Airlines, I'nc.

A strike of 4 days’ duration occurred on this air carrier, which
operates in the Pacific Northwest, involving 86 mechanics and stock
clerks. The strike required the carrier to operate on curtailed
schedule.

The dispute involved proposals of both parties for ehanges in the
collective-bargaining agreement pertaining to rates of pay, rules, and
working conditions.

The parties failed to settle the dispute in direct negotiation. Media-
tion was unsuccessful and the Board’s proffer of arbitration was de-
clined by the union. Consequently, the Board on August 19, 1958,
advised the parties that it had exhausted its efforts in attempting to
settle the controversy.

Further direct negotiations between the parties proved unproduc-
tive and the employees involved engaged in a strike from November
21-24, 1958, on which latter date an agreement was reached settling
the dispute.

A~6047—Transport Workers Union of America and Linea Aeropostal Venezolana
Adrline.

A strike of 26 days’ duration commencing May 6, 1959, by clerical
employees and flight dispatchers at the New York and Miami ter-
minals of this foreign air carrier operating between South America
and the above points in the United States. Operations of the carrier
were continued on a limited basis during the work stoppage.

The strike followed failure of the parties to reach agreement on
terms for an initial collective-bargaining contract covering rates of
‘pay, rules, and working conditions of the employees involved.

The dispute was finally disposed of through mediation proceedings.
A-5959—Air Line Dispatchers Association and Pacific Air Lines, Inc.

A 3-day strike by 10 dispatchers occurred on this Pacific Coast
feeder line, following failure of direct negotiations, mediation, and
-declination by both parties to submit the dispute to arbitration. The
dispute involved both wages and rules. Service was maintained
throughout the strike. The parties resumed direct negotiations and
an agreement was concluded on June 8, 1959, which terminated the
-strike.

During the fiscal year reports to the President were issued by six
Emergency Boards, as outlined in chapter V of this report. Five
of these Boards were created by Executive orders issued during the
Tatter part of the preceding fiscal year, but reports by these boards
were not issued until the early part of the present fiscal year. The
other Emergency Board (125) was created on April 22, 1959, as a
result of a threatened strike against Pan American World Airways
by employees represented by the Transport Workers Union of Amer-
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ica, and issued its report to the President on June 15, 1959. Subse-
quently the organization renewed its strike threat. However, the
strike was averted when an agreement was reached by the parties with
the assistance of a mediator. The issues involved in this dispute re-
lated to proposals covering wages and working rules applicable to
“flight service personnel” employed on jet aircraft introduced by the
carrier on certain of its routes.

The Board is pleased to note a further decline during the past fiscal
year in the number of emergency situations created by threats of strike
necessitating proffer of its services under section 5, first (b), of the
act. In these instances, strike threats occurred following breakdown
of negotiations and before the services of the Board were invoked.
Usually in such cases, the organization will postpone strike action
pending mediatory efforts by the Board. In most instances during
the past fiscal year, these emergency situations were disposed of by
settlements arrived at with the assistance of a mediator. Several of
these disputes were submitted to Special Boards of Adjustment for
final disposition with the aid of a neutral arbitrator. This decline in
emergency situations may be attributed to several factors: (1) “Pat-
tern settlement” contracts in the railroad industry extending until
October 31, 1959, with moratorium provisions, have tended to reduce
new collective-bargaining proposals; (2) clarification as to the re-
quirements of certain procedures of the act by recent court decisions,
particularly with respect to the handling of “minor” disputes; (3) in-
creased understanding as to the procedures of the act and disposition
of the representatives to avail themselves of the methods provided for
the settlement of disputes.

During the past several years, there have been emergency requests
for the services of the Board by representatives of employees, in con-
nection with disputes arising from changes made or intended to be
made by rail carriers in the methods of work performance by em-
ployees. Generally, these requests indicate threatened strike action.
Some of these changes result from development of new and improved
machines to handle clerical, communications, and other operational
functions. In other instances the change may involve assignments of
individual employees or crews in road passenger or freight service,
relocation of the point for going on and off duty in yard service, reduc-
tion of the number of employees through consolidations of facilities,
and similar changes. In some cases, threats of strike have occurred in
an effort to forestall the change and the Board has found it necessary
to proffer its mediatory services on an emergency basis. ,

In general, disputes of this nature are described by the representa-
tive of the employees as “a unilateral change by carrier in the working
conditions of employees, without serving notice or conducting negotia-
tions under section 6 of the act.” TUsually a demand is made by the
employee representative, that the carrier maintain the “status quo”;
i.e., withhold making the change in working conditions, or restore the
conditions if the change has already been made, until the dispute has
been acted upon by the National Mediation Board.

Inquiry into these situations reveals usually a difference between the
parties as to the interpretation of the employment agreement and
intent of section 6 of the act. Section 6 of the act reads as follows:

Carriers and representatives of the employees shall give at least thirty days’
written notice of an intended change in agreements affecting rates of pay, rules,
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or working conditions, and the time and place for the beginning of conference
between the representatives of the parties interested in such intended changes
shall be agreed upon within ten days after receipt of said notice, and said time
shall be within the thirty days provided in the notice. In every case where such
notice of intended change has been given, or conferences are being held with
reference thereto, or the services of the Mediation Board have been requested by
either party, or said Board has proffered its services, rates of pay, rules, or
working conditions shall not be altered by the carrier until the controversy has
been finally acted upon as required by section 5 of this Act, by the Mediation
Board, unless a period of ten days has elapsed after termination of conferences
without request for or proffer of the services of the Mediation Board.

The carrier generally will take the position that the act does not
require notice, conference, and other procedures thereunder with rep-
resentatives of the employees prior to making changes in every type
of working condition, but has application only to those working con-
ditions incorporated in written rules which have been made part of
the collective-bargaining agreement with the representative of em-
ployees and by which the carrier has expressly restricted or limited
its authority to direct the manner in which certain services shall be
rendered by its employees. In other words, the carrier will contend
that section 6 of the act, applies only when a “change in agreements”
affecting rates of pay, rules, or working conditions is intended, and
that the particular change in working conditions or method of per-
forming certain work by employees now under consideration or in-
volved 1n the dispute does not, constitute an agreement change.

In cases where strike threats occur in disputes of this nature, the
Board will call attention of the parties to section 6 of the act. The
responsibility for observance of the act and compliance with the em-
ployment agreement, rests with the parties.

Frequently, the Board finds it necessary to assign a mediator to
confer with the parties and develop detailed information to determine
the type of dispute involved and the proper procedure under the act
for its disposition. In many cases a mutually satisfactory settle-
ment of the dispute is effected during these informal conferences.
However, in several instances during the past fiscal year strike action
has been taken or threatened in disputes of this nature, which re-
sulted in carriers instituting court action to enjoin the strike on the
basis that the disputes were within the category of “minor disputes?
and hence subject to the jurisdiction of the National Railroad Ad-
justment Board for determination. 1

It should be noted that emergency situations created by threat of
strike prior to invoking the services of the Board are the exception
rather than the rule, as.the vast majority of disputes are progressed
by the parties through the usual procedures of the act, and in most
instances are disposed of without resort to strike pressure. :

ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

As mentioned in the preceding Annual Report, during the latter
part of 1956 and the early part of 1957, agreements extending for a
3-year term, or until October 31, 1959, were entered into between all
of the Standard Railway Labor Organizations, representing practi-
cally all of the operating and nonoperating employees of the major
railroads of the country and the Eastern, Western, and Southeastern
Carriers’ Conference Committees, representing the carriers,

All of these agreements provided for an initial wage increase in
basic rates of pay, effective November 1, 1956, and additional specified
basic wage increases on November 1, 1957, and November 1, 1958.
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In addition, all agreements contained a so-called escalator cost-of-
living clause, providing for 1 cent per hour, pay adjustments for each:
half point change in the Consumers’ Price Index, compiled by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor. Pay adjust--
ments, if any, were to be made semiannually on May 1 and November
1 of each succeeding year following the effective dates of the agree-
ments based on the Consumers’ Price Index figure published for the
months of March and September preceding the pay adjustment dates..
The Index figure for September 1956 of 117.1 was adopted as the base
for determining pay adjustments.

Pay adjustments based on these agreements (as of Nov. 1, 1959)
have been as follows:

BLS CP | Pay adjust- Amount.

Base month for determining pay adjustments Index ment date cents per
hr increase-
March 1957 . e 118.9 | May 1, 1957 3
September 1957, . ___.._. e e 121.1 | Nov. 1,1957 54
March 1958. ... DU 123.3 | May 11,1958 4-
September 1958 .- 123.7 | Nov, 11,1958 1
March 1950 - o e e 123.7 } May 11,1959 [
September 1989, .. oo 125.2 | Nov. 1,1959 3
117 Y U RRY PR SO 16-

During the fiscal year, requests pursuant to section 5, second, of the
act were filed with the Board in several instances for interpretations
in connection with the moratorium provisions contained in the National
Settlement Mediation Agreement of November 1, 1956, between
Eleven Cooperating Railway Labor Organizations and carriers repre-
sented by the Eastern, Western, and Southeastern Carriers’ Confer-
ence Committees. After conducting hearings on the issues involved,
the Board rendered decisions as follows:

Interpretation No. 72, issned January 14, 1959, involved disputes
between the Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employes and
certain major rail carriers of the country, The Order of Railroad
Telegraphers and the Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway Co., and
Employes’ National Conference Committee, Eleven Cooperating
Railway Labor Organizations and the Southern Railway System,
Employes’ National Conference Committees, Eleven Cooperating Rail-
way Labor Organizations and the Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad
and the Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad of Texas.

The organization had served requests on the carriers involved to
amend their respective collective-bargaining agreements to include
new provisions outlined in the proposals of the organizations. As
a result of these proposals, a controversy arose between the parties
on the specific issue presented for interpretation, i.e., whether or not
the moratorium provisions of the mediation agreement of Novem-
ber 1, 1956, between the parties barred the serving and progression
of notices dealing with “stabilization of employment.”

In its interpretation the Board concluded :
that it was the intention of the parties to enter into negotiations om proper
notices served under paragraph (e) of Article VI of the Mediation Agreement
of November 1, 1956 * * *,

Mediation proceedings were subsequently conducted by the Board
in one of the disputes included in the above interpretation (Brother-
hood of Maintenance of Way Employes and certain major rail carriers
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of the country, Case A-5987) which resulted in an agreement being
reached on October 7, 1959, disposing of the dispute.

Interpretation No, 82, issued November 13, 1959, involved a dispute
between Employes’ National Conference Committee, Eleven Co-
operating Railway Labor Organizations and the Eastern, Western,
and Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees. The issue pre-
sented to the Board for decision, related to a contention by the carriers,
that the proposal of the organizations to the carriers under date of
May 29, 1959, for increases in vacation and paid holiday allowances
was prematurely served in view of the moratorium provisions of the
mediation agreement of November 1, 1956 between the parties.

Inits interpretation the Board concluded :

that any notice requesting a change in existing agreements dealing with vacation
or compensated holidays, which sought an effective date after November 1, 1959,

was not subject to challenge, in view of the specific language contained in the
agreement,

September 3, 1958, the Secretary of Labor in a proceeding under
section 8, first (f), of the act determined that the claim of the United
Railroad Operating Crafts that it is national in scope was without
merit.

This matter came before the Secretary on the claim of the United
Railroad Operating Crafts that it was entitled to participate in the
selection and designation of the labor members of the National Rail-
K)ad Adjustment Board under the provisions of the Railway Labor

ct.

By the terms of section 3, first (a), of the Railway Labor Act, a
labor organization is entitled to participate in the selection of the labor
members of the National Railroad Adjustment Board if it is national

in scope and organized in accordance with the provisions of section 2
of the act.

The decision of the Secretary stated in part:

As has been said before, the Railway Labor Act does not define the phrase
“national in scope” nor prescribe any specific standards or tests for its interpreta-
tion. The limited legislative history regarding this phrase indicates that a union
organized within a single company or carrier in one State would not be “national
in scope” within the meaning of the act. Congressional discussion of the phrase
also indicates that a general dissemination of membership throughout the country
would be essential to the recognition of a qualified status. These references in
the legislative history are not to be interpreted to mean that a union acquires
the status of national in scope merely by having more than one contract with
more than one employer in more than one State, with a dissemination of mem-
bership, no matter how thinly dispersed. If such references were to be in-
terpreted as drawing a decisive or definitive line between those railway unions
which are national in scope and those which are not, there would have been
scant necessity for Congress to establish an administrative process for the in-
vestigation and determination of claims to a readily apparent status.

No fixed or rigid criteria can be formulated and applied in considering whether
a claim to national-in-scope status has merit. In this case, as my predecessors
did, I have considered a number of factors, no one of which can be deemed con-
trolling, such as the claimant organization’s numerical membership, the geo-
graphical distribution of its membership, including the depth as well as the range
of distribution, the degree of influence in collective bargaining, and the relative
position of the organization in the railroad industry.

October 20, 1958, six major airlines, American Airlines, Inc., Capital
Airlines, Inc., Eastern Air Lines, Inc., Pan American World Airways,
Inc., Trans World Airlines, Inc., and United Air Lines, Inc., an-
nounced the signing of a mutual aid agreement which purported to
provide financial assistance among the parties in the event any of the
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signatories suffered a strike, forcing suspension of flight operations,
which had been called for reasons which include the enforcement of
demands in excess of or opposed to the recommendations of an Emer-
gency Board applicable to the party or called before the employees on
strike exhausted the procedures of the Railway Labor Act or which is
otherwise unlawful. The mutual aid agreement was filed with the
Civil Aeronautics Board who after hearing decided May 20, 1959,
Docket No. 9977, on the basis of the record and after giving due con-
sideration to the standards contained in the Federal Aviation Act and
the Railway Labor Act that the agreement was not adverse to the
public interest or in violation of the act and, accordingly, approved
subject to certain conditions. One member of the Civil Aeronautics
Board dissented.

. A plan was being considered by the Nation’s railroads whereby they
would adopt a service interruption insurance policy that would protect
the carriers against losses resulting from work stoppages.

“Three cases of interest involving the Railway Labor Act are now
awaiting review by the Supreme Court of the United States. Two
of these cases (The Order of Railroad Telegraphers vs. Chicago and
Northwestern Ry. Co. (USCA 7; 264 F. 2d 254, March 13, 1959) and
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers vs. Missouri-Kansas-Tewas
Railroad Co. (USCA 5; 266 F. 2d 335, April 20, 1959) involve ques-
tions relating to the scope of mandatory bargaining and the propriety
of Federal court injunctions in railway labor disputes. The other
(decision of the Supreme Court of Georgia in the case of /nternational
Association of Machinists, et al. vs. Street, et al., 108 S.E. 2d 796,
May 8, 1959) involves the question of validity of section 2, eleventh
(union shop provisions), in connection with the use of union dues for
political and other purposes not related to collective-bargaining
functions.

In the railroad industry, there has been a practice followed for
many years by agreement between representatives of management and
labor to conduct collective-bargaining negotiations of periodic wage
and rules requests on an industrywide basis. These are generally re-
ferred to as concerted or national wage and rules movements.

In the initiation of such movements, the Standard Railway Labor
Organizations representing practically all railroad employees on the
major trunkline carriers and other important rail transportation fa-
cilities will serve proposals on the individual carriers throughout the
country. These proposals also include a request that if the proposals
are not settled on the individual property, the carrier join with other
carriers receiving a like proposal, in authorizing a Carriers’ Con-
ference Committes to represent it in handling the matter in negotia-
tions at the national level.

Conversely, counterproposals or new proposals for wage adjust-
ments or revision of collective-bargaining contract rules, which the
railroads desire to progress for negotiations at the national level, are
served by the officials of the individual carriers on the local repre-
sentatives of labor organizations involved.

When the parties are agreeable to negotiate on a national basis,
three Regional Carriers’ Conference Committees are usually estab-
lished with authority to represent the principal carriers in the Eastern,
Western, and Southeastern Territories. The employees involved are
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represented by National Conference Committees established by the
labor organizations.

Generally, eleven Standard Railway Labor Organizations, repre-
senting the vast majority of nonoperating employees (those not di-
rectly involved in the movement of trains, such as shop crafts,
maintenance-of-way and signal forces, clerical and communication
employees), jointly progress a uniform national wage and rules
movement. ) Ch

Other organizations representing certain nonoperating employees,
such as yardmasters and train dispatchers generally progress their
national wage and rules movements separately, although at times in
the past, they have joined with the larger group of Standard Railway
Labor Organizations representing nonoperating employees. .

The five labor organizations representing practically all the major
railroads’ operating employees (those engaged directly in the move-
ment of trains, such as locomotive engineers, locomotive firemen, road
conductors, road trainmen, and yardmen) progress their wages and
rules proposals for national handling in the same manner but sep-
arately, as a general rule. In some instances, the proposals of these
organizations will be substantially similar in the amount of wage
increases or improvement in working conditions requested. In other
instances in the past, there have been a variety of proposals by some
of these organizations, differing particularly in the number and char-
acter of rules changes proposed. These instances have usually pro-
duced proposals by the carriers of a broad scope for changes in the
wage structure and working rules, applicable to operating employees.
The experience in national handling has been generally satisfactory
when the requests are relatively uniform as to wages or involve only,
a few rules proposals. On the other hand numerous proposals for
changes in rules, and those seeking substantial departure from existing
rules, produce controversies extremely difficult to compose.

The benefit of negotiations, national in scope, is that when settle-
ment is effected, it establishes a “pattern” for the entire industry;
extending generally to all Class I carriers of the country. Other
important rail transportation facilities and smaller carriers which
do not participate actively in the national negotiations will, as a rule,
adopt the same or similar pattern. Thus, a single negotiating
proceeding, if successful, disposes of problems which otherwise Woulcg{
probably result in hundreds of serious disputes developing at the
same time or closely following one another on the various railroads
of the country.

The last national wage and rules movement between carriers and
employees resulted in pattern settlements being reached during
1956-57. Moratorium provisions (placing certain restrictions on
serving and progressing proposals for changes in wages and rules)
contained in these agreements extend to November 1, 1959. ,

In preparation for negotiations for new industrywide wage and
rule contract terms, proposals for various Standard Railway Labor
Organizations have been made, some prior to the close of the present
fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and others have been made since
that date. To these, the carriers have presented counterproposals.
Additionally, proposals have been made by the carriers on all organi-
zatlons representing the operating employees for revision of working
rules dealing with the operation and manning of trains in all classes
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of road service and yard service. In the following listin

a brief

outline of the principal points involved in these proposals is shown.

NATIONAL WAGE AND RULE MOVEMENTS—RAILROADS

The following is a tabulation of wage and rules change demands
of various railroad labor organizations, representing both operating
and nonoperating employees, which have been served on the principal
carriers throughout the country since the last annual report. Pro-
posals and counterproposals served by the carriers on various organi-
zations are also listed. At the time of this writing all these notices
are either being handled on a national basis, or requests for national
handling have been made. Although many of these notices are dated
subsequent to the close of the fiscal year covered by this report, never-
theless, they are included herein for informational purposes.

Party or parties serving notice

Subject

Eighteen Participating Railway

. Labor Organizations (both op-
erating and nonoperating),
Sept.. 10, 1958

Brotherhood of Locomotive En-

"'gineers, Mar. 2, 1959.

Order of Railway Conductors
and Brakemen, Mar. 2, 1959.

Switchmen’s Union of North

America, Mar. 2, 1959.

Brotherhood of Réilroad Train-
. men, Apr. 20, 1959,

Eleven Nonoperating Labor Or-
ganizations, May 29, 1959.
Carriers’ - counterproposal to
Non-Ops.
Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire-
{%en and Enginemen, June 15,
59,

Carriers’ notice served on the
BLE, BLF & E, ORC & B,

‘BRT, and SUNA.

Eleven Nonoperating Labor Or-
ganizations, Sept. 1, 1959.

Carriers’ counter proposal on
Nonoperating Organizations,
. Sept. 21, 1959,

Railroad Yardmasters of Amer-
ica, Oct. 1, 1959.

The American Railway Super-
" visors’ Association, Oct. 1,1959.

Carriers’ Proposals served on the
BLE, BLF & E, ORC & B,
gRT, and SUNA, Nov. 2,

59.

Proposed rules encompassing the following subjects: time limit on
claims and grievances, hiring practices, safety, health and sanitation,
and accidents.

Requesting existing cost-of-living allowances he made part of basic
rates of pay, cost-of-living allowances be continued with a new base,
a wage increase of 12 percent, and a similar increase for all arbitrary
and special allowances.

Requesting existing cost-of-living allowances be made part of the basic
rates of pay, cost-of-living allowances to be continued with a new
base, a wage increase of 12 percent, a similar increase for all arbitrary
and special allowances, and increase the average basic rates for road
conductors by 1.6 percent of the October 1956 rates.

Requesting existing cost-of-living allowances be made part of the basic
rates of pay, cost-of-living allowances be continued on a new base, a
wage increase of 12 percent, and a similar increase for all arbitrary
and special allowances.

Requesting existing cost-of-living allowances be made part of the basic
rates of pay, cost-of-living allowances be continued on a new hase,
rates for certain yard employees increased 4 cents per hour, wage in-
crease of 14 percent for all employees, similar increase in other
methlods of payment, and the preservation of existing money differ-
entials.

R%quesﬁting broadened vacation allowances and increase holiday

enefits.

Revision of vacation and holiday rules.

Requesting existing cost-of-living allowances be made part of the basic
rates of pay and other methods of payment be increased proportion-
ately, a wage increase of 14 percent, cost-of-living allowances be con-
tinued on a new base, established daily earnings minimum, and
preservation of existing money differentials.

Requesting decrease of all rates of pay and allowances by 15 cents per
hour and to cancel the cost-of-living provisions contained in the
various agreements, -

Requesting improvements in the existing hospital, surgical and med-
ical benefits 1insurance plan, free life Insurance, cancellation of the
cost-of-living agreement with allowances thereunder to be made part
gf the basic rates of pay, and an increase in wages of 25 cents per

our.

Requesting reduction of 15 cents per hour in rates of pay, cancellation
o§ cost-of-living provisions, and to amend the health and welfare
plan.

Requesting cancellation of the cost-of-living agreement with allowances
to be made part of the basic rates of pay, a wage increase of $50 per
month, improved vacation allowance, the carriers to provide a sick
benefit insurance plan supplemental to the Railroad Uneimployment
Insurance Act, and improved holiday allowances.

Requesting wage increase of $50 per month, improved vacation allow-
ances, cancellation of cost-of-living agreement with allowances to be
made part of basic rates of pay, improvement in holiday allowances,
free life insurance, additional medical expense insurance to be paid
by carriers, bonuses where carriers are presently allowing them to
others, and a supplemental pension plan.

Requesting revision of rules pertaining to basis of pay, crew terminals
for interdivisional and intradivisional runs, crew terminals, auto-
matic release of crews at end of runs, switching by road and yard
crews, the number of employees to be used in a train crew, use of
engine, train or yard service employees on motor cars or self-propelled
equipment, and the use of firemen or helpers on other than steam
power in freight and yard service.
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II. RECORD OF CASES
1. CASES HANDLED BY THE BOARD

The Railway Labor Act in its present form gives jurisdiction to the
II:Tational Mediation Board of disputes of the three categories listed

elow:

(1) Representation.—Dispute among a craft or class of em-
ployees as to who will be their representative for the purpose of
c}(illectix)re bargaining with their employer. (See sec. 2, ninth, of
the act.

(2) Mediation.—Disputes between carriers and their employees
concerning the making of or changes of agreements concerning
rates of pay, rules, or working conditions not adjusted by the
parties in conference. (See sec. 5, first, of the act.)

(3) Interpretation.—Controversies arising over the meaning or
the application of any agreement reached through mediation.
(See sec. b, second, of the act.)

These disputes will be more fully discussed elsewhere in this report.

The Board’s services are invoked by the parties to a dispute, either
separately or jointly, by the filing of an application on a form pre-
scribed by the Board. Upon receipt of an application, it is promptly
subjected to a preliminary investigation to develop or verify the re-
quired information. This procedure serves a twofold purpose: In
many instances the preliminary investigation discloses that the appli-
cation is not in proper form for docketing, thereby saving time and ex-
pense for all concerned by disposing of the matter before it is assigned
for field investigation and, in other instances, this procedure clarifies
obscure points before field assignment, thereby eliminating tech-
nicalities so that a mediator may devote his full time to handling the
merits of the dispute. Both preliminary investigations and field in-
vestigations have also disclosed that applications for the Board’s serv-
ices have been filed in disputes properly referable to other tribunals
%uthc:irized by the act, and therefore should not be docketed by this

oard.

Since November 1955 the Board has been assigning an “E” number
designation to cases wherein the Board’s services have been proffered
under the emergency provisions of section 5, first (b), of the act.
During the fiscal year 1959, 27 “E” cases were docketed, making a
total of 198 in less than a 5-year period. Many of these cases are not
reflected in the statistics representing total cases docketed.

Another type of case which has been consuming an increasing
amount of the Board’s time—this is particularly applicable to the
railroad industry—is the “C” number designation series. The “C”
number is given to both representation and mediation applications
when it is not readily apparent whether the application should
be docketed. A majority of these cases are assigned to a mediator for
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on-the-ground investigation to secure sufficient facts from those in-
volved 1n order for the Board to decide whether the subject should be
docketed or dismissed. The mediator’s personal services have often
aided the parties in agreeing on a satisfactory disposition without
exhausting the formal procedures of the law. Therefore, such settle-
ments are not reflected in the Board’s tabulation of cases docketed and
disposed of. During fiscal 1959, 141 “C” cases were handled by the:
Board, 87 of which required the assignment of a mediator and 4 re-
quired formal hearings. In the 25 years of the Board’s existence it has
handled more than 2,900 such cases. ) .

It is apparent then that when in the following paragraphs we speak
of total number of cases docketed we are speaking of formally docketed
cases and not necessarily the total of services performed by the Board.

It is not uncommon, particularly in the railroad industry, for a case
to represent a 'dispute between 15 unions and 200 railroads involving a
score or more issues. The Board has in the past and will continue to-
consider such a dispute as one case when it is handled jointly on a na-
tional basis.

" Table 1 reveals the total number of all cases docketed during fiscal
year 1959 was 321. This represents a decrease of 86 cases as compared
with the previous year. A decrease occurred both in the number of
mediation cases docketed—229 cases docketed of this category in 1959
contrasted with 809 in fiscal year 1958, and in representation disputes—
83 contrasted with 92 in fiscal 1958. However, nine interpretation
cases were docketed in fiscal 1959 as compared to six in fiscal 1958,
making an increase in this category. ‘ ' ‘

" The decrease in mediation cases is undoubtedly due to the morato-
rium provision contained in most railroad agreements which prevents
changes in rules affecting money items until the moratorium expires
November 1, 1959. Indications are that with the expiration of this
moratorium agreement the Board’s case load will materially increase
during the next fiscal year.

The decline in representation cases is due principally to the fact
that representation of railroad employees is practically complete, and
the disputes now arising in that industry are mainly attempts to secure
changes in existing representation. Representation in the airline
industry, while still incomplete in all crafts and classes is being
stabilized by the AFL~CIO no-raiding agreement.

2. DISPOSITION OF CASES

Table 1 further reveals that 248 mediation cases were disposed of
during fiscal year 1959, as compared with 305 the previous year, mak-
ing a total of 5,909 mediation cases disposed of during the 25-year
period of the Board’s operation. Railroads were involved in 165 of
the cases disposed of, while the 83 remaining cases pertained to air-
lines. This represents a decrease of 63 railroad cases when compared
with the previous year, while airline cases increased by 6 over the pre-
vious year. Railroads accounted for 67 percent of cases disposed of,
whereas in the previous year they accounted for 78 percent.

As shown by table 3, 58 of the 88 representation cases disposed of
involved railroads, and 30 involved airlines. The previous year rail-
roads accounted for 75 of 104 representation cases. In percentage
railroads accounted for 62 percent of representation cases in 1959 as
compared with 72 percent of the previous year. The Board has dis-
posed of 3,356 representation disputes in its 25 years of existence.
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3. MAJOR GROUPS OF EMPLOYEES INVOLVED IN CASES

A total of 13,375 employees were involved in the 88 representation
cases disposed of by the Board. Table 5 shows that rdilroad train,
engine, and yard service employees accounted for 32 cases involving
8,482 employees. Speaking in terms of percentages this group ac-
counted for 36 percent of all cases and 62 percent of the total number
of employees involved in representation disputes. Railroad marine
service employees were parties in 9 cases having 901 employees
involved. ,

In the air transport industry clerical and stock employees were
involved in 8 representation cases, accounting for 2,593 of the total
8,036 airline employees involved in these disputes. ’

Table 4 reveals that train, engine, and yard service employees ac-
counted for 96 of the 165 mediation cases in the ra,ilroa,tf industry ;
pilots accounted for 19, clerical employees accounted for 13, mechanics
and stewardesses accounted for 12 each of the total 83 mediation cases
in the air transport industry.

- 4. RECORD OF MEDIATION CASES

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, 229 mediation cases
were docketed, a decrease of 80 From the previous year. These added
to the 218 cases on hand at the beginning of the fiscal year make a
total of 447 cases considered during the period. Table 1 shows a total
of 248 cases were disposed of during the year, leaving 199 unresolved
.cases on hand at the end of the year.

Class I railroads were involved in 122 mediation cases, while switch-
‘ing and terminal railroads accounted for 19 cases of the total of 165
«cages on rail carriers. The airline carriers were involved in 83 me-
diation cases, an increase of 6 cases over-the total for the previous
year. - , : ' ‘
. One hundred sixty-two cases were settled by mediation agreements—
74 of these on railroads, 56 on airlines. Seven arbitration agreements
were completed, one railroad case and six airline cases. ‘The parties
withdrew their application for the services.of the Board either before
or during mediation in 23 cases. The Board dismissed 23 cases. In
33 cases either the carrier or employees, or both, refused to arbitrate
the issue in controversy.

The major issues, as related in table 2, involve rates of pay and
rules. Of 89 cases involving rates of pay, 20 were railroad and 69
airline. Sixty-six of these cases were settled by mediation agree-
ments, 17 railroad and 49 airlines. Two cases were withdrawn, one
railroad and one airline. Two railroad cases were closed on account
of refusal to arbitrate and 10 airline cases were closed for the same
reason. Three airline cases were dismissed.

One hundred and twenty cases involved rules changes, 108 railroad
and 12 airline. Sixty-seven cases were settled by mediation agree-
ments, 62 railroad and 5 airline; 1 railroad case and 1 airline case were
closed based on an agreement to arbitrate; 18 were withdrawn, 17 rail-
road and 1 airline; 14 were closed on account parties refused to arbi-
trate, 13 railroad and 1 airline; and 19 cases were dismissed.

Ten cases dealing with new agreements were disposed of, 8 railroad
and 2 airline; and 29 cases involving miscellaneous items were dis-
posed of, all in the railroad industry.
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5. ELECTIONS AND CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVES

Table 1 reveals that during the past fiscal year 83 new representation
cases were docketed. This number added to the 17 on hand at the
close of the previous year made a total of 100 cases considered during
the period covered by this report. At the end of the fiscal year 12
cases were pending.

As seen from tagble 3, 79 of the 88 cases handled were disposed of by
certification of a representative of the employees to the carrier. Six
cases were withdrawn by the applicant organization and in three cases
the Board dismissed the organization’s application.

Railroads were involved in 58 of the cases disposed of by the Board.
Certifications were issued in 53 cases involving 10,290 employees
working in various crafts or classes.

In the airline industry 26 certifications were issued in 30 of the cases
handled by the Board. These certifications covered 2,363 employees
working in various crafts or classes.

Table 6 shows that 104 employees in the railroad industry acquired
representation for the first time by virtue of the Board’s certification,
while 10,189 employees in that industry were involved in representa-
tion disputes that challenged the existing representation. Representa-
tion was changed in various crafts or classes involving 1,457 employees.
On the other 2%m.nd, representation was not changed as a result of the
Board’s investigation 1n crafts or classes involving 8,732 employees.

In the airline industry 462 employees acquired representation rights
for the first time by virtue of the Board’s certification. These figures,
however, do not include the employees acquiring representation under
consent, elections handled under “C” designation files' and therefore,
not formally certified. '

Representation was changed in airline crafts or classes involving
1,854 employees. '

Of the total of 12,609 employees involved in the 88 representation
disputes disposed of in both industries, initial representation was ac-
quired for 566 employees. The remaining 12,043 employees were in-
volved in disputes challenging the existing. representation with the
result of a change for 3,311 employees. '
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III. MEDIATION DISPUTES

The Railway Labor Act contemplates that the representatives of
carriers and employees will exert every reasonable effort to make and
maintain agreements. This imposes the duty upon both parties to
meet promptly in conference in an effort to dispose of disputes affect-
ing rules, wages, and working conditions. That this duty is recog-
nized by the parties is shown by reference to chapter IV of this report
which indicates that during the past fiscal year 1,233 revisions in
agreements covering rates of pay, rules, and working conditions were
made by the parties .without- the active assistance of the National
Mediation Board. o o o

Section 5, first, of the Railway Labor Act permits either party—
carrier or labor organization—or both—to invoke the services of the
‘National Mediation Board in disputes which have not been settled
in direct conference. -Such applications for, the mediation services of
the Board may be made on printed Forms NMB-2 copies of which
may be obtained from the Executive Secretary of the Board. Care
should be exercised in filling out the application to show the exact
nature of the dispute, number of employees involved, name of the
carrier and name of the labor organization, date of agreement between
the parties, if any; date and copy of notice-served by the invoking
party to the other and date of final conference between the parties. -

In many instances prompt docketing of applications for the Board’s
services under section 5, first, of the act is delayed because the required
information. is not, furnished. Frequently, the Bodrd is required to
enter into correspondence with the parties to determine if, as required
by law, the parties-have endeavored to settle the dispute prior to re-
questing the mediation services of the Board.: In other instances
.docketing of the application is delayed pending an' investigation on
the ground to determine technical questions as to the Board’s jurisdie-
tion in the dispute. Generally, these cases involve applications cover-
ing matters which in the first instance should have been referred to
the National Railroad Adjustment Board. These delays are tinie
consuming and in many instances require an investigation on the
property by a mediator before a final decision as to the Board’s juris-
diction can be made. I - : e

The instructions for filing application for mediation services of the
Board call attention to the following provisions of the Railway Labor
Act bearing directly on the procegures to be followed in handling
disputes in which the services of the Board have been invoked. These
instructions follow:

Item 1.—THE SPECIFIC QUESTION IN DISPUTE
The specific question in dispute should be clearly stated, and special care
exercised to see that it is in accord with the notice or request of the party

serving same, as well as in harmony with the basis upon which direct negotia-
tions were conducted. If the question is stated in general terms, the details
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of the proposed rates or rules found to be in dispute after conclusion of direct
negotiations should be attached in an appropriate exhibit referred to in the
question. This will save the time of all concerned in developing the essential
facts through correspondence by the office or preliminary investigation by a
mediator, upon which the Board may determine its jurisdiction. The impor-
tance of having the specific question in dispute clearly stated is especially ap-
parent when mediation is unsuccessful and the parties agree to submit such
question to arbitration.

Item 2—COMPLIANCE WITH RAILWAY LABOR ACT

Attention is directed to the following provisions of the Railway Labor Act
bearing directly on the procedure to be followed in handling disputes and in-
‘voking the services of the National Mediation Board :

‘Notice of Intended Change

“Sec. 6. Carriers and representatives of the employees shall give at least
thirty days’ written notice of an intended change in agreements affecting rates
of pay, rules, or working conditions, and the time and place for the beginning
of conference between the representatives of the parties interested in such in-
tended changes shall be agreed upon within ten days after the receipt of said
notice, and said time shall be within the thirty days provided in the
notice. * * »»

Conference Between the Parties
, “SEC. 2. Second. All disputes between a carrier or carriers and its.or their
employees shall be considered, and, if possible, decided, with all expedition, in
conference between representatlves designated and authorized so to confer,
respectively, by the carrier or carriers and by the employees thereof mterested
in the dispute.”

Services of Mediation Board
“Sec. 5. First. The parties, or either party, to a dispute between an em-

ployee or group of employees and & carrler may invoke the services of the

Mediation Board in any of the followmg cases:
“(a) A dispute concerning changes in rates of pay, rules, or workmg condi-
tions not adjusted by the parties in conference, * * *”

Status Quo Provisions

“SEC. 6. * * * In every case where such notice of intended change has been
given, or conferences are being held with reference thereto, or the services of
the Mediation Board have been requested by either party, or said Board has
proffered its services, rates of pay, rules, or working conditions shall not be
altered by the carrier until.the controversy has been finally acted upon as re-
quired by section 5 of this Act, by the Mediation Board, unless a period of ten
.days has elapsed after termination of conferences without request-for or- proffer
of the services of the Mediation Board.”"

i Section 5, ﬁrst also permits the Board to proﬁ'er its services in
case any labor emergency is found.to exist at any time. Threatened
labor emergencies created by threats to use economic strength to set-
tle issues in dispute without regard to the regular procedures of the
act handicap the Board in assigning a mediator in an orderly manner
to handle docketed cases. Cases in:which the Board proffered its me-
diation services are assigned an. “E” docket number: uring ‘the past
fiscal -year 27 cases were assigned in the “E” number series. In the
.same period 36 cases in this ca,tegory were dlsposed of..

1. PROBLEMS IN MEDIATION

Experience has shown that agreemerits made between the carrier
‘and labor orgahizations on -a' voluntary -basis during the course'of
mediation create an atmosphere 6f mutual respect and understanding
which. is helpful in the ‘day-to-day application .of the ‘wreement
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Mediation agreements frequently are reached after suggestions have
been advanced by the mediator which may preserve the basic position
of the parties. A voluntary agreement reached in mediation implies
that both sides have receded from their original position taken at the
start of the controversy and on the basis of a better understanding of
the issues involved, a successful meeting of minds has been achieved.

When the Board finds it impossible to bring about a settlement of
any case by mediation it endeavors as required by section 5, first, of
the act “to induce the parties to submit their controversy to arbitra-
tion.” The provisions for such arbitration proceedings are given in
section 7 of the act. Arbitration must be mutually desired and there
is.no compulsion on either party to agree to arbitrate. The alterna-
tive to arbitration is a test of economic strength between the parties.
A considered appraisal of the immediate and long-range effects of
such a test, which eventually must be settled, indicates that arbitra-
tion is by far the preferable solution. .There are few, if any, issues
which cannot be arbitrated if that course becomes necessary. If the
Earties do agree to arbitration the specific question in dispute should

o clearly stated and special care exercised to see that it 1s in accord
with the notice or request of the parties serving the same as well as
in harmony with the basis upon which direct negotiations were con-
ducted. The importance of having the specific question in dispute
clearly stated in the application for the mediation services of the
Board is especially apparent when mediation is unsuccessful and the
Earties agree to submit the question to arbitration. The Board firmly

elieves that more use should be made of the arbitration provisions of
the act in settling disputes that cannot be disposed of in mediation.

In the handling of mediation cases the following situations con-
stantly recur: One is the lack of sufficient and proper direct nego-
tiations between the parties prior to invoking mediation. Failure to
do this makes it necessary after a brief mediation session to recess
mediation in order that further direct conferences may be held be-
tween the parties to cover preliminary data which should have been
explored prior to invoking the services of the Board. In other in-
stances prior to invoking the services of the Board, the parties have
only met in brief session without a real effort to resolve the dispute or
consideration of alternative approaches to the issues in dispute. Un-
der such circumstances the parties do not have a thorough knowledge
of the issues in controversy or the views of the other party. Here
again the mediation handling of the case must be postponed while
the parties spend time preparing basic data which should have been
explored prior to invoking the services of the Board. Frequent re-
cesses of this nature do not permit a prompt disposition of the dispute
as anticipated by the act. Rather they create a climate of procrasti-
nation which frequently is climaxed by the creation of an emergency
situation.

In other instances mediation proceeds for only a short time before
1t becomes apparent that the designated representative of one or both
sides lacks the authority to negotiate the dispute to a conclusion. Part
of this failure to cloak the representative with full authority to con-
clude a dispute is the practice of some organizations to make settle-
ments only on the condition that they be ratified by the members of
their organization. Mediation cannot proceed in an orderly fashion
if the designated representatives do not have the authority to finally
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decide issues as the dispute is handled. The Board has a reasonable
right to expect that the rgg)resentatives designated by the parties to
negotiate through the mediator will have full authority to execute
an agreement when one is reached through mediatory efforts.

The Board deplores the failure of the parties to cloak their repre-
sentatives with the powers granted by the act to conduct negotia-
tions to a conclusion. If this problem continues to increase it may
be necessary for the Board to obtain positive assurances before 1t
assigns a mediator to meet with the parties that the representatives
of the parties have full power and authority to handle the dispute
to a final conclusion. ‘ _ :

The general duties of the act stipulate that all disputes between
a carrier or carriers and its or their employees shall be considered
and, if possible, decided with expedition, in conference between rep-
resentatives designated and authorized so to confer, respectively, by
the carrier or carriers and by the employees thereof interested in
the dispute.
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IV. REPRESENTATION DISPUTES

One of the general purposes of the act is stated as follows: “to
provide for the complete independence of carriers and of employees
in the manner of self-organization.” To implement this purpose, the
act places positive duties upon the carrier and the employees alike.
Ungeﬁ the heading of “General Duties” paragraph third reads
as follows:

Representatives, for the purposes of this act, shall be designated by the
respective parties without interference, influence, or coercion by either party
over the designation of representatives by the other; and neither party shall
in any way interfere with, influence, or coerce the other in its choice of repre-
sentatives. Representatives of employees for the purposes of this act need
not be persons in the employ of the carrier, and no carrier shall, by interfer-
ence, influence, or coercion seek in any manner to prevent the designation by its
employees as their representatives of those who or which are not employee
of the carrier. :

The act makes no mention as to how carrier representatives are
selected. In practice, however, the carrier’s chief executive desig-
nates the person or persons authorized to act in behalf of the carrier
for the purposes of the act.

However, the selection of the representative of the employees is
much more complicated.

Paragraph fourth of general duties grants to the employees the
right to organize and bargain collectively through representatives of
their own choosing. And it goes on to say, “The majority of any
craft or class of employees shall have the right to determine who
shall be the representative of the craft or class for the purposes of
the act.” Congress, thereby, established the bargaining unit under
the act to be a craft or class of employees. However, the act does
not define the term “craft or class,” and many disputes have been
complicated by controversies over its meaning.

On August 13, 1937, the Board issued a determination of craft or
class in case R-358, in the matter of representation of employees of
The Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Co.—clerical, station
and storehouse employees, in which it held :

‘When it became necessary for the Board to determine those eligible to par-
ticipate in the selection of representative by the majority of the craft or class,
the Board has been guided by these general principles :

(a) To follow, so far as practicable, the past practice in grouping of employ-
ees for representation purposes;

(b) To consider the nature of the employment, supervision, practicable lines
of promotion and demotion, with accompanying seniority, to develop on the
one hand protection of the employees from arbitrary action of management
and a definite line of development of employees with a view to efficient
operation;

(¢) The public interest in preventing interruptions to commerce.

These principles are still considered in rendering determinations
of craft or class.
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To insure the employees of a free choice in naming their collective
bargaining representative, paragraph fourth of the act further states
that “No carrier, its officers or agents, shall deny or in any way ques-
tion the right of its employees to join, organize, or assist in organiz-
ing the labor organization of their choice, and it shall be unlawful
for any carrier to interfere in any way with the organization of its
employees, or to use the funds of the carrier in maintaining or assist-
ing or contributing to any labor organization, labor representative,
or other agency of collective bargaining, or in performance of
any work therefor, * * *” Section 2, tenth, provides a fine and
imprisonment for the violation of this and other parts of section: 2.

Section 2, ninth, of the act sets forth the duty of the Board in repre-

sentation disputes. This provision makes it a statutory duty of
the Board to investigate a representation dispute and to determine
the representative of the employees. Thereafter the Board certifies
the representative to the carrier, and the carrier is then obligated to
deal with that representative.
. The Board’s services are invoked by the filing of Form NMB-3,
“Application for Investigation of Representation Disputes,” accom-
panied by sufficient evidence that a dispute exists. This evidence
‘usually is in the form of authorization cards. These cards must have
been signed by the individual employees within a 12-month period,
and must authorize the applicant organization or individual to repre-
sent for the purpose of the Railway Labor Act the employees who
signed the authorization cards.

In disputes where employees are already represented, the applicant
must file authorization cards in support of the application from at
least a majority of the craft or class of employees involved. In dis-
putes where the employees are unrepresented, a showing of at least
85 percent authorization cards from the employees in the craft or
class is required.

Upon receipt of an application by the Board a preliminary investi-
gation is made to determine whether or not the application should
be docketed and assigned to a mediator for an on-the-ground investi-
gation. The preliminary investigation usually consists of an exam-
ination to determine if there is any question as to craft or class, if
sufficient authorization cards accompanied the application, and to
resolve any other procedural question before it is assigned to field
handling. Once the application has been found in proper order it
is docketed for field investigation.

Field investigation requires the compilation of a list of eligible em-
ployees and an individual check of the validity of the authorization
cards. After receiving the mediator’s report and all pertinent infor-
mation the Board either dismisses the application or finds that a
dispute exists which ordinarily necessitates an election.

Often the question arises as to who is a party to a representation
dispute. The Board has consistently interpreted the second and third
general purpose of the act along with section 2, first and third, to ex-
clude the carrier as a party to section 2, ninth, disputes.

Nevertheless, the carrier is notified of every dispute affecting its
employees and requested to furnish information to permit the Board
to conduct an investigation.. When a dispute is assigned to a mediator
for field investigation the carrier is requested to name a representative
to meet with the mediator and furnish him information required to
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complete his assignment. This procedure is in accordance with th
last sentence of section 2, ninth, reading: '
The Board shall have access to and have power to make copies of the books
and records of the carrier to obtain and utilize such information as may be
deemed necessary by it to carry out the purposes and provisions of this
paragraph,

In a dispute between two labor organizations, each seeking to repre-
sent the craft or class involved, the parties, obviously, are the two
labor organizations. Mowever, in a dispute where employees are
seeking to designate a representative for the first time the dispute is
between those who favor having a representative as opposed to those
who are either indifferent or are opposed to having a representative
for the purpose of the act. This is explained more fully in the
determination issued in case R-2107. _

Section 2, ninth, clearly states, “In the conduct of any election for
the purposes herein indicated the Board shall designate who may par-
ticipate in the election and establish the rules to govern the election.”
In practical application, however, the mediator endeavors to have
the contending union representatives agree upon the list of eligible
voters. In most instances, the parties do agree, but in a few cases
where the parties cannot it is necessary for the Board to exercise its
statutory authority and establish the voting list.

The act requires elections conducted by the Board to be by secret
ballot and precautions are taken to insure secrecy. Furthermore,
the Board affords every eligible voter an opportunity to cast a ballot.
In elections conducted entirely by U.S. mail every person appearing
on the eligible list is sent a ballot along with an instruction sheet
explaining how to cast a secret ballot. In ballot box elections, eligible
voters who cannot come to the polls are sent a ballot by U.S, mail. The
tabulation of the ballots is delayed for a period of time sufficient for
mail ballots to be cast and returned.

In elections where it is not possible to tabulate the ballots im-
mediately, the ballots are mailed to a designated U.S. post office for
safekeeping. At a prearranged time the mediator with the designated

arty representatives, if any, secures the ballots from the postmaster
or tabulation.

If the polling of votes results in a valid election the results are
certified to the carrier designating the name of the organization or
individual authorized to represent the employees.

Rules and Regulations

The rules and regulations applying to representation disputes are
set forth below.

1. Run-off elections.

(a) If in an election among any craft or class no organization or individual
receives a majority of the legal votes cast, or in the event of a tie vote, a second
or run-off election shall be held forthwith, provided that a written request by an
individual or organization entitled to appear on the run-off ballot is submitted to
the Board within ten (10) days after the date of the report of results of the first
election. '

(b) In the event a run-off election is authorized by the Board, the names of
the two individuals or organizations which received the highest number of votes
cast in the first election shall be placed on the run-off ballot, and no blank line
on which voters may write in the name of any organization or individual will be
provided on the run-off ballot. .
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(¢) Employees who were eligible to vote at the conclusion of the first election
shall be eligible to vote in the run-off election except (1) those employees whose
employment relationship has terminated, and (2) those employees who are no
longer employed in the craft or class.

2. Percentage of valid authorizations required to determine existence of a repre-
sentation dispute.

(a) Where the employees involved in a representation dispute are represented
by an individual or labor organization, either local or national in scope, and are
covered by a valid existing contract between such representative and the carrier,
a showing of proved authorizations (checked and verified as to date, signature,
and employment status) from at least a majority of the craft or class must be
made before the National Mediation Board will authorize an election or otherwise
determine the representation desires of the employees under the provisions of
section 2, ninth, of the Railway Labor Act.

(b) Where the employees involved in a representation dispute are unrepre-
sented, a showing of proved authorizations from at least thirty-five (35) percent
of the employees in the craft or class must be made before the National Mediation
Board will authorize an election or otherwise determine the representation de-
Islirle)es of the employees under the provisions of section 2, ninth, of the Railway

abor Act.

3. Age of authorization cards.

Authorizations must be signed and dated in the employee’s own handwriting
or witnessed mark. No authorizations will be accepted by the National Media-
tion Board in any employee representation dispute which bear a date prior to one
year before the date of the application for the investigation of such dispute.

4. Time limit on applications. N

(a) The National Mediation Board will not accept an application for the in-
vestigation of a representation dispute for a period of two (2) years from the
date of a certification covering the same craft or class of employees on the same
carrier in which a representative was certified, except in unusual or extraordi-
nary circumstances.

(b) Except in unusual or extraordinary circumstances, the National Mediation
Board will not accept for investigation under section 2, ninth, of the Railway
Labor Act an application for its services covering a craft or class of employees on
a carrier for a period of one (1) year after the date on which—

(1) An election among the same craft or class on the same carrier has been
conducted and no certification was issued account less than a majority of
eligible voters participated in the election ; or

(2) A docketed representation dispute among the same craft or class on the
same carrier has been dismissed by the Board account no dispute existed as
defined in Rule 2 of these Rules and Regulations; or

(3) The applicant has withdrawn an application covering the same craft or
class on the same carrier which has been formally docketed for investigation.

Rule 4(b) will not apply to employees of a craft or class who are not repre-
sented for purposes of collective bargaining.

5. Necessary evidence of intervenor’s interest in a representation dispute.

In any representation dispute under the provisions of section 2, ninth, of the

Railway Labor Act, an intervening individual or organization must produce

proved authorizations from at least thirty-five (35) percent of the craft or class of
employees involved to warrant placing the name of the intervenor on the ballot.

6. Bligibility of dismissed employees to vote.

Dismissed employees whose requests for reinstatement account of wrongful
dismissal are pending before proper authorities, which includes the National
Railroad Adjustment Board or other appropriate adjustment board, are eligible
to participate in elections among the craft or class of employees in which they are
employed at time of dismissal. This does not include dismissed employees whose
guilt has been determined, and who are seeking reinstatement on a leniency basis.

7. Oonstruction of rules.
These Rules and Regulations shall be liberally construed to effectuate the
purposes and provisions of the Act.

8. Amendment or rescission of rules.
(a) Any rule or regulation may be amended or rescinded by the Board at any
time.
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(b) Any interested person may petition the Board, in writing, for the i issuance,
amendment, or repeal of a rule or regulatlon An original and three copies of
such petltlon shall be filed with the Board in Washington, D.C., and shall state
the rule or regulation proposed to be issued, amended, or repealed together with
a statement of grounds in support of such petltlon

(c) Upon the filing of such petition, the Board shall consider the same, and
may thereupon either grant or deny the petition in whole or in part, conduct an
appropriate hearing thereon or make other disposition of the petition. Should the
petition be denied in whole or in part, prompt notice shall be given of the denial,
accompanied by a simple statement of the grounds unless the denial is
self-explanatory.
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V. ARBITRATION AND EMERGENCY BOARDS
1. ARBITRATION BOARDS

Arbitration is one of the important procedures made available to
the parties for peacefully disposing of disputes. Generally, this pro-
vision of the act is used for disposing of so-called major disputes, i.e.,
those growing out of the making or changing of collective-bargaining
agreements covering rates of pay, rules, or working conditions, but it
is not unusual for the parties to agree on the arbitration procedure in
certain instances to dispose of other types of disputes, for example, the
so-called minor disputes, i.e., those arising out of grievances or inter-
pretation or application of existing collective-bargaining agreements.

In essence, this procedure under the act is a voluntary undertaking
by the parties by which they agree to submit their differences to an
impartial arbitrator for final and binding decision to resolve the
controversy.

Under section 5, first (b) of the act, provision is made that if the
efforts of the National Mediation Board to bring about an amicable
settlement, of a dispute through mediation shall be unsuccessful, the
Board shall at once endeavor to induce the parties to submit their con-
troversy to arbitration, in accordance with the provisions of the Act.

Generally the practice of the Board, after it has exhausted its efforts
to settle a dispute within its jurisdiction through mediation proceed-
ings, is to address a formal written communication to the parties ad-
vising that its mediatory efforts have been unsuccessful. In this
formal proffer of arbitration the parties are urged by the Board to
submit the controversy to arbitration under the procedures provided
by the act. In some instances through informal discussions during
mediation, the parties will agree to arbitrate the dispute, without
awaiting the formal proffer of the Board.

Under sections 7, 8 and 9 of the act, a well-defined procedure is out-
lined to fulfill the arbitration process. It should be understood that
this is not “compulsory arbitration,” as there is no requirement in the
act to compel the parties to arbitrate under these sections of the act.
However, the availability of this procedure for peacefully disposing
of controversies between carriers and employees places a responsibility
on the parties to give serious consideration to this method for resolv-
ing a dispute, especially in the light of the general duties imposed on
the parties to accomplish the general purposes of the act and particu-
larly the command of section 2, first:

It shall be the duty of all carriers, their officers, agents and employees to exert
every reasonable effort to make and maintain agreements concerning rates of
pay, rules and working conditions and to settle all disputes, whether arising out
of the application of such agreements or otherwise, in order to avoid any inter-
ruption to commerce or to the operation of any carrier growing out of any dis-
pute between the carrier and the employees thereof.
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While the act provides for Arbitration Boards of either three or six
members, six-member Boards are seldom used and generally these
Boards are composed of threse members. Each party to the dispute
appoints one member favorable to its cause and these two members are
required by the act to endeavor to agree upon the third or neutral
member to complete the Arbitration Board. Should they fail to agree
in this respect, the act provides that the neutral member shall be
selected by the National Mediation Board.

The agreement to arbitrate contains provisions as required by the
act to the effect that the signatures of a majority of the Board of
Arbitration affixed to the award shall be competent to constitute a
valid and binding award; that the award and the evidence of the
proceedings relating thereto when certified and filed in the clerk’s office
of the district court of the United States for the district wherein the
controversy arose or the arbitration was entered into, shall be final
and conclusive upon the parties as to the facts determined by the
award and as to the merits of the controversy decided; and that the
respective parties to the award will each faithfully execute the same.

The purpose of the arbitration procedure is to insure a definite and
final determination of a controversy. Over the years, arbitration
proceedings have proved extremely beneficial in disposing of disputes
involving fundamental differences between disputants, and instances
of court actions to impeach awards have been rare. épeciﬁc limita-
tions are provided in the act governing such procedure.

Summarized below are 10 awards rendered during the fiscal year
1959 on disputes submitted to arbitration. The listing also includes
one case which was withdrawn from arbitration by the parties because
they had settled the controversy prior to formation of an arbitration

board.

ARB. 236 (Case—None).—Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company and Brother-
hood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen.

Members of the Arbitration Board were W. A. Harris, representing
the carrier; C. H. Keenen, representing the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Firemen and Enginemen, and Edward A. Lynch, neutral
member, named by the National Mediation Board. Mr. Lynch was
selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced April 29, 1958, and the award signed by a
majority of the Board members was rendered July 18, 1958.

The dispute involved a question as to whether or not the claims of
four employees came within the scope of provisions imposed by the
Interstate Commerce Commission for the protection of employees dis-
placed and adversely affected in their compensation and working
conditions. The protective provisions in question were included in the
Commission’s order approving the acquisition by the Wellsville, Ad-
dison and Galeton Railroad of a detached portion of the Buffalo and
Susquehanna subdivision of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad.

In its award, the Board found that one claimant qualified and was
entitled to a monthly allowance under the applicable conditions im-
posed by the Imterstate Commerce Commission, but denied any al-
lowance to the other three employees for the reasons that these em-
ployees had either failed to accept offered employment or had
voluntarily severed employment relationship with the carriers
involved.
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The member of the Arbitration Board representing the Brother-
hood, dissented to the part of the award relating to the three em-
ployees whose claims were rejected by the majority of the Board.

ARB. 237 (Case—None) —Atlanta & West Point Railroad Company and
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Members of the Arbitration Board were E. J. Haley, representin
the carrier; Roy B. Gabrels, representing the Brotherhood of Rail-
road Trainmen; and Paul H. Sanders, neutral member, named by the
National Mediation Board. Mr. Sanders was selected chairman of
the Board.

Hearings commenced June 9, 1958, and the award was rendered
July 18, 1958. :

The dispute involved a question as to whether or not two freight
assignments operating between Atlanta and Fairburn, Georgia, should
be considered “road switchers” (under article VIII(e) of an agreement
entered into nationally between the parties under date of April 5,
1957) and that trainmen assigned to these runs be paid a different
basic rate of pay.

The Brotherhood contended that the work of the trainmen on these
two assignments consisted almost entirely of “industrial switching”;
that such service was comparable to that performed by yard crews
and accordingly the assignments should be considered “road switch-
ers” under the April 5, 1957, agreement, with corresponding increase
in compensation to the trainmen.

The carrier contended that these two assignments were main line
“local freight” trains, entitled to road rates of pay (mileage, plus
overtime) rather than yard rates; that the agreement of April 5,
1957, was never intended to include local freight runs requiring main
line operation out of closed yard terminals to and from main line
stations, and that the service performed by trainmen on these runs
was not comparable to the switching service performed by yard crews.

The award of the Board sustained the contention of the Brother-
hood by answering the question submitted to it in the affirmative.
ARB 238 (Case A-5625, B-149).—Western Air Lines, Inc., and Air Line Pilots

Association, International.

Members of the Arbitration Board were Joseph W. Shuster, repre-
senting the carrier; Robert Fox, representing the Association; and
William E. Simkin, neutral member, named by the National Media-
tion Board. Mr. Simkin was selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced August 25, 1958, and the award, signed by a
majority of the Board members, was rendered November 18, 1958.

The dispute submitted for decision included numerous unresolved
issues growing out of proposals of both parties for revision of the
collective-bargaining agreement covering rates of pay, rules, and
working conditions of pilots and copilots.

The following briefly summarizes the principal features of the
award :

Pilot’s Base Pay:

Each pilot shall receive a minimum base pay, payable monthly (salary where
indicated), in accordance with his total accredited service as a pilot with the
Company at the following rates:
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Effective Oct. 1, 1957 Effective Mar. 1, 1959

First year 1.__. | $4,920 per year*__ $5,100 per year.*
Second year 2._ .| $6,000 per year*__ $6,300 per year.*
Third year.... -{ $2,600 per year.__ | $2,760 per year.
Fourth year_ .. aaon $2,800 per year-....--oo-_- -1 $3,000 per year.
Fifth year oo __ $3,000 per year____________ $3,240 per year.
Sixth year_..._ --| $3,200 per year... $3,480 per year.
Seventh year.._ $3,400 per year. $3,720 per year.
Eighth year.___________.___ | $3,600 per year.__ $3,960 per year.

Ninth year and thereafter 3 -1 $3,800 per year. - . - $4,200 per year.

*Salary. All other figures are base pay.

1 Increased $120 per year over previous contract.
3 Increased $300 per year over previous contract.
3 New bracket added by the award.

In the event a copilot is assigned as first pilot or reserve first pilot during his
first or second year of service, his monthly base pay shall be at the rate of $2,200
or $2,400 per year, respectively, effective as of October 1, 1957, and at the rate
of $2,280 or $2,520 per year, respectively, effective as of March 1, 1959.

Hourly pay for pilots was increased 60 cents per hour for day flying
and 90 cents per hour for night flying, effective October 1, 1957. An
additional increase of 40 cents per hour day flying and 60 cents per
hour night flying, effective March 1, 1959, was also awarded. ‘

Speeds for hourly pay purposes were increased 10 miles per hour
on the Convair C-240 and the Douglas DC-6B, which were set at 245
and 285 miles per hour respectiv&-’:l)]fj No change was made in the
speeds for the Douglas DC-3 and Douglas DC—4 and the previous
contract speeds of 165 and 210 miles per hour respectively were con-
tinued by the award.

The award also established 365 miles per hour as the hourly speed
basis for the Lockheed Electra. ‘ ‘

Premium pay of $1.00 per hour in addition to the regular hourly
mteg was established for pilots flying between Los Angeles and Mex-
ico City. ‘

No change was made in the pilots mileage pay rate and the award
continued the rate as in previous contract of 114 cents per mile for
each mile flown during each month to 22,000 miles and 3 cents per
mile for miles flown in excess of 22,000.

For mileage pay computation purposes, an increase of 10 miles per
hour was awarded for the Douglas DC-3, Convair C-240, and Douglas
DC-6B, setting the speed basis on these types of planes as 175, 245,
and 285 miles per hour respectively. No change was made for the
Douglas DC—4, and the previous speed basis of 210 miles per hour
for such equipment was continued by the award. The award also
established 365 miles per hour for the Lockheed Electra.

No change was made in gross weight pay for pilots, and the award
continued the provision in previous contract of 2 cents for each 1,000
pounds of the maximum certificated gross weight of the aircraft for
each hour flown.

No change was made in pilots minimum pay guarantees, and the
award continued the previous contract figure of 60 hours minimum
monthly guarantee.

Copilots pay : Effective March 1, 1959, increased to 51 percent for
the fifth and sixth years and 52 percent for the seventh through the
ninth years for CV—240, DC-4, and DC-6B equipment. For the
Lockheed Electra, copilots receive 51 percent in the third and fourth
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years; 52 percent in the fifth and sixth years, and 53 percent in the
seventh, eighth, and ninth years.

Expense allowance when away from base station more than 3 hours
was increased from 40 cents to 50 cents per hour, and from 45 cents
to 55 cents per hour while attending training school.

Vacations: Effective July 1, 1958, vacation allowance was increased
from 17 to 21 days to all pilots after 13 years of service. The scale
brackets of service years requirements and vacation allowances be-
yond 13 years, specified in previous contract were eliminated.

Effective June 1, 1959, pilots receive 1 hour’s pay and flight time
limitation credit for each 214 hours of scheduled on duty time. Effec-
tive June 1, 1960, pilots receive 1 hour’s pay and flight time limitation
credit for each 4 scheduled trip hours.

The award also made provisions for certain retroactive pay and
expenses during the period October 1, 1957, and December 1, 1958,

As provided in the award, the agreement is to continue in effect until
October 1, 1960, and thereafter subject to provisions for changes as
provided in the award.

The award incorporated into the agreement the following provi-
sions previously agreed to by the parties:

1. The Company will notify the Association 65 days prior to the date the Lock-
heed Electra is to be placed into scheduled operation.

2. At any time within 60 days of the date on which the Company expects to
inaugurate scheduled operations with the Lockheed Electra, the Association may
reopen the agreement, pursuant to section 6, title 1, of the Railway Labor Act to
consider the question of the crew complement required for the operation of the
Lockheed Electra.

3. Subject to paragraph 2 above, the pilots in the service of the Company will
operate the Lockheed HElectra in accordance with the rates of pay, rules, and
working conditions set forth in the working agreement in effect at that time.

. The Member of the Board representing the carrier filed a dissenting
opinion to the award.

ARB 239 (Case A-5792).—Pan American World Airways, Inc., and Air Line
Dispatchers Association. .

Members of the Arbitration Board were W. O. Snyder, representing
the carrier; George M. Sprecher, representing the Association; and
Dudley E. Whiting, neutral member, named by the National Media-
tion Board. Mr. Whiting was selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced September 15, 1958, and the award was ren-
dered October 3, 1958.

The dispute submitted to arbitration in this case involved remaining
unsettied items of a contract revision request of the Association, i.e.,
the monthly rates of pay for aircraft dispatchers and assistant aircraft
dispatchers, and the effective date and duration of the revised em-
ployment agreement between the parties.

In its award, the Board granted an increase to Aircraft Dispatchers
of $25.00 per month, effective June 1, 1958, and an additional increase
of $25.00 per month, effective October 1,1958. As to assistant aircraft
dispatchers, the award retained the pay scale appearing in the contract,
effective December 1, 1956, except that an additional pay progression
step was added for the 4th year of service and thereafter of $535.00 per
month. Duration of agreement was fixed as January 10, 1960, as per
agreement of the parties.
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-ARB 240 (Case—None).—The Pullman Company and Order of Railway Con-
ductors and Breakemen.

Members of the Arbitration Board were D. R. Culver, representing
the carrier; J. K. Hinks, representing the organization; and Mortimer
Stone, neutral member named by the parties. Mr. Stone was selected
chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced September 18, 1958, and the award signed by a
majority of the Board members was rendered September 22, 1958,

This dispute involved claims for compensation alleged to be due
certain employees as a result of misapplication of the vacation agree-
ment between the parties, and pursuant to the terms of the agreement,
on failure of the parties to settle their differences the controversy was
submitted to arbitration. ‘

The award signed by a majority of the Board sustained the claims
presented holding that it was the purpose and intent of the vacation
agreement that vacations be taken in one continuous period without
the right on the part of the carrier or the employees to permit or re-
quire split vacations, and that under a Memorandum Concerning
Compensation of Wage Loss, dated September 21, 1957, provision was
made that if a pullman conductor was not given an assignment to.
which he was entitled, he shall be paid for the trip lost, in addition to
all other earnings of the month.

ARB 241 (Case E-110).—Galveston, Houston and Henderson R.R. Co. and
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Members of the Arbitration Board were W. E. Westrup, repre-
senting the carrier; Charles Luna, representing the Brotherhood ; and
David R. Douglass, neutral member named by the parties. Mr.
Douglass was selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced November 28, 1958, and the award signed by
a majority of the Board members was rendered May 4, 1959.

The issue submitted for determination in this case was “the proper
rate of pay applicable to footboard yardmasters.” The agreement to
arbitrate provided that the Board in making its award should specify
such rate in dollars and cents, together with effective date or dates
and the period or periods during which any such rate or rates are
properly to be applied, such determination to be made after con-
sidering all the facts and circumstances in the case, including awards
of Special Board of Adjustment No. 129.

The award of the Board was as follows:

It is the Award of this Arbitration Board that under all of the facts and
circumstances of this case, including the Awards of Special Board of Adjust-
ment No. 129, that the proper rate applicable to footboard yardmasters on this
property is as specified by Article I, Paragraph (b) of the rewritten Agreement
between the Carrier and the Organization, governing Wages and Working Con-
ditions of Yardmen and Yardmasters employed by the Galveston, Houston and
Henderson Railroad Company, at Galveston, Texas, effective date March 1, 1952,
including any and all wage increases and cost-of-living adjustments which have
taken place and become effective from March 1, 1952, until the date of hearing
of this case, which was November 28, 1958. The applicable rules and wage in-
creases from the date of this Award, of course, will apply hereafter. It is not
the purpose of this Award to freeze the rate of pay of footboard yardmasters.

As required by the Mediation Agreement setting up this Arbitration Board, it
is mandatory that this Board specify the exact rate in dollars and cents, to-
gether with the effective date or dates, he is to receive, the period or periods
during which any such rate or rates are properly to be applied. The rate for
footboard yardmasters from May 1, 1955 to June 1, 1955 was $18.80 per day;
from June 1, to October 1, 1955, the rate was $19.07 per day; the rate from
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October 1 to December 1, 1955 was $19.98 per day; the rate from December
1, 1955 to November 1, 1956 was $21.04 per day; the rate from November 1, 1956
to May 1, 1957 was $22.04 per day; the rate from May 1, 1957 to November 1,
1957 was $22.28 per day; the rate of pay from November 1, 1957 to May 1, 1958
was $23.24 per day; the rate of pay from May 1, 1958 to November 1, 1958 was
$23.56 per day; and the rate effective November 1, 1958 was $24.20 per day.
This Award does not overrule or void the provisions of Contract Article XXVI.

ARB 242 (Case A-5248) —Quanah, Acme & Pacific Railway Co. and the Brother-
nhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Members of the Arbitration Board were Quinn Baker, representing
the carrier; J. A. Rash, representing the Brotherhood ; and Donald F.
McMahon, neutral member, named by the parties. Mr. McMahon was
selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced November 25, 1958, and the award was ren-
dered December 4, 1958.

The dispute involved request of the Brotherhood for an increase in
the basic rate of pay of trainmen employed in “road switcher” service.

Inits award the Board granted an increase of 95 cents per 100 miles
to “switcher” conductors and 55 cents per 100 miles to “switcher”
brakemen retroactive to October 1, 1957, as agreed by the parties, ir-
respective of any increases in pay granted in the interim between
‘October 1, 1957, and the date of the award.

ARB 243 (Case A-5859).—Northwest Airlines, Inc., and Brotherhood of Rail-
way and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Eaxpress and Station
Employees.

On October 21, 1958, the representatives of the parties entered into
an agreement to submit to arbitration a dispute involving proposals
for changes in rates of pay, rules, and working conditions.

However, the Board received communications from the parties,
advising that an agreement had been reached under date of February
18, 1959, settling all issues in dispute. Consequently, it was unnec-
cessary to convene a Board of Arbitration.

ARB 244 (Case A-5565).—Caribbean Atlantic Airlines, Inc., and The Airline
Pilots Association, International.

Members of the Arbitration Board were Adolfo Valdes, represent-
ing the carrier; Vearl J. Treasure, representing the Association; and
Paul N. Guthrie, neutral member, named by the National Mediation
Board. Mr. Guthrie was selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced January 19, 1959, and the award was rendered
March 6, 1959, an extension of time within which the Board would
make and file its award having been agreed to by the parties.

The issues submitted for decision related to proposals for adjust-
ment of certain pay factors in the wage structure of pilots and co-
pilots, which were the only unresolved items remaining in the negotia-
tions between the parties for revision of the employment agreement
open for renewal as of August 1, 1957.

The following is a summary of the award which was reached by
unanimous decision:

Retroactive pay of $75.00 per month for the period Angust 1. 1957, to July 31,
1958, and $120.00 per month for the period August 1, 1958, to February 28, 1959,
was awarded to pilots serving during any month of the above periods.

Pilots were awarded a new base pay scale to become effective March 1, 1959,
starting at $210.00 per month for the first year of service, with graduated yearly
increases at the rate of $20.00 per month up to $370.00 per month for the ninth
year of service and thereafter.
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Mileage pay for pilots, effective March 1, 1959, was set at 1.74 cents per mile
with a pegged speed established as 170 miles per hour.

The base pay and mileage pay factors for pilots are to continue at the rate
established by the award for the duration of the contract, i.e., until September
30, 1960.

Hourly pay for pilots was set at $5.50 per hour for day flying and $8.25 for
night flying, effective March 1, 1959, to February 29, 1960. The hourly rates
are to be raised to $5.70 per hour for day flying and $8.55 for night flying,
effective March 1, 1960, to September 30, 1960.

The Board pomted out that the above indicated rates when combined with
gross weight pay, which will continue as in the prior contract, will yield earnings
for a ninth year first pilot, flying one-half day and one-half night of $1,258.94
per month for the period March 1, 1959, to February 29, 1960. For the period
March 1, 1960, to September 30, 1960 a ninth year pilot’s earnings on the same
-basis will be $1 280.18.

The Board denied the request of the association that the hours guarantee
for reserve first pilots as specified in section 8 of the Agreement be increased
from 60 hours per month to 70 hours per month, and the award provided that
the hours guarantee should remain at 60 hours as provided in the agreement.

For copilots a new pay scale (which resulted in certain retroactive
pay) was awarded, as follows:

I

Effective | Effective | Effective | Effective
Aug. 1, Aug. 1, Mar. 1, Mar. 1,
1957 1958 1959 1960
1st 6 months $390 $405 $420 $425
2d 6 months___ 415 430 445 450
3d 6 months. - 440 455 . 470 475
4th 6 months._____ ... ... - 475 490 505 510
Sth6émonths_ ... ___ 500 515 530 535
6th 6 onths.. . eeme . 525 540 657 562
7th 6 months.. 550 565 582 587
8th 6 months 570 585 604 609
gth 6 months._. 595 610 629 634
10th 6 months. 620 635 654 659
11th 6 months. - 645 660 681 686
12th 6 months. oo o .- 670 685 706 711
13th 6 months... e o 705 720 706 711
14th 6 months. 705 720 741 746
15th 6 months_. 740 755 741 746
16th 6 months. .. e aiiooo- 740 755 776 781

A proposal of the Association relating to additional pay for inter-
national flying was denied by the Board.

The Award provided for the following effective date and duramon
clause:

The Agreement shall be effective as of August 1, 1957, and shall continue in
full force and effect until September 30, 1960, and shall renew itself without
change until each succeeding September 30, thereafter, unless written notice of
intended change is served in accordance with section 6, title I, of the Railway
Labor Act, as amended, by either party hereto at least 30 days prior to Septem-
ber 30 in any year.

ARB 245 (Case A-5878).—National Airlines, Inc., and Air Line Agents Associa-
tion, International.

Members of the Arbitration Board were J. M. Rosenthal, represent-
ing the carrier; Victor J. Herbert, representing the Assocm’mon and
gaul(iN Guthrle, neutral member named by the National Mediation

oar

Mr, Guthrie was selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced February 10, 1959, and the award of the
Board was rendered April 30, 1959,

The issues submitted to arbifration for decision related to proposa,ls
for adjustment of the basic wage rates of employees represented by
the Association.
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Following hearings by the Board, an agreement was reached in
executive session upon the terms of an award, which specified the
rates of pay to be made applicable to the 21 job classifications listed
in the award, including effective dates and other conditions.

ARB 246 (Case—none).—The Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company and
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,.

Members of the Arbitration Board were R. L., Harvey, representing
the carrier; R. A. Chesser, representing the Brotherhood ; and H. Ray-
mond. Cluster, neutral member, named by the National Mediation
Board. Mr. Cluster was selected chairman of the Board.

Hearings commenced March 16, 1959, and the award was rendered

"April 23, 1959.

The basic issue in this dispute submitted for decision was the
question as to whether or not a local agreement which had been
entered into by local officers of both the carrier and Brotherhood
and applicable only to the Lorain, Ohio, yard of the carrier, and pro-
viding for a special arrangement for readvertising yard positions,
which arrangement differed from the advertisement provisions of the
basic agreement applicable to the railroad as a whole, was improperly
terminated by notigcation to the local chairman of the Brotherhood
by a local official of the carrier at the Lorain yard. Contingent
upon the Board’s decision as to the validity and effectiveness of the
termination of the local agreement, were questions posed as to the
merit of claims filed on behalf of certain employees, or in the alternate
such penalty as the Board should award.

In substance the Brotherhood’s contention was that this local agree-
ment had the same status as the basic collective-bargaining agree-
ment between the parties and could not be terminated unilaterally by
the carrier but could only be terminated in accordance with the re-
quirements of section 6 of the Railway Labor Act with respect to
changes in agreements.

Carrier’s position was that the agreement, being local, informal,
vague, and at variance with the basic agreement could exist only as
long as both parties mutually desired it to; that either party could
terminate the agreement upon notice to the other; and that the pro-
visions of Section 6 of the Railway Labor Act relate only to col-
lective-bargaining agreements executed between the authorized repre-
sentatives of the parties, not to purely local agreements such as the
one involved in this dispute.

In its award, the Board held that the carrier had the right to
notify the union that it would no longer apply the local Lorain
agreement, and then to apply the basic agreement, without being
subject to penalty for failing thereafter to post the bulletins which
had been required under the local agreement.

In reaching its conclusion, the Board observed that the record
in the case did not show any knowledge, approval, or ratification of
the local agreement by higher carrier or union officials; that it did
not find any authorization in the basic agreement for the execution
of local agreements dealing with periodic readvertisement of positions
and that since the local agreement was not negotiated or approved by
officials with the authority to negotiate collective bargaining agree-
ments on the property, the procedures of section 6 of the Railway

Labor Act were not applicable to it.
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2. EMERGENCY BOARDS—SECTION 10, RAILWAY LABOR ACT

As a last resort in the design of the act to preserve industrial peace
on the railways and airlines, section 10 provides for the creation of
Emergency Boards to deal with emergency situations:

If a dispute between a carrier and its employees be not adjusted under the fore-
going provisions of this Act and should, in the judgment of the Mediation Board,
threaten substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree such as to
deprive any section of the country of essential transportation service, the Medi-
ation Board shall notify the President, who may thereupon, in his discretion,
create a board to investigate and report respecting such dispute * * *,

This section further provides:

After the creation of such board, and for thirty days after such board has made
its report to the President, no change, except by agreement, shall be made by
the parties to the controversy in the conditions out of which the dispute arose.

Emergency Boards are not permanently established, as the act pro-
vides that “such Boards shall be created separately in each instance.”
The act leaves to the discretion of the President, the actual number
of appointees to the Board. Generally, these Boards are composed
of three members, although there have been several instances when
such Boards have been composed of as many as five members. There
is a requirement also in the act that “no member appointed shall be
pecuniarily or otherwise interested in any organization of employees
or any carrier.” :

In some cases, the Emergency Boards have been successful through
mediatory efforts in having the parties reach a settlement of the dis-
pute, without having to make formal recommendations. In the ma-
jority of instances, however, recommendations for settlement of the
1ssues involved in the dispute are made in the report of the Emergency
Board to the President.

In general the procedure followed by the Emergency Boards in
making investigations is to conduct public hearings giving the parties
involved the opportunity to present factual data and contentions in
support of their respective positions. At the conclusion of these hear-
ings the Board prepares and transmits its report to the President.

The parties to the dispute are not compelled by any requirement of
the act to adopt the recommendations of an Emergency Board. When
the provision for Emergency Boards was included in the Railway
Labor Act, it was based on the theory that this procedure would fur-
ther aid the parties in a calm dispassionate study of the controversy
and also afford an opportunity for the force of public opinion to be
exerted on the parties to reach a voluntary settlement by accepting the
recommendations of such Board or use them as a basis for resolving
their differences.

While there have been instances where the parties have declined to
adopt Emergency Board recommendations and strike action has fol-
lowed, the experience over the years has been that the recommenda-
tions of such Boards have contributed substantially to amicable
settlements of serious controversies which might otherwise have led
to far-reaching interruptions of interstate commerce.

Summarized below are the reports of six Emergency Boards which
were issued during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, all of which
involved disputes on major air carriers.
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EMERGENCY BoarDp No. 120 (Case A-5612) (1-148).—FEastern Air Lines, Inc., and
Flight Engineers’ International Association, EAL Chapter.

The Emergency Board created under the President’s Executive
order dated January 21, 1958, was composed of David L. Cole of
Paterson, N.J., chairman; Saul Wallen of Boston, Mass.; and Dudley
E. Whiting of Detroit, Mich.

Hearings were conducted in New York, Miami, Fla., and Washing-
ton, D.C., commencing February 10, 1958. The time limits within
.which the Board was required to submit its report was extended from
time to time by agreements of the parties by and with the approval of
the President. The report to the President was issued July 21, 1958.

This dispute involved proposals of the association and carrier for
changes in rates of pay, rules, and working conditions of the collective-
bargaining agreement between the parties covering flight engineers at
‘the reopening period specified in the agreement.

Among the proposals submitted by the association were several de-
signed to provide greater protection to the position of flight engineer
(or the so-called “third seat in the cockpit”). One of these proposals
sought to amend the present contract so as to require the flight engi-
neer to possess higher mechanical qualifications than presently
required.

At the time the proposals of the flight engineers were under con-
sideration by the parties another employee organization, the Air Line
Pilot Association, also had made proposals for changes in its collective-
bargaining agreement with the carrier covering pilots and copilots.
Among the proposals of this association was also one relating to the
crew complement (or the manning of the “third seat in the cockpit™)
which contemplated the third crew member be a pilot qualified indi-
vidual in addition to having the required flight engineer’s certificate.

Direct negotiations between carrier representatives and representa-
tives of the Flight Engineers and Pilots Association were conducted
simultaneously but separately. Following failure of the parties to
reach agreement in direct negotiation, mediation, and declination to
arbitrate, the National Mediation Board notified the President, in
accordance with section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, because of im-
pending threatened strike of both organizations.

The issues presented to the Emergency Board in this case fell into
two general categories:

1. The jurisdictional controversy between the Flight Engineers
Association and the Pilots Association because of the incompatible
proposals of both associations on the crew complement issue.

2. Economic issues, i.e., those relating to proposals of both the flight
engineers and the carrier as to the future pay structure, other rules
and conditions covering work performance or related to the employ-
ment relation.

The same three individuals who were appointed as members of this
Emergency Board were also named as members of Emergency Board
No. 121 created by the President 1 week later, for the reason that in
the judgment of the President, based upon the advice of the National
Mediation Board, the two disputes were closely related.

The suggestion of the Emergency Board that these two cases be
consolidated was not favored by one of the associations of the em-
ployees, but during the hearings representatives of each of the asso-
ciations were present at the hearings of the other’s case.
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In its report to the President the Board discussed at length the
history of the establishment of the flight engineers’ position and the
recurrent jurisdictional problems between the two organizations as
to the manning of the flight engineer position and the renewed impetus
given the jurisdictional controversy in this instance because of the
impending introduction into service of new equipment—turboprop
and turbojet planes.

In brief, the Board recommended on the crew complement issue
(1) that flight engineers who will serve on piston and turboprop
equipment be permitted to do so without having pilot qualifications,
and (2) that flight engineers who will serve on turbojet equipment be
required to have pilot qualifications to the extent of a commercial
license and instrument rating and the ability to fly and land the air-
plane in case of emergency. :

The following is the full text of the Board’s recommendation on
the crew complement issue:

RECOMMENDATIONS
‘We recommend :

A8 to the crew complement issue

1. That the Carrier in the exercise of its management responsibilities modify
the qualifications for the position of flight engineers in the following respects:
a. That flight engineers who will serve on piston and turboprop equipment

be permitted to do so without having pilot qualifications.

b. That flight engineers who will serve on turbojet equipment be required
to have pilot qualifications to the extent of a commercial license and instru-
ment rating and the ability to fly and land the airplane in case of emergency.

2. That assignments to flight engineer jobs be made from the flight engineers’
seniority list in accordance with the applicable contract provisions, subject to
the ability of the individual to meet the required gqualifications.

3. That flight engineers who elect to take pilot training be placed on the pilots’
seniority list in accordance with the applicable provisions of the pilots’ agree-
ment and that they remain nevertheless on the flight engineers’ seniority list
and continue to accrue seniority thereon for a period sufficient to enable them
to complete their pilot training and for a reasonable period thereafter in which
to determine whether they desire to be pilots or return to the occupation of
flight engineer.

4. That pilots who elect to take flight engineer training be placed on the flight
engineers’ seniority list in accordance with the applicable provisions of the flight
engineers’ agreement and that they remain nevertheless on the pilots’ seniority
list and continue to accrue senjority thereon for a period sufficient to enable
them to complete their flight engineer training and for a reasonable period
thereafter in which to determine whether they desire to be flight engineers or
return to the occupation of pilot.

5. That flight engineers who desire to obtain basic pilot qualifications, either
for advancement as pilots or to flight engineer positions on turbojet equipment,
be permitted to do so at Company expense but on their own time, and that, since
Eastern Air Line’s turbojet airplanes will not be received before the spring of
1960, they be permitted to elect to commence such training at any time up to
January, 1959.

6. That the flight engineers acting through the Flight Engineers International
Association promptly enter into discussions with the pilots acting through the
Air Line Pilots Association for the purpose of agreeing on the accommodation of
their respective contract seniority provisions to the recommendations herein
made and of jointly approaching the Carrier to work out the necessary revisions
of their said agreements.

7. That the flight engineers’ requests for stepping up the qualifications for
their jobs, the agency shop, the check-off, for provisions requiring the use of
flight engineers under circumstances in which they may not be required under
present contract provisions, and any other requests inconsistent with the above
recommendations, be withdrawn,
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- As to the economic issues: the pay structure and other agreement
rules, the Board rejected proposals of both parties to depart from the
established components of the pay structure of flight engineers. The
flight engineers sought application of the incentive pay scale during
the first and second years of service rather than having its application.
deferred until the start of the third year of service as provided in the
present agreement, while the carrier sought to discard the present.

ay system in favor of a new system which would retain the present
Ease pay feature and provide incentive pay based on a schedule of
hourly rates for all pay hours varying with type of equipment flown
and the number of hours flown.

The Board, however, recommended that the present components.
of the pay scale be continued, with certain increases. The pay formula
recommended also included the pay scale to be applicable to the Electra.
(turboprop) and the DC-8 (turbojet) when this equipment is intro-
duced into service, ,

Another change in the pay formula was also recommended by the
Board, i.e., the addition of the ninth year longevity base pay bracket.

The Board also made recommendations for changes in a number
of the rules of the collective bargaining agreement, including improve-
ment in the retirement plan principally by the addition of a variable
annuity (B fund) plan to be supported by contributions of both car-
rier and employees of 3% percent and 2% percent respectively of annual
earnings of the employees.

Retroactive pay was recommended on the basis of 7 percent of the:
earnings of each flight engineer from April 1, 1957, to the effective
date of the new agreement, duration of which was recommended
to be until April 1,1960.

Included in the report was the following example of the pay yield
of the present and recommended wage scale components:

Present and recommended pay yields for flight engineers
(6th and 9th years—86 hours, half day and half night)

5th year flight engineer 9th year fiight engineer
Equipment :

Present Recom- Present Recom-

mended mended
1-749.. $784.33 $835. 33 $864. 33 $935. 33
L-~1049_. 835.76 886. 76 915.76 086. 76
L~1049C. . 876.13 927.13 956. 13 1,027.13.
DC-7B._ 922. 46 979.83 1,002. 46 1,078. 83
Electra 1,123.18
DC-8. 1, 352. 26.

EMERGENCY BoarDp No. 121 (Case E-146).—Eastern Air Lines, Inc. and Air
Line Pilots Association, International.

The Emergency Board created under the President’s Executive
order dated January 28, 1958, was composed of David L. Cole of
Paterson, N.J., chairman ; Saul Wallen, of Boston, Mass. ; and Dudley
E. Whiting of Detroit, Mich.

Hearings were conducted in New York, N.Y., and Washington,
D.C., beginning February 11, 1958 The time limits within which the
Board was required to submit its report was extended from time to
time by agreements of the parties by and with the approval of the
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President. The report to the President was issued July 21, 1958.

This dispute involved proposals of the Association and carrier for
changes in rates of pay, rules, and working conditions of the col-
lective bargaining agreement between the parties, covering pilots and
copilots at the reopening period specified in the agreement.

As will be noted in the preceding summary of Emergency Board 120,
the same three individuals who were appointed as members of Emer-
gency Board 120 were also named as members of this Board, which
was created by the President one week after the creation of Emergency
Board 120, for the reason that in the judgment of the President, based
.on advice of the National Mediation Board, the two disputes were
«closely related, particularly with respect to a jurisdictional contro-
versy arising out of incompatible proposals of both Associations with

" respect to the manning of the flight engineer’s position (or “third seat
in the cockpit”). ‘

On this jurisdictional issue, there was included in the Emergency
Board’s report to the President in this case, an identical recommen-
«dation as outlined in the summary above of Emergency Board 120.

As to the economic issues, the Board rejected the carrier’s proposal
to abandon the present pay formula and substitute for it a formula
based on hourly pay graded by equipment to be flown, coupled with
a4 minimum monthly guarantee. It recommended instead that the
present pay formula be continued, with certain increases, an addition
of a ninth-year bracket to the base pay structure, and applicability of
the pay formula to the Electra (turboprop) and DC-8 (turbojet)
when this equipment is introduced into service.

The Board also made recommendations for changes in a number
of the rules of the collective bargaining agreement, including improve-
ment in the retirement plan principally by the addition of a variable
annuity (B fund) plan to be supported by contributions of both
carriers and employees of 314 percent and 214 percent respectively of
the annual earnings of the employees involved. '

It was also recommended that retroactive pay be granted in an
amount equal to 7 percent of each pilot’s earnings between June 1,
1957, and the effective date of the new agreement, duration of which
was recommended to be until April 1, 1960.

Included in the report was the following example of the pay yield
of the present and recommended wage scale components.

9th year captain 9th year copilot
Equipment
Present Recom- Present Recom-
yield mended yield mended
yield yield

M-404.__ ——- $1,312.63 $1,424.00 $831.32 $918. 08
OV—440_ ..o..o..._.... - - 1,317.73 1,429.10 833.87 920.73
1-749... - 1,482.78 1, 585. 65 916. 39 1,002. 14
L1049, e m—nae 1, 564, 38 1,667. 25 957.19 1,044. 57
1-1040C. _ __________ 1,645.13 1, 748. 00 997. 57 1,086. 56
L-1049G _ - 1, 648. 53 1,751. 40 999. 27 1,088.33
DC-6B.. 1,537.18 1,640. 04 943. 59 1, 030. 42
DC-7B.._ - 1,716. 53 1,832,.15 1,033. 27 1,130.32
Electra o ciceecicmecens - . 1,918.85 |-cooooo... S 1,175.40
C-8. e - - - 2,334, 50 |-ccmoacccaaao 1,301, 54




EMERGENCY Boarp No. 122.—Fastern Air Lines, Inc. (Case No. A-5599), Trans
World Airlines, Inc. (Case No. A-5613), United Air Lines, Inc. (Case No.
A-5665), Northwest Airlines, Inc. (Case No. A-5618), Northeast Airlines,
Inc. (Case No. A-5621), Capital Airlines, Inc. (Case No. A-5642), and
National Airlines, Inc. (Case No. A-56}3), and International Association
of Machinists.

The Emergency Board created under the President’s Executive
order dated February 27, 1958, was composed of Howard A. Johnson
of Butte, Mont., chairman ; Paul N. Guthrie, of Chapel Hill, N.C.; and
Francis J. Robertson, of Washington, D.C.

Prior to the opening of the hearings on April 15, 1958, the Board
was notified by United Air Lines, Inc., and the International Asso-
ciation of Machinists that their dispute had been adjusted. The
Board so reported to the President and proceeded to hear the unad-
justed disputes between the International Association of Machinists .
and the other six airlines involved.

Hearings were conducted in Miami Beach, Fla., commencing April
15, 1958, and continuing until July 29, 1958. The time limits within
which the Board was required to submit its report was extended from
time to time by agreements of the parties by and with the approval of
the President. The report to the President was issued September
15, 1958.

The disputes involved proposals submitted by each of the districts
or locals of the International Association of Machinists on the individ-
ual carriers for wage increases and other changes in rules and working
conditions of the collective-bargaining contracts. Four of the car-
riers involved submitted proposals for changes in their respective
agreements. These disputes were progressed separately on the in-
dividual carriers. Following failure of settlement efforts of the
parties in direct negotiation, mediation, and declination to arbitrate,
the National Mediation Board notified the President in accordance
with section 10 of the Railway Labor Act and the President created
the Emergency Board to investigate all of the disputes.

The issues presented to the Board consisted of some 95 union pro-
posals and 35 carrier proposals. Some of the proposals were common
to two or more airlines and others had special relation to the working
conditions on a particular carrier.

Some of these issues were substantially similar to all the carriers,
such as wage increases, severance pay, carrier paid health and welfare
programs, recognition of picket lines, as well as relief from perform-
ance of struck work. Incidental to the wage issue was the question
relating to the effective dates of such increases and duration of new
contract.

On these issues the Board made recommendations applicable to all
six carriers involved summarized as follows:

Wages, effective date and duration

1. An increase of 5 percent effective as of October 1, 1957.

2. An increase of 2 percent effective as of April 1, 1958.

3. A further increase of 2 percent effective as of October 1, 1958.

4, Duration of contract to be until October 1, 1959, subject to reopening after
that date pursuant to the provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as amended.

Severance pay

It was recommended that the carriers and the employees negotiate a provision
for severance pay where loss of employment results from technological ad-
vances—the plan to provide for payments of 2 weeks’' pay after 2 years of em-
ployment up to a maximum of 8 weeks’ pay after 8 years of service, with ap-
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propriate conditions such as effect of quits and discharges and offers of other
employment with the carrier to be worked out by the parties in negotiations.
Health and welfare

The Board recommended that the proposals of the unions asking that the
carriers pay the full cost of present hospitalization, surgical, life, sick and acci-
dent insurance, and related health and welfare benefits be withdrawn.
Picket lines, struck work, and related issues

It was recommended that the proposals of the unions under this heading be
withdrawn. These proposals were made on all carriers involved in varying
forms. Such proposals sought amendment to the so-called “no-strike” *no-
lockout” clauses in the agreements so as to provide that the employees should not
be required to cross picket lines or handle struck work and in several of the-
disputes the unions proposed that the “no-strike” clauses should have no applica-
tion, in instances where a carrier refused to abide by an award of the System
Board of Adjustment.

Other recommendations of the Board dealt separately with the numerous:
special issues arising from the proposals relating to each of the carriers involved.
In general these covered proposals for further changes in the various rules of
the collective bargaining agreement between the parties governing work per-
formance, fringe benefits, and other conditions relating to the employment
relationship.

EMERGENCY Boarp No. 123 (A-5630).—Trans World Airlines, Inc., and Flight
Engineers Intl. Association, TWA Chapter.

The Emergency Board created under the President’s Executive or-
der dated March 27, 1958, was composed of David L. Cole, Paterson,
N.J., chairman ; Saul Wallen, Boston, Mass. and Dudley E. Whiting,.
of Detroit, Mich.

The Board convened in Washington, D.C., on June 10, 1958, at
which time the parties entered into a stipulation which included a-
provision that the investigation and report in this dispute be made by
an Emergency Board consisting of one of the three Board members.’
designated by the President, namely Dudley E. Whiting, who was also
authorized by the stipulation to consult with the other two individuals.
named by the President in the Executive order creating this Emer-
gency Board, before issuing its report.

Proceedings pursuant to the above stipulations commenced on June
23, 1958. The report to the President was issued July 25, 1958. _,

The only issue remaining for consideration of the Board in this.
dispute related to the Association’s proposal for a scope clause to be
incorporated into the collective-bargaining agreement between the-
parties, as the parties during these proceedings, had reached accord on
all other items in dispute growing out of proposals of each for renewal.
and changes in their collective-bargaining agreement.

Special significance was attached to the scope clause in anticipation
of the introduction into service of jet aircraft in view of the fact that
the problem as to whether or not the function performed by the third
crew member on jet aircraft could best be fulfilled by an individual
with pilot qualifications or one with mechanic engineer qualifications,
had been under consideration for some time by the major United States.
air carriers.

The dispute in this instance centered on the proposals of the: "
Association for a scope clause to assure job security to flight engineers.
One of the Association’s proposals sought a contract provision to the
effect that when a third cockpit flight crew member is required or:
used by the company to perform the flight engineering function, he.
would be assigned from the seniority list provided for in the:
agreement,



The position of the company as reflected by its statement of policy
announcement issued April 2, 1958, was that it had determined after
study of the matter with the objectives of making a decision that
was In the overall best interests of all employees and that best suited
to its particular operation “that present company policy would be
to use mechanic engineer qualified individuals to perform the flight
engineering function on TWA jet aircraft, when the Federal regula-
tions require a separate crew member to perform this function and
do not require such individuals to possess pilot qualifications.”

The Board noted that the failure of the parties to reach agreement
upon a scope clause was not due to any basic difference in objectives
but was due to their consideration of future contingencies.

In its consideration of the problem of a scope rule, the Board
observed that it would be impossible to anticipate all of the problems
in the advent of radically new equipment, Therefore, it was essential
that the agreement provide flexibility and such protection as is possible
to the parties in meeting necessary changes in the qualifications re-
quired by employees to efficiently operate such equipment.

The Board noted that the principal contingencies which required
some protection for one or the other party were (1) possible change
of flight engineer qualifications by government regulation; (2) pos-
sible change in such qualifications by the company; (3) in the event
of a change which would require other than a flight engineer license
the possibility of an insufficient number of qualified flight engineers on
the seniority list to operate the airline,

Other contingencies considered were possible future changes in
qualifications for flight engineers, for example, a pilot’s license, and
the probability that not enough flight engineers on the seniority list
could or would be able to qualify to operate the aircraft involved;
that in such event it would be absolutely necessary for the company
to hire qualified people, and that if this should develop, the company
would be confronted with a contractual requirement that new em-
ployees possess an aircraft and aircraft engine mechanic certificate,
with the probability that it could not find pilots with such a certificate
or who would even be able to obtain one within a reasonable time.

The Board expressed the view that the first obligation of the
company was to provide service to the public and since it felt that no
contractual restriction should be permitted to render the fulfilling
«of that responsibility impossible, and stated that its recommendation
for a scope clause would eliminate such possibility, while still pre-
serving the provision to the fullest extent possible.

EMERGENCY BoARD No. 124 (Case A-5567).—American Airlines, Inc., and Air
Line Pilots Association, International.

The Emergency Board created under the President’s Executive
.order dated June 19, 1958, was composed of James J. Haley of Har-
vard University, chairman ; Maynard E. Pirsig of Minneapolis, Minn. ;
and Benjamin C. Roberts of New York, N.Y.

Hearings were conducted in New York, N.Y., beginning July 9,
1958. The time limits within which the Board was required to submit
its report was extended from time to time by agreement of the parties
by and with the approval of the President. The report to the Presi-
dent was issued September 3, 1958.
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This dispute arose out of an exchange of requests for changes in
the collective-bargaining agreement between the parties under date
of June 21,1957.

The Emergency Board found that the principal reason direct ne-
gotiations and mediation efforts over an extended period of almost.
11 months had been unsuccessful, was due to the inability of the
parties to resolve the question of whether or not issues relating to
anticipated turbine-powered aircraft were a proper part of the ne-
gotiations and that preoccupation with the scope of the negotiable
issues had frustrated effective collective bargaining.

On August 8, 1958, the Board issued an interim ruling to the effect
that although issues relating to turbine-powered aircraft were not a
part of the controversy under the section 6 notices of the act ex-
changed by the parties, the Board was convinced that to proceed with
negotiations for pay rates and agreement rules to cover piston aircraft
only, would be unrealistic and that both parties must recognize that
they are now confronted with unresolved issues relating to turbine
equipment as well as piston equipment.

In its recommendation the Board observed that there had been no
real collective bargaining between the parties on the merits of any of
the issues, because the controversy between the parties over the scope
of the negotiable issues impeded efforts to explore constructively and
bargain on substantive contract issues. Consequently, it felt that the
case came before the Emergency Board in a status not contemplated
by the Railway Labor Act.

. The Board considered it had accomplished its principal function
in the case by clarifying the scope of the issues and recommended that
the parties assume their basic responsibilities to negotiate and resolve
the full scope of the issues as they relate to both piston and turbine
powered equipment by following the procedure outlined in the Board’s
recommendation. ‘

The Board also expressed the intention not to seek further exten-
sions for continuation of the Emergency Board in this case beyond
August 30, 1958, but would include in its final report the progress of
direct negotiations between the parties developed by periodic inquiries
during the course of the resumed negotiations recommended.

In its final report issued September 3, 1958, the Board noted that
although the parties followed its recommendation to resume direct
negotiations, periodic inquiries by the Board on the progress of these
negotiations disclosed that results were unsatisfactory because of the
lack of effective and realistic bargaining on the issues in dispute.
The Board concluded that in the light of the developments unique in
this case, a resumption of the hearings on the merits would not be
warranted.

It therefore recommended that the parties resume negotiations in
an atmosphere devoid of mutual suspicion and with constant alertness
to the public interest involved. In the judgment of the Board, the
real differences between the parties were not so great that they could
not be reconciled by direct and diligent negotiations, if the parties
sincerely desired to reach agreement.
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EMERGENCY BOARD No. 125 (Case E.-193) —Pan American World Airways, Inc.,
and Transport Workers Union of Americe, AFL-CIO, Air Transport
Division. :

The Emergency Board created under the President’s Executive
order dated April 22, 1959, was composed of Dudley E. Whiting of
Detroit, Mich., chairman; Morrison Handsaker, of Kaston, Pa.; and
Arthur Stark, of New York, N.Y.

Hearings were conducted in New York, N.Y., commencing on May
14, 1959. The time limit within which the Board was required to sub-
mit its report was extended by agreement of the parties by and with
the approval of the President. The report to the President was issued
June 15, 1959,

This dispute arose because of the failure of “flight service em-
ployees” of this carrier to ratify agreement terms covering renewal
and change of the collective-bargaining agreement which had been
accepted by the organization’s negotiators, subject, however, to rati-
fication by the membership.

The negotiations in this instance covered three groups of employees:
(1) mechanics and ground service employees, (2) flight service per-
sonnel, and (3) port stewards. The mechanics and ground service
employees and the port stewards ratified the agreement applicable to
them, but the flight service employees rejected 1t and the organization
gave notice of a threatened work stoppage.

The Board found that the failure to ratify the settlement by the
flight service employees was attributable to the introduction of jet
alrcraft service by the carrier and the employees’ fears relating to
the impact of jet operations upon their earning potential and working
-conditions. The principal issues directed to the Board were (1)
should the compensation of the flight service personnel be based upon
the speed of the aircraft to which they were assigned and what should
such compensation be; (2) what should be the term or duration of
‘the agreement.

The Board observed that the jet operations on this carrier were
still in the preliminary stage with many factors relating to scheduling
and range of flights undeterminable until further experience was had
with present equipment and new jet planes which were not yet in
operation.

The Board found that it must of necessity give great weight to the
agreement of March 4, 1959, worked out by competent and exper-
ienced negotiators, and that under all the circumstances, it should not
at this time substitute its judgment for that of the negotiators who
represented the employees as to the appropriate approach to a resolu-
tion of the problems confronting them in connection with the opera-
tion of jet aircraft. It was the Board’s opinion that the results of the
negotiated agreement should be effectuated during at least a portion
of the period of transition to jet operation.

The Board therefore recommended that the parties accept all of
the provisions of the agreement of March 4, 1959, covering flight
'service personnel, but because conditions might change shortly to
permit more mature consideration, it recommended that the organiza-
tion should have the right to reopen the agreement covering flight
service employees on or after December 1, 1959, upon 30 days’ written
Tnotice, solely for the purpose of negotiating compensation for service
-on straight jet aircraft for the period commencing December 1, 1959.
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Further, the Board recommended that if the parties failed to reach
-agreement, they should submit the issue to arbitration under the Rail-
way Labor Act with proviso that payment of a 5 percent jet com-
pensation differential for the period December 1, 1958, to December 1,
1959, should be without prejudice to the position of either party in
.any such arbitration proceedings; and in the event the union does
not elect to reopen the agreement, the 5 percent jet compensation
-differential should remain effective for the duration of the agreement
-of March 4, 1959.
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-VI. WAGE AND RULE AGREEMENTS

The Railway Labor Act places upon both the carriers and their
employees the duty of exerting every reasonable effort to make and
maintain agreements governing rates of pay, rules, and working
conditions. The number of such agreements in existence indicates
the wide extent to which this policy of the act has become effective
on both rail and air carriers.

Section 5, third (e), of the Railway Labor Act requires all carriers
subject to this law to file with the Board copies of each working
agreement with employees covering rates of pay, rules, or working
conditions. If no contract with any craft or class of its employees
has been entered into, the carrier is required by this section to file
with the National Mediation Board a statement of that fact, in-
cluding also a statement of the rates of pay, rules, or working condi-
tions applicable to the employees in the craft or class. The law
further requires that copies of all changes, revisions, or supplements
to working agreements or the statements just referred to also be

filed with this Board.

1. AGREEMENTS COVERING RATES OF PAY, RULES AND WORKING
CONDITIONS

Table 8 shows the number of agreements subdivided by class of
carrier and type of labor organization which have been filed with
the Board during the 25-year period 1935-59. During the last
fiscal year 10 additional new agreements were filed with the Board,
8 in the railroad and 2 in the airline industry. All of these new
agreements were made with labor organizations classified as national.
There were no new agreements made with local unions or system
associations filed during the past fiscal year with the Board.

In addition to the new agreements indicated above the Board
received 1,233 revisions and supplements to the agreements previously
filed with the Board.

2. NOTICES REGARDING CONTRACTS OF EMPLOYMENT

The Railway Labor Act stipulates that the provisions of section 2,
third, fourth, and fifth, of the act are made a part of the contract of
employment between the carrier and each employee and shall be held
binding upon the parties regardless of any other expressed or implied
agreement between them. The act further requires that every carrier
shall notify its employees of these provisions in a form specified by
the National Mediation Board. Order No. 1 was issued by the Board
shortly after it took office August 14, 1984, requiring that notices
shall be posted and maintained continuously in a readable condition
on all the usual and customary bulletin boards giving information to
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employees and at such other places as may be necessary to make them
accessible to all employees. Such notices shall not be hidden by other
papers or otherwise obscured from view.

Xfter the air carriers were brought under the Railway Labor Act
by the April 10, 1936, amendment the Board issued its Order No. 2
directed to air carriers which had the same substantial effect as Order
No. 1. Poster MB-1 is applicable to rail carriers while poster MB-6
has been devised for air carriers. In addition to these two posters
poster MB-T7 was devised to conform to the January 10, 1951, amend-
ments to the act. This poster should be placed adjacent to poster No.
MB-1 or MB-6. Copies of these posters may be obtained from the
Executive Secretary of the Board.



VII. INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION OF
AGREEMENTS

Agreements or contracts made in accordance with the Railway
Labor Act governing rates of pay, rules, and working conditions are
consummated in two manners: first, and the most frequent, are those:
arrived at through direct negotiations between carriers and represent-
atives of their employees; and, second, mediation agreements made:
by the same parties but assisted by and under the auspices of the
National Mediation Board. Frequently differences arise between the
parties as to the interpretation or application of these two types of’
agreements. The act, in such cases, provides separate procedures.
for disposing of these disputes. These tribunals are briefly outlined.
below.

1. INTERPRETATION OF MEDIATION AGREEMENTS

Under section 5, second, of the Railway Labor Act, the National
Mediation Board has the duty of interpreting the specific terms of
mediation agreements. Requests for such interpretations may be-
made by either party to mediation agreements, or by both parties:
jointly. The law provides that interpretations must be made by
the Board within 30 days following a hearing, at which both parties.
may present and defend their respective positions.

In making such interpretations, the National Mediation Board can
consider only the meaning of the specific terms of the mediation agree-
ment. The Board does not attempt to interpret the application of’
the terms of a mediation agreement to particular situations. This:
restriction in making interpretations under section 5, second, is neces-
sary to prevent infringement on the duties and responsibilities of the
National Railroad Adjustment Board under section 8 of title I of
the Railway Labor Act, and adjustment boards set up under the:
provisions of section 204 of title II of the act in the airline industry.
These sections of the law make it the duty of such adjustment boards
to decide disputes arising out of employee grievances and out of the-
interpretation or application of agreement rules.

The Board’s policy in this respect was stated as follows in Inter--
pretation No. 72, (a) (b) (c) issued January 14, 1959 :

The Board has said many times that it will not proceed under section 5,
second, to decide specific disputes. This is not a limitation imposed upon itself"
by the Board, but is a limitation derived from the meaning and intent of sec--
tion 5, second, as distinguished from the meaning and intent of section 3.

We have by our intermediate findings held that it was our duty under the-
facts of this case to proceed to hear the parties on all contentions that each
might see fit to make. That was not a finding, however, that we had authority
to make an interpretation which would in effect be a resolution of the specifie:
disgutedbetween the parties. The intent and purpose of section 5, second, is not
80 proad.

The legislative history of the Railway Labor Act clearly shows that the:
parties who framed the proposal in 1926 and took it to Congress for its approval,.

56



did not intend that the Board then created would be vested with any large or’

general adjudicatory powers. It was pointed out in the hearings and debate,
that it was desirable that the Board not have such power or duty. During
the debate in Congress, there was a proposal to give the Board power to issue
subpoenas. This was denied because of the lack of need. It was believed by
the sponsors of the legislation that the Board should have no power to decide
issues between the parties to a labor dispute before the Board. The only excep-

tion was the provision in section 5, second. This language was not changed
when section 3 was amended in 1934 and the National Railrcad Adjustment’

Board was created.
We do not believe that the creation of the National Railroad Adjustment

Board was in any way an overlapping of the Board’s duty under section 5, .

second, or that section 3 of the act is in any way inconsistent with the duty
of the Mediation Board under section 5, second. These two provisions of the
act have distinctly separate purposes.

The act requires the National Mediation Board upon proper request to make
an interpretation when a ‘‘controversy arises over the meaning or application
of any agreement reached through mediation.” It would seem obvious that
the purpose here was to call upon the Board for assistance when a contro-
versy arose over the meaning of a mediation agreement because the Board,

in person, or by its mediator, was present at the formation of the agreement

and presumably knew the intent of the parties. Thus, the Board was in a
particularly good position to assist the parties in determining “the meaning
or application” of an agreement. However, this obligation was a narrow one
in the sense that the Board shall interpret the “meaning” of agreements. In

other words, the duty was to determine the intent of the agreement in a gen-

eral way. This is particularly apparent when the language is compared to
that in section 8, first (i). In that section the National Railroad Adjustment

Board is authorized to handle disputes growing out of grievances or out of -

the interpretation or application of agreements, whether made in mediation

or not. This section has a different concept of what parties may be concerned °

in the dispute. That section is concerned with disputes between an employee,
or group of employees, and a carrier or group of carriers. In section 5, second,

the parties to the controversy are limited to the parties making the mediation

agreement. Further, making an interpretation as to the meaning of an agree-

ment is distinguishable from making a final and binding award in a dispute
over a grievance or over an interpretation or application of an agreement. '

The two provisions are complementary and in mo way overlapping or incon-
sistent. Section 5, second, in a real sense, is but an extension of the Board’s
mediatory duties with the added duty to make a determination of issues in
proper cases.

During the fiscal year 1959, the Board was called upon to interpret
the terms of 9 mediation agreements which added to the 8 requests
on hand at the beginning of the fiscal year made a total of 17 under
consideration. At the conclusion of the fiscal year 12 requests had
been disposed of while 8 requests were pending. Since the passage
of the 1934 amendment to the act, the Board has disposed of T4
cases under the provisions of section 5, second, of the Railway Labor
Act as compared to a total of 3,350 mediation agreements completed
during the same period.

2. NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

Under the 1934 amendment to the Railway Labor Act, the National
Railroad Adjustment Board was created to hear and decide disputes
involving railway employee grievances and questions concerning the
application and interpretation of agreement rules. )

The Adjustment Board is composed of four divisions on which

the carriers and the organizations representing the employees are .

equally represented. The jurisdiction of each division is described
in section 3, first, paragraph (b) of the act. )

The Board is composed of 36 members, 18 representing, chosen,
and compensated by the carriers and 18 by the so-called standard
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railway labor organizations. The First, Second, and Third Divi-
sions are composed of 10 members each equally divided between
representatives of labor and management. The Fourth Division has
six members also so divided. The law establishes the headquarters
of the Adjustment Board at Chicago, Ill. A report of the Board’s
operations for the past fiscal year is contained in appendix A.

When the members of any of the four divisions of the Adjustment
Board are unable to agree upon an award in any dispute being con-
sidered, because of deadlock or inability to secure a majority vote,
they are required under section 3, first (1), of the act to attempt to
agree upon and select a neutral person to sit with the division as a
member and make an award. Failing to agree upon such neutral
person within 10 days, the act provides that the fact be certified to
the National Mediation Board, whereupon the latter body selects the
neutral person or referee.

The qualifications of the referee are indicated by his designation
in the act as a “neutral person.” In the appointment of referees
the National Mediation Board is bound by the same provisions of
the law that apply in the appointment of arbitrators. The law
requires that appointees to such positions must be wholly disinterested
in the controversy, impartial, and without bias as between the parties
in dispute.

Lists of all persons serving as referees on the four divisions of the
Adjustment Board are shown in appendix A.

During the 25 years the Adjustment Board has been in existence,
it has received a total of 52,742 cases, and has disposed of 47,097.
At the close of the fiscal year 1959, the Board had on hand 5,645
unadjusted cases, which was an increase of 697 over those on hand
at the close of the previous year. Reference to table 9 in this report
shows that a total of 1,051 cases were disposed of during the fiscal
year 1959 by decision, and that 649 were withdrawn. New cases
received during fiscal year 1959 numbered 2,397 compared with 2,165
in fiscal 1958.

3. SPECIAL BOARDS OF ADJUSTMENT

Special Boards of Adjustment may be created by carriers and labor
organizations during mediation proceedings as an arbitration pro-
cedure set up to dispose of dockets of claims and grievances.

The number of special boards of adjustment created has increased
to a marked degree as a result of the decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court, BRT v. ORI BR Co. (353 U.S. 30).

Special boards of adjustment can be set up promptly to dispose of
disputes which normally would be sent to the National Railroad
Adjustment Board for adjudication. During the past fiscal year 99
special boards of adjustment were in session while 31 béards which
had been created had not met as of July 30, 1959. During the past
fiscal year the Board created 62 new special boards of adjustment.
Approximately 3,552 cases which normally would have been pre-
sented to the National Railroad Adjustment Board were disposed of
by special boards of adjustment during the past year.

4. AIRLINE ADJUSTMENT BOARDS

There is no national adjustment board for settlement of grievances
of airline employees as for railway workers. Section 205 of the
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amended act provides for establishment of such a board when it shall
be necessary in the judgment of the National Mediation Board. Al-
though these provisions have been in effect since 1936, the Board has
not deemed a national board necessary.

Gradually, over the years, as more and more crafts or classes of air-
line employees have established collective-bargaining relationships, the
employees and carriers have agreed upon grievance-handling pro-
cedures with final jurisdiction restlng with a system board of adjust-
ment. Such agreements usually provide for designation of neutral
referees to break deadlocks. Where the parties are unable to agree
upon a neutral to serve as referee, the National Mediation Board is
frequently called upon to name such neutrals. Such referees serve
without cost to the Government and although the Board is not re-
quired to make such appointments under the | law, it does so upon re-
quest in the interest of promoting stable labor velations on the airlines.
With the extension of collective-bargaining relationships to most air-
line workers, the requests upon the Board to designate referees have
increased considerably.

A list of all persons designated by the National Mediation Board
to serve as referees with system boards of adjustment is shown in
appendix B.
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VIII. ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES OF THE NATIONAL
MEDIATION BOARD

1. ORGANIZATION

The National Mediation Board replaced the United States Board of
Mediation and was established in June 1934 under the authority of the
Railway Labor Act, as amended.

The Board is composed of three members, appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the genate. The terms of
office, except in case of a vacancy due to an unexpired term, are for 3
years, the term of one member expiring on February 1 of each year.
The act makes no provision for holding over beyond that date and re-
quires that the Board shall annually designate one of its members to
serve as chairman. Not more than two members may be of the same
political party. The Board’s headquarters and office staff are located
1n the Natlonal Rifle Association Building, Washington 25, D.C. In
addition to its office staff, the Board has a stafl of mediators who spend
practically their entire time in field duty.

Subject to the Board’s direction, administration of the Board’s af-
fairs is in charge of the executive secretary. While some mediation
conferences are held in Washington, by far the larger portion of media-
tion services is performed in the field at the location of the disputes.
Services of the Board consist of mediating disputes between the car-
riers and the representatives of their employees over changes in rates
of pay, rules, and working conditions. These services also include the
Investigation of representation disputes among employees and the
determination of such disputes of election or otherwise. These serv-
ices as required by the act are performed by members of the Board
and its staff of mediators. In addition, the Board conducts hearings
when necessary in connectlon with representation disputes to deter-
mine employees eligible to participate in elections and other issues
which arise in its investigation of such disputes. The Board also
conducts hearings in connection with the interpretation of mediation
agreements and appoints neutral referees and arbitrators as required.

The staff of mediators, all of whom have been selected through
civil service, is as follows:

Ross R. Barr

A. Alfred Della Corte
Chas. M. Dulen
Clarence G. Eddy
Lawrence Farmer
Eugene C. Frank
Arthur J. Glover
Edward F. Hampton
Raymond R. Hawkins
James M. Holaren
Matthew E. Kearney
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William F. Klatte
Warren S. Lane

Geo. S. MacSwan

J. Earl Newlin
Michael J. O’Connell
C. Robert Roadley
Wallace G. Rupp
Tedford E. Schoonover
Frank K. Switzer
Charles F. Wahl
Luther G. Wyatt



2. FINANCIAL STATEMENT

Accounting of all moneys appropriated by Congress for the fiscal
year 1959, pursuant to the authority conferred by “An act to amend
the Railway Labor Act approved May 20, 1926” (approved June 21,
1934) :

Appropriations:

Salaries and exXpPenses e $541, 529
Arbitration and emergency boards.____ . ______________________ 340, 000
Total appropriations___ 881, 529

Obligations :
Salaries, National Mediation Board.___.________________________ 370, 810
Travel expenses — U 101, 790
Other expenses__._—________ 54, 010
Total operating expenses___ . 526, 610
Expenses, arbitration and emergency boards____________________ 284, 950
Total eXPenses.. _ . e 811, 560

Savings :
Salaries and expenses___________ o 14,919
Avbitration and emergency boards_____ . ____________________ 55, 050
Total obligations_ 881, 529

Annual expenditures for arbitration and emergency boards cannot
be accurately budgeted due to fluctuations in the need for such boards.
The extent of the disputes arbitrated or considered by emergency
boards is also a factor which malkes it virtually impossible to budget
expenses of such boards with any degree of accuracy. Since the needs
for such boards cannot be accurately anticipated, it is necessary to
have available adequate funds to meet such contingencies as may arvise.
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APPENDIX A

NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
(Created June 21, 1934)
BurTNEss, H. W., Chairman
Courts, R. C., Vice Chairman

ANDERSON, J. A1 JoHNSON, R. P.
Barngs, C. R. Kearey, C. W.
BLAKE, R. W. KeMp, J. E.
BorpweLL, H.V. Losey, T. E.
BUTLER, R. M. McDANIELS, C. E.2
CARTER, P. C. MILLER, D. A.
CASTLE, W, H. MuLLEN, J. F.
Conway, C. A. ORNDORFF, GERALD
Duean, C. P. REESER, H. J.
Duean, G. H. Ryan, W. J.
FERN, B. W. SoMERrLOTT, M. E.
FircHER, BE. H. SYLVESTER, J. H.
GoopLIN, C. E. TAHNEY, J. P.
HaeerMAN, H. K. WACHOWIAK, R. H.
Hicks, D. H. WHITEHOUSE, J. W.
Hings, J. K. WIESNER, E. W.
HorsLEY, E. T. Zinxk, J. B.
STATEMENT

On June 21, 1934, by enactment of Public, No. 442, 73d Congress, the National
Railroad Adjustment Board was created to consider and make awards in the
following classes of disputes:

The disputes between an employee or group of employees and a carrier or
carriers growing out of grievances or out of the interpretation or application of
agreements concerning rates of pay, rules, or working conditions, including cases
pending and unadjusted on the date of approval of this act, shall be handled in
the usual manner up to and including the chief operating officer of the carrier
designated to handle such disputes; but, failing to reach an adjustment in this
manner, the disputes may be referred by petition of the parties or by either party
to the appropriate divisions of the Adjustment Board with a full statement of the
facts and all supporting data upon the disputes.

Accounting of all moneys appropriated by Congress for the fiscal year 1959,
pursuant to the authority conferrcd by “an act to amend the Railway Labor

Act, approved May 20, 1926." (Approved June 21, 1934)

Regular appropriation:
Salaries and Expenses, National Railroad Adjustment Board,

National Mediation Board.____ - —  $525, 000
Supplemental appropriation —— _— 24, 750
Amount available for obligation___...____________________________ 549, 750
Expenditures:
Salaries of employees_ . _____________________ $289, 180
Salaries of referees....___ ____ . ______ 140, 557
Travel expenses (including referees) .__.____________ 22,274
Transportation of things____________________ e 168
Communication services I —_—— 9, 919
Printing and reproduction - 39, 859
Other contractual services. .. _ . _____._ 3, 548
Supplies and materials..___________________________ 6, 255
Equipment _______________ S, 6, 949
Contribution to retirement fund.____________________ 18, 786
Taxes and assessments_._.______________ 2,373
Total expenditures - 539, 868
Unexpended balance_ ... _________ . ____________ .. 9, 882

1 Deceased. Replaced by D, S. Dugan.
2 Retired. Replaced by W. R. Meyers.



Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board—Government employces,
salaries and dulies

Name Title Salary Duties
paid
Howard, Leland_ ... ... Administrative $10,419.12 | Subject to direction of Board, ad-
Officer. ;nlnlsters its governmental af-

airs

Dillon, Mary E_ ... Secretary. . oo 5,921.36 | Secretarial, stenographie, account-
ing, and audltmg

Larson, George. -« cocoovcommucan Clerk_ ... 4,269.76 | Clerical.

FIRST DIVISION

MacLeod, John M_.____________ Exccutive Secretary...| $9,583.92 | Administration of affairs of divi-
sion and subject to its direction.
Blee, RuthW_______________.._ 5,809, 04 Secr;atanul stenographie, and cleri-
ca
Ellwanger, D. M________.__.... 5,909. 04 Do.
Smith, Margaret J s 5, 909. 04 Do.
Schroeter Marie A___.....__.. 5, 780. 80 Do.
Meehan, Elizabeth E________7. 5,634. 64 Do,
Smith, Joan M. 01100 5,634, 64 Do.
Roudebush Ethel A___ . ... 5,464. 80 Do.
Williams, Margaret M 5, 458. 40 Do.
Fisher, Doris__.__..._.....__. 5,292, 88 Do.
Bathurst, Pauline E___.______. 5,107. 52 Do.
Morgan, Ruth B_____________.. do .| 508512 Do,
Killeen, Eugene A ... __..__.... Administrative Assist- 611.28 | Clerical.
ant.
Key, Naney E_. ... Clerical Assistant..__. 4,983.84 Do.
Redlin, Avis A_. - Clerk-stenograph 3,151.20 | Stenographic and clerical.
Pett, Lawrence H | Clerk. ... _..__ 1,027, 52 | Clerical.
Siegel, Wayne H_______.__._____ AdnimlstmtiveA 2,817.76 Do.
ant.
Monine, Robert F._________.___ Clerk. .o oo s 2,033.07 Do.
REFEREES
Begley, Thomas C., 4044 days |-oocooaoone oo $3,037.50 | Sat with division as member to
at $75 per day. make awards, upon failure of
division to agree or secure major-
ity vote. )
Cofley, A. Langley, 2 days at | ooocamoooamoaae oo 150. 00 Do.
$75 per day.
Rader, LeRoy A., 334 days at | oo 281.25 Do.
$75 per day.
Roberts, Munro, Sr., 9246 days | - oo 6, 937. 50 Do.
at $75 per day.
Sembower, John F., 24714 days [-o-oooocooooooil 18, 562. 50 Do.
at $75 per day,
Sharpe, Edward M., 66} days |- - ccaoooooooo. 4,987, 50 Do.
at $75 per day.
Stone, Mortimer, 49Y4 days at |ocooooo . 3,712.50 Do.

$75 per day.

SECOND DIVISION

Sassaman, Harry J.___._.__.____]

QGlenn, Allise N ooceooo.

QGroble, Agatha E__.__.________.
Lindberg, Robert L__._
Morrison, Margaret E_
Shaughnessy, M. V__
Vought, Marcella R
Williams, Dorothy M._

Fountaine, Dorothy T.
Thomas, Cecelia G
Powers, Jeff

Executive secretary ...

Secretary...oceeocoono-

$9, 583.92
5,909. 04
5,909. 04
5,909. 04

5,909 04
5,909, 04

4 207.12

Administration of affairs of division
and subject to its direction.

Selctetaria], stenographic, and cler-
(Y

Typiné and clerical,
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Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board—Government employees,
salaries and duties—Continued

REFEREES
Abrahams, Harry, 10 days at ... __._. $750.00 | Sat with division as member to
$75 per day. make awards, upon failure of
division to agree or secure major-
ity vote.
Bailer, Lloyd H., 15%{ days at |- ... ... .. 1,181.25 Do.
$75 per day.
Begley, Thomas C., 3 days Qb |« oceoooeomomomocaacaee 225. 00 Do.
$75 per day.
Burke, Thomas A., 4634 daysat |- oo ooocoaao- 3,487.50 Deo.
$75 per day.
Carey, James P., Jr.,42days at |- ________.___. 3, 150. 00 Do.
$75 per day.
Cluster, H. Raymond 3daysat fooccamcacccccoicenaoan 225.00 Do.
$75 per day.
Ferguson, Emmett, 17134 A8YS |-ccmce i ceceaeeen 12,881.25 Do.
at $75 per day.
Hornbeck, Roscoe G., 67 days |..._ .. ___....._ 5,025, 00 Do.
at $75 per day.
Kiernan, James P., 9% days at |- ooooooo oo 662. 81 Do.
$69.77 per day.
Shake(,1 Curtis G., 5 days at $75 | o ___.... 375.00 Do.
per day,
Smith, lemgston 2V4 A8YS b |oc oo camaaae 187. 50 Do.
$75 per day.
Whiting, Dud]ey E,6ldaysat |-oceo oo oiieas 4, 575. 00 Do.

$75 per day.

THIRD DIVISION

Tummon, A. Ivan.__.___._.__._. Executive secretary_..| $9,316.64 | Administration of affairs of division
and subject to its direction.
Anderson, Loreto C._.__._..._.. 5, 909. 04 Secreltarial, stenographie, and cler-
ical.
Balskey, C. V_. oo 5,909, 04 Do.
Morse, Frances__ 5, 909. 04 Do.
Sanford, Jewel C 5,909. 04 Do.
Smith, Tois E_.___ 5,775.20 Do.
Killeen, Eugene A 5,169. 52 Do.
Frey, Catherine E_ 5, 634. 64 Do.
Johnson, Carol A __ 5,634. 64 Do.
Targett, Margaret F._ 5, 510.88 Do.
Swanqon Ronald A_. 5,477.28 Do.
Vorphal, "Joan A 5,203.28 Do.
Bulis, Eugenia.___. - 4,363.04 | Stenographic and clerical.
Paulos, Angelo W____.__________ 3,945.12 | Clerical.
REFEREES
Bailer, Lloyd H., 6334 days at |....__ .o eoomooo - $4.781.25 | Sat with division to make awards,
$75 per day. upon failure of division to agree
Or secure majority vote.
Bakke, Norris C., 7834 days at |- v oo mmcmee 5, 906. 25 Do.
$75 per day.
Begley, Thomas C.,203{ daysat |- .. .. _._._.__.. 1, 556. 25 Do.
$75 per day.
Coburn, Willlam H., 51 daysat |..___________________..__ 3,825.00 Do.
$75 per day.
Daugherty, Carroll R., 1163 |....__________._________ 8,737.50 Do.
days at $75 per day.
Guthr&e Paul N, 14 days at 875 | 1, 050. 00 Do.
per day.
Lynch, Edward A., 79 days at | ... . oo ioe- 5, 925. 00 Do.
$75 per day.
McCoy, Whitley P., 4 days at |- oo . 300.00 Do.
$75 per day.
McMahon, Donald F., 6234 |- oooooemeae oo 4, 706.25 Do.
days at $75 per day.
Murphy, Francis B., 4214 days |.__ ... __..__.._____. 3,168.75 Do.
at $75 per day, ’
Rader, LeRoy A., 12¥4 days at |- oo omee . 937. 50 Do.
$75 per day.
Sempliner, Arthur W., 56Y4 |.o oo 4, 237. 50 Do.
days at $75 per day.
Smith, Livingston, 2daysat $75 ..o eomoans 150. 00 Do.
per da
Vokoun, Horace C., 524 days |oemm e 3,993.75 Do.
at $75 per day.
Weston, Harold M., 4934 days |ccuom e 3,731.25 Do.

at $75 per day.
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Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board—Government employees,

salaries and duties—Continued
FOURTH DIVISION

Pope, Patrick V____._.__________ Executive secretary__.| $8,372.88 | Administration of affairs of divi-
sion and subject to its direction.
Adams, Henrietta V__..________ Secretary____._________ 5, 909. 04 Secrfstarial, stenographie, and cleri--
cal.
Humfreville, M. T..______._ .. _____. (6 [ SO 5, 909. 04 Do.
Zimmerman, R. Hazel ... ___|.__._.._ A0 5, 909. 04 Do.
REFEREES
Coburn, William H., 71% days |______.____________.__._ $5,362.50 | Sat with division as member to,
at $75 per day. make awards, upon failure of’
division to agree or secure ma-
jority vote. |
Gilden, Harold M., 4634 days |- ... ____.____________. 3, 487. 50 Do.
at $75 per day.
Merrifield, Leroy S., 36} days 2,718.75 Do.
at $75 per day.
Shake, Curtis G., 43 days at $75 3,225.00 Do.
per day.
Watrous, Wilmer, 31} days at | coomoooeoooaea_ 2, 362. 50 Do.
$75 per day.

FIRST DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
39 So. La Salle Street, Chicago 3, Ill.
ORGANIZATION OF THE DIVISION, FISCAL YEAR 1958-1959

H. V. BorpWELL, Chairman

J. K. HINks, Vice Chairman

. W. BURTNESS
GEeoRGE H. DUGAN
B. W. FERN

E. T. HORSLEY

C. W. KEALEY

C. E. McDANIELS *
W. R. MEYERS *

D. A. MILLER

H. J. REESER

J. M. MacLeop, Ezecutive Secretary

JURISDICTION

In accordance with section 3(h) of the Railway Labor Act, as amended, the
First Division of the National Railroad Adjustment Board has jurisdiction over
disputes between employes or groups of employes and carriers involving train .
and yard-service employes; that is, engineers, firemen, hostlers and outside .
hostler helpers, conductors, trainmen, and yard service employes.

TaBLE 1.—Cases docketed fiscal year 1958-1959; classified according to carrier
party to submission

Number
of cases
Name of carricr docketed
Ahnapee & Western__________ 2
Alabama Great Southern______ 2
Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe_. 16
Atlantic Coast Line__________ 13
Atlanta & West Point-Western
Railway of Alabama_______ 1
Baltimore & Ohio_____________ 8
Belt Railway of Chicago__._._.__ 3
Boston & Albany____________ 1
Boston & Maine________.______ 5
Buffalo Creek— . ______ 1
Butte Anaconda & Pacific_____ 6
5

Central of Georgia___________

1 Retired June 15, 1959.

Number

of cases

Name of carrier docketed
Central Vermont_._____.______
Chesapeake & Ohio___________
Chicago & Bastern Illinois____
Chicago & Illinois Midland___
Chicago & North Western_____
Chicago Burlington & Quincy__
Chicago Great Western_______
Chicago Milwaukee St. Paul
& Pacifieoo_ o ___
Chicago Rock Island & Pacific_
Cincinnati New Orleans &
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2 Appointed June 16, 1959 to succeed C. E. McDaniels.
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TABLE 1.—Cases dockcted fiscal year 1958-1959; classified according to currier
party to submission—Continued

Number
of cases
Name of carrier docketed
Conemaugh & Black Lick_____ 1
Delaware & Hudson__________ 4
Delaware Lackawanna
‘Western 2
Denver & Rio Grande Western_
Des Moines Union____________ 5
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line__
Detroit Toledo & Ironton______
Elgin Joliet & Eastern________
Erie
Florida East Coast________.__
Fort Worth & Denver.._______
Georgia
Georgia Southern & Florida_.
Grand Trunk Western_______
Great Northern..___ . ____
Green Bay & Western________
Gulf Colorado & Santa Fe____
Gulf Mobile & Ohio___________
Houston Belt & Terminal_____
Indiana Harbor Belt_________
Illinois Central _____________
Joint Texas Division of the
Chicago Rock Island & Pa-
cific and Fort Worth &
Denver e
Kansas City Southern_______.
Kansas City Terminal ____._.
Kentucky & Indiana Terminal..
Lakeside & Marblehead____.__
Lake Superior Terminal &
Transfer- - __
Lake Terminal . ______
Louisiana & Arkansas._______
Louisville & Nashville________
Macon Terminal
Maine Central ______________
Midland Valley_ . ___.______
Milwaukee-Kansas City South-
ern Joint Agency. ... _____.
Minneapolis & St Louis._____.
Minneapolis St Paul & Sault
Ste Marie_______ . ____._
Missouri-Kansas-Texas___.____

-
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Number
of cases
Name of carrier docketed
Monongahela Connecting______ 10
New Orleans & Northeastern. . 1
New Orleans Public Belt______ 2
New York Central....._______ 14
New York Chicago & St Louis.. 51
New York New Haven &
Hartford 1
Niagara Junction____________ 1
Norfolk & Western___________ 7
Norfolk Southern__._....____ 2
Northern Pacific.____________ 8
Northern Pacific Terminal of
Oregon 2
Pacific Electric . oo _ 2
Pennsylvania 6
Pennsylvania Reading Sea-
shore . oo~ 2

Philadelphia Bethlehem & New

TABLE 2.—Cases docketed fiscal year 1958-1959 ; classified according to
organization party to submission

Number
of cases
Name of organization docketed
Conductors 84
Conductors—Trainmen_______ 6
Engineers - 00
Engineers—Conduectors_______. 1
Engineers—Firemen__________ 25
Ingineers—Firemen — Conduc-
tors 2
Engineers—Firemen—Conduc-
tors—Trainmen. .__________ 1
Engineers—Trainmen —_______ 1

England .. _____________ 5
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie______ 18
Pittsburgh & Ohio Valley_____ 1
Reading - 30
Sacramento Northern_________ 2
St Louis-San Francisco_______ 5
St Louis Southwestern_______ 1
San Diego & Arizona Eastern__ 1
Savannah & Atlanta_________ 2
Seaboard Air Line___________ 20
South Buffalo. .. _________ 7
Southern Pacific-Pacific______ 58
Southern Pacific-T&L____.___. 30
Southern__ 31
Spokane International..__.____ 1
Spokane Portland & Seattle___ 6
Steelton & Highspire.________ 8
Tennessee Central._.._.______ 1
Texas & Pacific..___________ 101
Union Pacific.______________ 34
Union Railroad (Pittsburgh)._ 1
Union Railroad (Dallas)._.___. 4
Virginian____________________ : 1
Wabash_ . ___ 6
Western Maryland___________ 25
Western Pacifie... ..o ____ 7

Total .. 1, 084
Firemen 361
Firemen—Conductors—Train-

men 1
Individuwal . ______________ 11
I.AR.E - e 4
Switchmen.____ . __________ 119
Trainmen - 367
United Steel Workers________ 1

Totaloee e __ 1,084
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SECOND DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

220 South State Street, Chicago 4, IlL .
MEMBERSHIP ' : |

E. H. Fircuzr, Ohairman : J. B. ZINK, Vice Chairman -
R. W. BLAKE i R. P. JOHNSON

D. 8. Dugan? T. B. LosEY

C. E. GOoopLIN M. E. SOMERLOTT

D. H. Hicks E. W. WIESNER

HArry J. SassaMaN, Hrecutive Secretary

JURISDICTION

Second Division: To have jurisdiction over disputes involving machinists,
boilermakers, blacksmiths, sheetmetal workers, electrical workers, carmen, the
helpers and apprentices of all of the foregoing, coach cleaners, power—house em-
ployees, and railroad shop laborers.

MEMBERSHIP :
The Division shall consist of 10 members, 5 of whom shall be selected by the
carriers, and 5 by the national labor organizations of the employees. ]‘

. . ‘ Number
TABLE 1.—Carriers party to cases docketed of cases

Alabama, Tennessee & Northern Railroad Company
American Refrigerator Transit Company.
Atchinson, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company oo
Atlanta and West Point Railroad. Company.
Atlanta Joint Terminals
Atlantic Coast Line Railroad
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Company
Baltimore and Ohio Chicago Terminal Railroad
Belt Railway Company of Chicago.
Boston and Maine Railroad

Central Railrcad Company of New Jersey, The
Central of Georgia Railway Company :
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway Company
Chicago and Eastern Illinois Railroad Company
Chicago and Illinois Midland Railway Company
Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company.
Chicago, Burlington and Quincy Railroad Company
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Company_____ .. ..
Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railroad Company. . _______.___
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific Railway Company... . —._.
Cincinnati Union Terminal Company, The__
Delaware, Lackawanna and Western Railroad Company, The________
Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Company, The . ___.__.
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Railway Company.
Elgin, Joliet and Eastern Railway Company
Florida East Coast Railway Company
Great Northern Railway Company
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad Company.
Harbor Belt Line Railroad
Illinois Central Railroad Company.
Illinois Terminal Railroad Company.
Jacksonville Terminal Company
Kansas City Terminal Railway Company
Lehigh Valley Railroad Company
Long Island Railroad Company, The
Louisville and Nashville Railroad Company
Memphis Union Station Company
Midland Valley Railroad Company
Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Railroad Company...__.______

) o =
PrRrSoroRpSRRrehroneRoRRom-arnnoeDomonDneeRwm

1Mr. D. S. Dugan was appointed, effective April 1, 1959, to succeed Mr. J. A. Anderson,
who died February 6, 1959,
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TasBLE 1.—Carriers parly to cases docketed—Continued

Number
of cases
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Lines 9
Missouri Pacific Railroad Company 40
Monongahela Connecting Railroad Company, The 4
New York Central Railroad Company. ‘2
New York, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Company, The__.._ .. _______ 1
New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Company, The._._______ 1
Northern Pacific Railway Company 5
Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company 1
Pacific Electric Railway Company. 1
Pacific Fruit Express Company 2
Pennsylvania Railroad Company 8
Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore Lines 1
Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railroad Company, The 24
Pullman Company, The 15
Reading Company 7
Richmond, Fredericksburg and Potomac Railroad Company—...______ 1
St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Company. 5
St. Louis Southwestern Railway Company 10
Southern Railway Company 9
Southern Pacific Company (Pacific Lines) ' 7
Southern Pacific Lines in Texas and Louisiana (Texas and New Or-
leans Railroad Company) 7
Terminal Railway, Alabama State Docks 1
Texas & Pacific Railway Company, The. 2
Texas Mexican Railway Company, The 2
Union Pacific Railroad Company 7
Union Terminal Company (Dallas) 1
Virginian Railway Company, The 1
Wabash Railroad Company 4
‘Washington Terminal Company, The 1
‘Western Fruit Express Company. 1
Total 397
. Lt Number
TABLE 2.-—0Organizations, etc., party to cases docketed of cases
Federated Trades- 3
Brotherhood Railway Carmen of America 187
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 61
International Association of Machinists 60
International Brotherhood of Firemen, Oilers, Helpers, Roundhouse and
Railway Shop Laborers 19
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Black-
smiths, Forgers and Helpers 11
Sheet Metal Workers’ International Association 21
Transport Workers Union of America—Railroad Division__._________ 23
United Steelworkers of America 2
Individually Submitted Cases, ete 10
Total 397
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THIRD DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
220 South State Street, Chicago 4, Il

J. F. MuLLEN, Chairman

GERALD OrRNDORFF, Vice Chairman

C. R. BARNES.
R. M. BUTLER.
W. H. CAsTLE

R. C. Covurts

C. P. DuGaN.

J. E. KEmMp

J. H. SYLVESTER.
J. W. WHITEHOUSE

A. IvaNn TomMMON, Ezecutive Secretary

JURISDICTION

Third Division: To have jurisdiction over disputes involving station, tower
and telegraph employees, train dispatchers, maintenance of way men, clerical
employees, freight handlers, express, station and store employees, signalmen,
sleeping car conductors, sleeping car porters and maids, and dining car em-

ployees.

This division shall consist of 10 members, 5 of whom shall be selected

by the carriers and 5 by the national labor organizations of employees (pars.
(h) and (c), sec. 3, first, Railway Labor Act, 1934).

TaBLE 1.—Carriers party to cases docketed

Alabama Great Southern..___
Ann Arbor.
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe__
Atlanta Joint Terminals._____
Atlanta & West Point________
Atlantic Coast Line___._______
Baltimore & Ohio Chicago
Terminal
Baltimore & Ohio___________
Bangor & Aroostook__________
Boston and Maine___.____._.
Brooklyn Eastern District
Terminal
Central of Georgia_——..___.___
Central Railroad Co. of New
Jersey
Charleston & Western Caro-
lina

Chattanooga Station Com-
pany
Chesapeake and Ohio_._____._

Chicago & Eastern Illinois__.._
Chicago & Illinois Midland-.._
Chicago and North Western__.
Chicago and@ Western Indiana.
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy.
Chicago Great Western_._.__.
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul
& Pacific

Chicago, Rock Island &
Pacifie
Clinchfield
Cincinnati, New Orleans &

Texas Pacifico . _______
Cincinnati Union Terminal__.
Colorado & Southern_____._._
Delaware & Hudson____.____

Delaware, Lackawanna &
Western____ . _______

Denver & Rio Grande
Western

Denver Union Terminal.__.___
Des Moines Union__.____..__.

Number
of cases
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Duluth, Missabe &
* Range
Eastern Weighing & Inspec-

tion Bureau__ .. _______
Elgin, Joliet & Bastern.______
Erie

Iron

Georgia
Great Northern_____._____ ___
Green Bay & Western. .. __..___
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe__._
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio___._______
Harriman & Northeastern_...
Houston Belt & Terminal_._._
Hudson & Manhattan_ .o __
Illinois Central._____________
Illinois Terminal
Joint Texas Division—CB&Q
and CRI&P_ . ______

Kansas City Southern.._....

Kansas City Terminal ...

Kansas, Oklahoma & Gulf-._.

Lake Terminal

Lehigh Valley_______________

Long Island

Los Angeles Union Passenger
Terminal . ___.

Maine Central—Portland Ter-

minal_
Minneapolis & St. Louis._.___..
Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault

Ste. Marie
Missouri-Illinois_ ...
Missouri-Kansas-TexaS_— ...
Missouri Pacifica e _
Missouri Pacific (Gulf Dis-

trict)
Monongahela
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TABLE 1.—Carriers party to cases docketed—Continued :»'!.%

Number Number
of cases B of cases
New York, New Haven & Hart- Sacramento Northern........ - 1

ford 11 | St. Louis-San Francisco-- o1
New Orleans & Northwestern. 1| St. Louis Southwestern.. ... 10
New York Central o 35 | Seaboard Air Line. oo ___ 8
New York, OChicago & 8 Southern - . 70

Louis e 13 | Southern Pacific (Pacific -~
Norfolk Southern_ ... 10| Lines) 18
Norfolk & Western_ .. 5 | Southern Pacific (Texas &

Northern Pacific Terminal of Louisiana) . _________ 2

Oregon 1| Spokane, Portland & Seattle___ 2
Northwestern Pacificoo.———-. 1| Tennessee Central .. .______._ ‘ 1
Ogden Union Railway & Depot.. 1| Texarkana Union Station
Panhandle & Santa Feae— .. 2 Trust 5
Pennsylvania 38 | Texas & PacifiCa. oo 6
Pennsylvania - Reading  Sea- Tulsa Union Depot___________ . 1
_shore 2 | Union Pacific. oo 9
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie.______ 2 | Upion Terminal (Dallas)_____ 2
Pittsburgh & West Virginia__ 5 | Virginian 3
Pullman 30 | Wabash 7
Reading 2| Western Maryland___________ 1
Richmond, ¥Fredericksburg & Western Pacific_.____._______ 5

Potomac 3
Rutland 1 Total oo 770

TABLE 2.—Orgamizations party to cases docketed
American Train Dispatchers Association 6
Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employes 118
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen 82
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen 1
Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers,

Express and Station Employes. 223
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters 14
Joint Council of Dining Car Employes 32
The Order of Railroad Telegraphers - 258
Order of Railway Conductors & Brakemen (Pullman System)________ 20
United Transport Service Employees of America 2
Miscellaneous Class of Employees. 14

Total 770

FOURTH DIVISION-—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
220 South State Street, Chicago 4, Il

C. A. Conway, Chairman H. K. HAGERMAN
RarpH H.. WACHOWIAK, W. J. RYAN
Vice Chairman J. P. TAHNEY

P. C. CARTER
. P. V. PopE, Executive Secretary

JURISDICTION

Fourth Division: To have jurisdiction over disputes involving employees of
carrier directly or indirectly engaged in transportation of passengers or prop-
erty by water, and all other employees of carriers over which jurisdiction is
not given to the first, second, and third divisions. This division shall consist
of six members, three of whom shall be selected by the carriers and three by the
national labor organizations of the employees (par. (h), sec. 3, first, Railway
Labor Act, 1934).
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TABLE 1.—Carriers party to cases docketed

Ann Arbor Railroad Company..
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe
Railway Company___.___..__
Atlantic Coast Line Railroad
Company
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad
Company
Baltimore and Ohio Chicago
Terminal Railroad_. ...
Bush Terminal Railroad Com-

pany.
Butte Anaconda & Pacific Rail-

way
Central Railroad Company of
New Jersey e oo
Chicago, Burlington and Quin-
cy Railroad Company_..___._
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul &
Pacific Railroad Company__
Chicago and North Western
Railway Company.____.._
Chicago River and Indiana
Railroad Company_.___.__.
Chicago, Rock Island and Pa-
cific Railroad Company-____
Cincinnati, New Orleans and
Texas Pacific Railway__.__
Delaware, Lackawanna and
Western Railroad Company..
Denver and Rio Grande West-
ern Railroad Company_....
Erie Railroad Company-_..._...

Fruit Growers Hxpress Com- .

pany
Fort Worth and Denver Rail-
way Company-.————c—_-_
Grank Trunk Western__._____
Gulf, Mobile and Ohio Railroad
Company
Houston Belt & Terminal.__..

Number
of cases

1
2
1
14
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TABLE 2.—Organizations—Employes party to cases docketed

American Railway Supervisors
Association, The_____._____

Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen

Big Four Yardmasters Asso-
ciation

Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters

Inland Boatmen’s Division, Na-
tional Maritime Union of
America

Inland Boatmen’s Union of the
Pacific

International Organization
Masters, Mates & Pilots_...

Joint Council Dining Car Em-
ployes

Number
of cases

33
10

[ -2 R

Number
of cases
Illinois Central Railroad Com-
pany b5
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad- 8
Missouri - Kansas - Texas RR
Company; Missouri-Kansas-
Texas RR Company of
Texas 11
Missouri Pacific Railroad Com-
pany 3.
Monongahela Connecting Rail- ‘
way. 1
New York Central Railroad ‘
Company. 25
New York, New Haven and
Hartford Railroad Com- ‘
pany 1
Pennsylvania Railroad Com-
pany 1
Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Rail-
road 2
Pullman Company——.————--__. 1
Reading Company e ——-w__ 1
Sacramento Northern Rail-
way 3
Southern Pacific Company (Pa-
cific Lines) oo __ 8
Southern Railway Company__ 1
Tennessee Central Railway .
Company. 1
Terminal Railroad Association
of St. Louis 4
Texas and Pacific Railway
Company 1
Union Pacific Rdilroad Com- ,
pany 5
Washington Terminal Com-
pany 1
Western Pacific Railroad Com-
pany 1
Total 144
Number
of cases
Marine Engineers’ Beneficial
Association No. 33 __..___. 1
Miscellaneous Classes of Em-
ployes 14
Railroad  Yardmasters of
America : 85
Railroad Yardmasters of North
-America, Inc 7
Railway Employes’ Depart-
ment, AFL-CIQc e 2
Railway Patrolmen’s Interna-
tional Union 21
Switchmen’s Union of North
America 1
Total 144
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APPENDIX B

Arbitrators appointed—Arbitration boards, fiscal year 1959

RAILROADS

Name

Residence

Date of
appointment

Arbitration and case No.

Parties

Mortimer Stone......eooo-- Denver, Colo. _._ ... Aug, 18,1958 | Arb. 240 ... ___.__.__. The Pullman Co. and Order of Railway Conductors & Brakemen.
David R. Douglass_.._....__ Oklahoma City, Okla.___... Oct. 7,1958 | Arb. 241; E-110_ . cceemenen Galveston, Houston & Henderson Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of
Railroad Trainmen.
Donald F. MeMahon. . _..__|..._. L L T Oct. 23,1958 | Arb. 242; case A~5248_.__.___. lez‘mah Acme & Pacific Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad
rainmen
H. Raymond Cluster........ Baltimore, Md....o......... Jan. 26,1959 | Arb. 246_ ... ... .__.__ Baltimore & Ohijo Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
Harold M. Gilden ... Chieago, . ... May 15,1959 | Arb. 248; case A-5907____.... GrAeat Northem Railway Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North
merica.
ATIRLINES
Willlam E. Simkin._.___.___ Philadelphia, P Aug. 5,1958 | Arb. 238; case A-5625.__..___ ‘Western Air Lines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association International.
Dudley E. Whiting._ - .\ Detroit, Mich Aug. 29,1958 { Arb. 239; case A-5792.__ ... Pan #merican World Airways, Inc. and Air Line Dispatchers Asso-
ciation.
Paul N. Guthrie_.__ .| Chapel Hill, N.C______.___. Nov. 24,1958 | Arb. 244; case A-5565._.__.__ Cz}rié}bearé. Atllantic Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association
nternational.
____________ -} Dec. 29,1958 | Arb. 245; case A-5878....._..] National Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Agents Association.
J. Glenn Donaldson _] Jan. 28,1959 [ Arb, 243; case A-5859. -| Northwest Airlines, Inc. and Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship
Clerks, Freight Handlers Express and Station Employees.
Paul N. Guthrie Ohapel Hill, N.C. -l June 12,1959 | Arb. 249; case A-5892.__.._.. Capitol Alrways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association International.
7o SR P do.._... _| June 12,1959 National Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Communication Employees

Arb. 247; cases A-5900 and
A-5910.

Association Unatﬁliated.
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Arbitrators appointed—~Special Board of Adjusiment, fiscal year 1959

See footnotes at end of table.

RAILROADS
Name Residence Date of ap- Special | Number of Partles
pointment | Board No.|{ awards
Sidney A. Wolffs.__.._ Bewemmmne New York, N.Y_ ..o July 11,1958 242 1 Hlédsolg & Manbattan Raflroad Co. snd Brotherhood of Locomotive
: ngineers.
David R. Douglass.._.......__. Oklahoma City, Okla_.__._._. July 2,1958 243" 34 | Texas & Pacific Railway Co., Texas Paclfic-Missouri Pacific Terminal
. R.R. of New Orleans and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.
A. Langley Coffey - eeoocmeaeo . Tulsa, OKla___.____.___._.___ July 17,1958 241 53 | Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis and Brotherhood of
- Railroad Tralnmen.
Harold M. Gilden Chicago, TII_______..._...__.__ Aug. 4,1958 161 13 Lonﬁolsland Rail Road Co., Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
David R. Douglass Oklahoma City, Okla_._______ Aug. 8,1958 247 - 32 | St. Louls Southwestern Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive
. Firemen and Enginemen.

H. Raymond Cluster...._...._.. Baltimore, Md._._____.____.__ Aug. 13,1958 246 308 | Reading Co. and Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen.

James P. Carey, Jr. ._.___._.___. Chicago, TN .o Aug. 14,1958 249 8 | Cuyhoga Valley Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men,

Paul N, Guthrie . ....o_..c_.__. Chapel Hill, N.C.. ... Aug. 21,1958 250 . (O] The Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey and Order of Railway
Conduectors and Brakemen.

Harold M. Gilden. . _...._.._._. Chicago, IN. . ... Aug. 27,1958 248 11 | Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Rallroad Co. and Brotherhood
of Railroad Trainmen.

Livingston Smith______..__._._. Dallag, TexX. o woeeemmeeceaae Sept. 12, 1958 253 | 3 | Denver & Rlo Grande Western Rallroad Co. and American Train

- 1 Dispatchers Association.

Mortimer Stone . _____________. Denver, Colo_ ..o __.__._.._ Sept. 15,1958 209 27 | Eastern, Western and Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees

, and Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen.
Paul N. Guthrie.. ___.____...__. Chapel Hill, N.C.._._.._..... Sept. 16,1958 255 (O] T’r}? Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey and Brotherhood of Railroad

rainmen.
) 0 T+ SR FPRIPR [ 1 TR Sept. 16,1958 254" O] The Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey and Brotherhood of Loco-
) motive Firemen and Enginemen.
Francis J. Robertson._.___.____. Washington, D.C....._....._. Sept. 22,1958 256 ) Boston & Maine Railroad and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.
[ TSN S o [ XN Sept. 25,1958 257 1 | Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad Co. and Brother-
hood of Railroad Trainmen.

Peter M. Kelliher-..._.ooco... Chicago, TN . ocooomeamaeas Oct. 1,1958 244 O] Tl’llg, II’I?clﬂc Electric Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad

rainmen.

Thomas G. Begley..._aooaaona.. Cleveland, Ohlo__.._._......._. Oct. 8,1958 258 (O] Reading Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.

David R. Douglass.. ceecccaea-- QOklaboma City, Okla__...__._.. Oct. 13,1958 260 (O] StELo&}s Southwestern Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive

ngineers.

Paul N. Guthrie.. . occooao . Chapel Hill, N.C.ooooaeeo. Oct. 22,1958 261 10 | Central of Georgia Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men.

Lloyd H. Bailer. .o ~o__...___ New York, N.Y _ oo _ioons Oct. 29,1958 259 48 | New York Central Rallroad Co. Eastern District (except Boston &
Albany Division), New York Dirtrict, The Grand Central Ter-
minal, and The Order of Railroad Telegraphers.

Francis J. Robertson.___.....__.. Washington, D.C.caoooot Nov. 14,1958 265 4 | Eastern, Western and Southeastern Carriers and Brotherhood of
Railroad Trainmen.

Mortimer Stone. ccemevaacocmnaa- Denver, Colo. .o ooooooae Nov. 14,1958 264 106 | Denver & Rio Grande Western Rallroad Co., and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen.
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Arbitrators appointed—R8pecial Board of Adjustment, fiscal year 1959—Continued

. RAILROADS—Continued
Name Residence Date of ap- Special | Number of Parties
N pointment | Board No. awards
Francis J. Robertson_....____-__{ Washington, D.C._...._..._.. Nov. 19, 1958 238 0] Missoll{lrl Paclfic Railroad Co. and Order of Ratlway Conductors and
Brakemen.
David R. Douglass. .eceooooo.__ Oklahoma City, Okla__.__._.__ Nov. 19,1958 267 21 ] The Texas & Pacific Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive
Firemen and Enginemen.
James P, Carey, Jr.2 ... ___...__| Chicago, IIl.______...____:___.| Nov. 20,1958 268 9 Wﬁrsterlr: Carriers’ Conference Committee and Switechmen’s Union of
T orth America.
Dudley E. Whiting 3. .._____.__ Detroit, Mich____________..__. Nov. 21,1958 262 23 | Eastern, Western and -Southeastern Carriers and Brotherhood of
- Locomotive Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen, Brother-
good iof Railroad Trainmen and Switchmen’s Union of North
merica.
L0 1 RO (R {6 7 Nov. 21,1958 263 3 | Certain carriers and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, Brother-
hood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen and Order of Railway
Conductors and Brakemen.
J. Glenn Donaldson_ ... Denver, Colo. . ________.____.__ Dec. 2,1958 271 1 | Union Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,
Do e A0l Dec.” 5,1958 272 16 | Donora Southern Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Liocomotive
~ Engineers.
Lloyd H. Bailer.._._..___>_.____. New York, N.Y______________ Dec. 16,1958 266 Q)] D““X%“" Lackawanna & Western Railroad Co. and Order of Rail-
roa 'elegraphers.
Harold M. Gilden____..___._____ Chicago, TN _____.__________.__ Dec. 23,1958 274 1 { Elgin, Yoliest & Eastern Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen,
Mortimer Stone 4 ______________ Denver, Colo. .. l._..____. Dec.’ 30,1958 273 |- 0 | Hudson & Manhattan Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive
Engineers.
H, Raymond Cluster ¢._._..__._ Baltimore, Md._._.____. ... Dee. 30,1958 273 15 | Hudson & Manhattan Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive
) ' . ) Engineers.
Horace C. Vokoun..._._____.___ Cleveland, Ohio_________._____ Jan. 12,1959 269 39 Centlg;] of Georgia Railway Co. and The Order of Railroad Teleg-
ers,
A. Langley Coffey__..__________ Jan. " 13, 1959 270 42 Ot’gcago & Tllinois Midland Railway Co. & Brotherhood of Rallroad
rainmen.,
Thomas C. Begley 8___._: Jan. 28,1959 275 4 [ Union Railroad Co. and United Steelworkers of America .
David R. Douglass_..._.._.____ Feb. 2,1959 278 3 Chic?lg% & Western Indiana Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Rail-
’ ’ road Trainmen.
Francis J. Robertson_.....___.__ Feb. 4,1959 276 ) Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co., Eastern and Central Regions
: 4 (excluding Hocking Division) and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men, N -
DO e Feb, 9,1959 233 Q] The Washington Terminal Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men.
L0 T/ Feb. 9,1959 282 ® Western Maryland Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men.
Harold M, Gilden3._______.____ Feb. 10,1959 284 ® Disputes Committee and American Train Dispatchers Association.
Frank P. Douglass...cooocaeo._ Feb. 10, 1959 281 1} New Orleans Public Belt Railway and Brotherhood of Locomotive

Firemen and Enginemen.
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Lloyd H. Bailer...._.._........
Francis J. Robertson....._._._.._

Mortimer Stone..._.._.._.._.__

Carroll Daungherty 3. _.._._..__.

Dudley E. Whiting...oco.....
Horace O. Vokouns____._.____.
: FPTRY e P —
Paul N. Guthrie ..o
David R. Douglass._ __.......__.
Francis J. Robertson........___.
Dwyer W. Shugrues.........__.
Francis J. Robertson 3. ___....__
Curtis G. Shaked ... _._____.
David R. Douglass. .. ..oocueo__
Lloyd H. Bailer_. __...._._____.
Francis J. Robertson...__...___.
Thomas G. Begley.__......___
James P. Carey, Jr.8__........__

John Thad Scott, Jr. ...
William H. Coburn3_.__.______

New York, N.Y . .........
‘Washington, D.C.__._________

Denver, Colo- oo oo

Evanston, II_. .. ____.__

Detroit, Mich... .o ___..__._
Cleveland, Ohio..ooccooo..

Chapel Hill, N.C__......____.
Oklahoma City, OKla__.__...__.
‘Washington, D.C__.._...___._
New York, N Y_____.________
Washington, D.C____.._..__.__
Vinecennes, Ind.__._____________
Oklahoma City, Okla_________
New York, N.Y ool
‘Washington, D.C__._.______.__
Cleveland, Ohio..o.ooocoo—...
Chicago, TN ...

Houston, Tex_ ...
‘Washington, D.C.__ca...__._.

Baltimore, Md..._._....._._..

June

June

20, 1959
24,1959

. 38,1959
. 16,1959

. 18,1959

1,1959

3, 1959
7,1959

8, 1959

. 10,1959
. 17,1959

27,1959

5,1959
14,1959
18,1959
18,1959
21,1959
28,1959
29,1959

3,1959
12, 1959

17, 1959

245
277

279
148

292
201

295

251

208

301 |

293

“302 |-

300
206

303

13
(O]

150
O

Q]
0]

O}

0}
O}
O}
®
®
™
0]
0}
0]

o
10}

Reading Co. and Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees.
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad and Brotherhood of Railroad Train-

men.
Reading Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Engine-

men.

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad Co., and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, Order of Railway Conductorsand Brakemen, Brother-
hood of Railroad Trainmen, Switchmen'’s Union of North America.

Missouri Pacific Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Maintenance of
‘Way Employees.

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railway Co. and Milwaukee-
affiliated employees of Milwaukee-Kansas City Southern Joint
Agency and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Alton & Southern Railroad and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Union Pacific Railroad Co. (Northwestern District) and Brother-
hood of Locomotive Engineers.

Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey and United Railroad Workers
Division Transport Workers Union of America.

Alabama, Tennessee & Northern Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen.

Chicago River & Indiana Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen.

New York Central Railroad, Western District, Boston and Albany
Division and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen,

New York Central System and Order of Railway Conductors and
Brakemen.

Chicago & North Western Railway Co. (Twin Cities Division) and
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Kansas City Terminal Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive
Firemen and Enginemen.

Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey and Brotherhood of Maintenance
of Way Employes.

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. and Baltimore & Ohio Chicago Tler-
minal Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.
St. Louis Southwestern Railway and Brotherhood of Maintenance

of Way Employes. *

Eastern, Western and Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committes
and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen.

Cleveland Union Terminals and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,

Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen.

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. and Order of Railway Conductors
and Brakemen.

1 Not available.
2 Cases withdrawn.

8 Appointment by NMB. (8elected by parties unless otherwise indicated).

4 Alternate members
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Arbitrators appointed pursuant to union shop agreements, fiscal year 1959

Name Residence Date of Carrier Organization Individual involved
appointment .
Livingston Smith._________. Dallas, Tex. oo cemamaen. Dec. 3,1958 | Southern Pacific Lines in Texasand | Seventeen cooperating rallway labor | Raymond Belcher, I

West Hyattsville, Md.___..
Dallas, TeXeeomamccmanan

Jan., 12,1959
Mar. 30,1959
May 28,1959

Louisiana-Texasand New Orleans
Railroad Co.
Pennsylvania Railroad Co._........
Texas & Pacific Railway Co........

Ilinois Central Railroad........_._.

organizations.

Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way
Employees.
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen....

Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way
Employees.

L. Davis, Jr.,, Rosa
Lee Wyatt.
Antonio Ferrero.

Loren LaVelle
Caughron.
Frank S. Brown.
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Referees appointed—S8ystem Board of Adjustment (Airline), fiscal year 1959

Name Residence Date of Parties -
appointment

Jack Kehoe Miami, Fla. oo, July 3,1958 | Eastern Air Lines, Inc. and Eastern Air Lines Mechanical Department.
James A, MUIT8Y - oo omamoom o Washmgton, D.C._.... July 11,1658 | Ozark Air Lines and Air Line Pilots Association.

DO do July 11,1958 | Ozark Air Lines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Association.
Livingston Smith___ Dallas, Tex. . July 11,1958 | Capitol Airways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Robert L. Howard. Columbla, Mo. July 15,1958 | Ozark Air Lines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, international.
Jerome J. Lande New York, N.Y. July 17,1958 | Pan American World Airways, Inc. and Transport Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO.
John J. Kehoe.__..__.__. Miami, Fla_..______.__. July 17,1958 | National Airlines, Inec. and Air Line Agents Association.
William M. Hepburn. Emory University, Ga.. July 17,1958 | Southern AlrWayS Inc. and Air Carrier Mechanics Association, International.
Emmett Ferguson.__..__._..._.._._ Lafayette, Ind__._.__________ July 23,1958 | Lake Cenltral Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Association, Inter-

national.
Paul Prasow_ ... ... Los Angeles, Calif ______...___ Aug. 5,1958 | Flying Tiger Line, Inc. and Airline Stewards and Stewardesses Assn. International.
Robert G. Simmons_ ________.__..._ Lincoln, Nebr. . _oo_......_. Aug. 25,1958 | Western Air Lines, Inc., and Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight
Handlers, Express and Station Employees.
John F. Sembower______....._..__. Chicago, IN_ ..o Sept. 17,1958 | Lake Cenltral Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Assocxatlon, Inter-
. nationa
Frank Dugan. ... Washington, D.C..___._...... Sept. 22,1958 | Capital Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Assn. International.
John Day Larkin.______ Chicago, It __._ -| Sept. 25,1958 | United Air Lmes Inc. and Air Line Communication Employees Association.
R.W. \’ahswll-_- Portland, Oreg- -] Sept. 30,1958 | Flying Tiger Lme Inc. and Air Line Pilots Assoc. International.
....................... [+ (e S -1 Oct. 8,1958 | Flying Tiger Lme Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Assoc. International.
FranmsJ Robertson.____ Washington, D.C.. -] Oct. 14,1958 | Central Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists.
R. W. Nahstoll...___.._ Portland, Oreg._... -| Nov. 6,1958 | Pacific Northern Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
John A, Weeks____._____ Min.neapolis, M -} Nov. 20,1958 | Northwest Airlines and International Association of Machinists.
Livingston Smith_______ Dallas, Tex_..... _| Nov. 18,1958 { Trans-Texas Airways and Air Line Agents Association, International. . .
Munro Roberts, Sr._____.._________ St. Louis, Moo Nov. 20,1958 | Trans W?rld Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Assocmtion, Inter-
) nationa

R.W.Nshstoll.____._______.._____ Portland, Oreg_ Dec. 16,1958 ; Alaska Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards and Stewardesses Association.
John A. Weeks_. Minneapolis, M Dec. 22,1958 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International. - ot

Do, el do._..__..._ -| Deec. 22,1958 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Clifford D. - Portland, Oreg. .| Jan. 14,1959 | Paclfic Northern Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Albert Epstein________ New York, N.Y__. -| Jan. 27,1959 | Argentine Airlines, Inc. and Transport Workers Union of America.
Francis B, Murphy___ Los Angeles, Calif___ .| Jan. 27,1959 { Transocean Air Lines and Transport Workers Union of America.
John A, Weeks__._____ Minneapolis, Minn_ _| Jan. 28,1959 { North Central Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Paul H. Sanders. . Nashville, Tenn____..___ - Feb. 3,1959 | Capitol Airways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
‘Wilmer Watrous, West Hyattsville, Md___ _| Feb. 5,1959 | Pan American World Airways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Dudley E. Whiting___ Detroit, Mich_._________ .| Mar. 4,1959 | Central Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Francis B. Murphy.__ Los Angeles, Calif. -{ Mar. 13,1959 | The Flying Tiger Line, Inc. and FTL Chapter, Flight Engineers International Association.
Paul H. Sanders____.._. Nashville, Tenn._ __ .| Mar. 30,1959 | Aaxico Airlines, In¢. and Alr Line Pilots Association, International.
Albert Epstein__ New York, N.Y. .| May 29,1959 | Seaboard and Western Airlines and Transport Workers Union of America.
A. R, Marshall . _ Atlanta, Ga____. -{ June 1,1959 | Southern Airways, Inc. and Air Carrier Mechanies Association.
Paul H. Sanders Nashville, Tenn _ _| June 1,1959 | Capitol Airways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association, International,
Robert G. Bimmons__._ ! Lineoln, Nebr. .. - June 1,1959 ; Braniff Airways and International Association of Machinists.
George 8. IVes. .o oceeeoeemea ‘Washington, D.C..........__. June 29,1959 | Capital Airlines and International Association of Machinists.
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Referees appointed—System Board of Adjustment (Railroad), fiscal year 1959

. Name Residence Date of Parties
appointment
Edward A. Lynch._ ... .ocoen_- Pottsville, Pa._. May 19,1959 | Pennsylvania Railroad Co. and Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Lines and The Police
Department Employees’ Board of Adjustment.
H. Raymond Cluster. . cccueee-- Baltimore, Md.._._. May 29,1959 { Pennsylvania Railroad-Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Lines and Brotherhood of Main-
tenance of Way Employes.:
Edward A. Lyneh. ..oueeaaaao. Pottsville, Pa__._.__ June 12,1959 PemlsA ylvanXiF%aiérIogd and United Railroad Workers Division, Transport Workers of
merica, - .
Thomas C, Begley. .. vvareaccnea- Cleveland, Ohio e oo Aug. 29,1958 | Pennsylvania Railroad and United Railroad Workers Division of Transport Workers Union

of America,
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TABLE 1..—Number of cases received and disposed of, fiscal years 1335-59

Status of cases

Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of period.._.....—._...___.
New cases docketed - - o - oo e cemciemcmeoos

- Total cases on hand and received. . o-co oo ooeaaaes

Cases disposed of e meieamaes
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period. .- oo ooeeo L.

Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of period.. -caceooce . .
New cases docketed . oo oo omn e eemeenan

Total cases on hand and received. oo ococomoooomeamaanooaas

Cases AiSPOSed Of - - - oo - oo oot eeemm e mm e mneee
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period

Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of period....—aco oo .-
New cases docketed . - oo u oo ce e

Total cases on hand end received. - oo ooue e

Cases disposed Of .- e cercme e e e e
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period

Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of perlod . .«oocceeemaeeeaen

New cases docketed. ...

Total cases on hand and received. -

Cases disposed Of oo oo ceaeaaas
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period

25-year | Fiscal | Fiscal | Fiscal | Fiscal | Fiscal | 5year | 5year | 5-year | &year
period year year year year year period period period period
1935-59 1959 1958 1957 1956 1955 1950-54 1945-49 | 194044 1935-39
(average) |(average) [(average) |(dverage)
All types of cases
96 243 255 159 198 154 136 172 126 151
9,458 321 407 479 409 451 415 463 381 219
9, 555 564 662 638 607 605 - 551 635 507 370
9, 339 348 419 383 448 407 403 496 347 220
216 216 243 255 159 198 148 139 160 150
Representation cases
2% 17 29 18 27 21 34 50 34 T4
3,34 83 92 122 108 96 136 176 149 103
3,368 100 121 140 135 117 170 183 151
3,356 88 104 111 117 90 137 186 139 107
12 12 17 29 18 27 33 40 44 44
Mediation cases
72 218 214 134 170 129 102 122 91 108
6, 036 229 309 343 288 353 276 286 230 110
6, 108 447 523 477 458 482 378 408 321 218
5, 909 248 305 263 324 312 284 309 206 112
199 199 218 214 134 170 114 99 115 106
Interpretation cases
0 8 12 7 1 4 0 4] 1 0
79 9 6 14 13 2 3 1 2 1
79 17 18 21 14 6 3 1 3 1
74 12 10 9 7 5 2 1. 2 1
-6 § | 8 7 1 1 ] 1 0

12
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TaBLE 2.—Disposition of mediation cases by method, class of carrier, issue involved, fiscal year 1959

Disposition by type of carrier

Disposition by major issue involved

Railroads New agreement | Rates of pay Rules Miscellangous
Switch- . Rail- 3 Alr-
Total in Electric{ Miscel-{ roads | lines | Rail- Ajr- }-Rail- Afr- Rail- Air- Rall- -] -Air--
all Class 1 | Class 2} Class 3 and %er- rail- |laneous| total | total road line road line road | line road line
cases minal roads | carriers o
Total oo 248 108 12 201 ...
Mediation agreement._.__.___ 162
Arbitration agreement._.____ 7
Withdrawn after mediation.__ 18
‘Withdrawn before mediation. ]
Refusal to arbitrate by—
Carrier 11
Employees._.. 13
Both____.__._. 9
Dismissale o ocooooaooo_. 23




TABLE 3——Representatwn cases disposition by craft or class, employees involved
and participating, fiscal year 1959

Railroads Airlines
Total Num- | Num- Num- | Num-
all Num- | Num- | ber ber | Num- | Num- | ber ber
cases ber ber |employ-lemploy-| ber ber |employ-|employ-
cases |craftor| ees in- | ees par-| cases |craftor} ees in- |ees par-
class | volved | ticipat- class | volved | ticipat-
ing ing
B 1) U AR 58 75 110,399 | 9,697 30 39} 3,036 2,017
Disposition:
Certification based on
election.._.____.....:. 72 50 62 | 10,231 9, 646 22
Certification based on
authorizations. .___... 7 3 3 59 51 4
Withdrawn after in-
vestigation .- 4 2 7 15 fomoaaae 2
Withdrawn before
vestigation_.._.....___ 2 1 1 12 |oeooan 1
Dismissal._ . _coooecccaoaaa-. 3 2 2 22 |ooooioo 1
Total all cases- -.cc..-- 88 faemcoeeon 114 | 13,435 | 11,714 -

TABLE 4—Number of cases disposed of by major groups of employees, ﬁscal
year 1959

{

Number of— ‘

T

Major groups of employees !
All types {Representa-| Mediation | Interpreta-

of cases tion cases cases tion cases
Grand total, sll groups of emMpPloyees..eccccacmas 348 88 248 ;12
Railroad, total. . ool 233 58 165 10

Combined groups, railroad. .o ooomaaeoooaoe
Train, engine and yard service. .
Mechanical foremen..._.._.._...
Maintenance of equipment._______..
Clerical, office, station, and storehouse. .
Yardmasters. ..o ooooicaaaiooion
Maintenance-of-way and signal.._.
Subordinate officials in maintenance-of-way -
Agents, telegraphers, and towermen.
Train dispatehers. o oo ooooomioooot
Technical engineers, architects, draftsmen, ete......._..
Dining-car employees, train and pullman porters
Patrolmen and special officers. ..

Marine service. .
Miscellaneous rail

Alrline, total 115 30 83 ‘2
Combined afrline. . . . il 10 5
Mechanies. ... _..o._.__... 17 5
Radio and teletype operators 9 1
Clerieal, office, stores, fleet and passenger service.._-... 22 8 13 1
Stewards, stewardesses, and flight pursers.............. 17 4 12 1
PilotS . - el 19 |ceemeas 19 |occocaa o
Dispatehers . cocoocouoaaaooo
Mechanical foremen...........
Meteorologists. - - oo oooonnao
Flight engineers. R 9 2
Miscellaneous airline. . .o icaanaen 6 3 : N (R

81



TiBLE 5.—Number -of crafts or classes and number of employees involved in
representation cases, by major groups of employees, fiscal year 1959

. Number of | Employees involved
Major groups of employees Number of | crafts or
cases classes
- Number Percent
- Grand total, all groups of employees. cccceaaco-- 88 114 13,378 100
Railroad, total.. 58 75 10, 339 7
Train service 8 11 778 6
“Engine service.. 18 19 814 6
-Yard service_.. 6 [ 6, 880 51
Mechanical foremen 1 1 6 O]
Maintenance of equipment 4 4 198 1
*Clerical, office, station, storehouse. .coocccoeomocoanaoe 2 2 241 2
Yardmasters. 0 0 {1 P,
Maintenance-of-way and signal. ... _.cocaoocao. 2 2 30 @)
Subordinate officials, maintenance-of-way.... 1 1 92 1)
.Agents, telegraphers, and tOWermen.....ccec-caceac_ae 0 0 [V I
Dispatchers 1 1 4 O]
‘Technical engineers, architects, draftsmen, ete.._.....__ 0 0 (1] P,
.Dining car employees, train and pullman porters....... 2 2 35 O]
Patrolmen and special officers. 0 0 {1 N,
Marine service. 9 21 901 7
Combined groups, railroad 1 2 6 O]
Miscellaneous railroad. . . 3 3 344 3
Alirline, total 30 39 3,036 23
Mechanics. - 5 5 60 m
Flight navigators. 0 0 [ I
Clerical, office, stores, fieet and passenger service_....__ 6 6 889 7
Stewards, stewardesses and pursers 4 4 134 1
‘Btocks and stores._.. 2 2 1,704 13
Pilots_ 0 0 LU R,
Flight engineers 2 2 28 [0}
Marine employees 0 0 [ P,
Combined groups, airlines b 14 178 1
Dispatchers 2 2 8 ®
Commissary. .. 0 0 [ R,
Radio operators and teletype 1 1 13 m
Miscellaneous. 3 3 22 m

1 Less than 1 percent.

82
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TABLE 8.—Number of crafts or classes certified and employees involved in representalion cases by types of results, fiscal year 1959

Certifications issued to—

National organizations

System Associations

Craft
or
class

Employees
involved

Number

Percent

RAILROADS

Representation acquired:
Election. . ool
Proved authorizations_ .. _____________________

Representation changes:

Elections. . . e
Proved authorizations. . ..ooooooeooo..

Representation unchange
Elections__..___
Proved authoriz:

Total railroads. .ol
AIRLINES

Representation acquired:
Election. o
Proved authorizations_ _.____ ... ________
Representation changed:
Elections e
Proved authorizations. .. ._____________.
Representation unchanged: .
YeCtionS e
Proved authorizations. . oo

Total airtines_________ .

Total combined railroad and airline__________________

Total
Crait | Number
or of em-
class ployees
involved
14 68
3 36
.24 1,457
‘2 8,709
1 23
66 10, 293
20 426
6 36
1,854
33 2, 316
99 12, 609

1 Less than 1 percent.
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TABLE 7.—Sirikes in the railroad and airline

industries July 1, 19568, to June 30, 19569

Num- Days -
Case No. Carrier Organization Craft or class ber em-| Date work Date work dura- Issues Disposition
ployees stoppage resumed tion

Pan AmIerican World Air- Maintenance workers_| 1,500 | July 15,1958 { July 19,1958 4 | Working conditions. .. | MA.

ways, Inc. R
Penn. é)ntario Transporta- Dock personnel. . ._. 33 { July 17,1958 | Aug. 20,1958 35 | Wages and conditions | MA.

tion Co.
Capital Airlines, Inc_._.__.. Machinists_._.______ 7,000 § Oct. 14,1958 | Nov. 23,1958 37| Wages. ..o, EB 122, MA,
‘West Coast Airlines, Inc___._ Machinists_. 86 | Nov. 21,1958 | Nov. 24,1958 4| Wages_ ______._......._ Direct.
Trans World Airlines, Inc___ Machinists__ _| 19,000 | Nov. 21,1958 | Dec. 3,1958 13 | Wages and conditions. .
Lake Central Airlines, Inc. .. Stewardesses. . 33 | Nov. 24,1958 | Dec. 4,1958 11 | Wages and rules___ Direct.

- }Eastem Air Lines, Inc.__.__ Machinists_._.____.. 6,000 | Nov. 24,1958 | Dec. 31,1958 38 | Wages and conditions_| EB 120/122, direct.
American Airlines, Inc_._.__ Pilots_ ... 15,000 | Dec. 19,1958 { Jan. 11, 1959 24 | Wagesandrules.__.___ EB 124, MA.
Rahway Valley Railway Co_ Maintenanece crews._ 3 | Jan. 21,1959 | Apr. 29,1959 99 { Wages_ . __.._.__ MA.
Lix;qalg\eropostal Venezolana Clerks, dispatchers. . 65 | May 6,1959 | June 1,1959 26 | Wages and rules MA.

irline. , .
Pacific Airlines, Ine_________ Dispatchers.___.____ 10 | June 6,1959 | June 8, 1959 3| Wagesandrules__..___ Direct.
Baltir;mre & Ohio RR Co., Dgesel oilers and 125 | June 15,1959 | June 20, 1959 5| Rulesdispute______.._ Court order.

et al. remen.




TaBLe 8.—Number: of labor agreements ow file with the. National Mediation
Board aeccording to type of labor organizations, by class of carriers, fiscal

years 1935-59

Types of labor organiza- "All

tions and fiseal years carri-

Class
I

Class
II

Class
II

Switch-
ing
and

termi-
nal

Ex-
Elec- | press
tric and
pull-

man

Mis-
cella-
neous
carri-
ers

Airline
carris
ers

All organizations:
1959

TABLE 9.—Cases docketed and disposed of by the National Railroad AdJustment
Board, fiscal years 1935-59, inclusive

ALL DIVISIONS

25-year
Cases period 1959 1958 1957 1956 1955 1954
1935-59
Open and on hand at beginning
of period._ . |eoo.___. 4,948 4,317 4,707 3,724 3,311 3,388
New cases docketed ... 52,742 2,397 2,165 1,992 2,409 1,718 1,601
Total number of cases on
hand and docketed . ... 52,742 7,345 6,482 6,699 6,133 5,029 4,989
Cases disposed of .. _......__._ 47,007 1,700 1,534 2,382 1,426 1,305 1,678
Decided without referee.._.| 11,437 156 294 531 186 141 139
Decided with referee. . 18, 659 895 883 839 740 767 772
Withdrawn_ ... 17,001 649 357 1,012 500 397 767
Open cases on hand close of
period.conmom oo 5,645 §, 645 4,948 4,317 4,707 3,724 3,311
Heard o ooooooomcecamaees 2,497 2,497 4,533 1,854 1,451 809 800
Not heard...______________ *3,148 | *3,148 415 2,463 3,256 2,915 2,511

See footnote at end of table.

85



TABLE 9.—(ases docketed and disposed of by the National Roilrodd: Adjuatment
. - Board, fiscal years 1985-59, mcluswe—Continued

FIRST DIVISION

C 25-}}&:1‘. 1959 958 A o | 1 5
ases perio 1 1957 1956 1955 1
) : 1035-50 ’ . - i 9ot
Open and on hand at beginning
of period. ..o ceowoomomce oo 2,530 2, 266 2,958 3,014 2,708 2,825
-New cases docketed- - -.....-. 36, 507 1,084 928 662 B0 - 946 -1,
Total number of eases on :
hand and docketed...-- 36, 507 3,614 3,194 3,620 3,794 3,744 3,825
Oases disposed ofwceeeeaaenee 33,635 742 664 1,354 836 730 1,027
Decided without referee..-- 9,716 139 273 502 156 83 76
Decided with referee.. - 9, 557 308 239 253 320 308 237
Withdrawn. .ccovcvmmannn- 14, 362 205 152 599 360 339 714
Open cases on hand close of
period 2,872 2,872 2, 530 2,266 2,958 3,014 2,798
Heard.occcmmammmcamnaaan 122 122 2,463 170 295 206 403
Not heard. . --ceeacaaaae *2,750 *2,750 67 2,096 2,663 2,718 2,395
) SECOND DIVISION
Open and on hand at beginning
of per. 268 257 280 67 61 54
New cases docketed.-—umemme- 3,553 397 376 347 398 183 123
Total number of cases on
hand and docketed___-. 3,553 665 633 627 465 244 177
Cases disposed 0f-.ccemememeee o 38,2711 383 365 370 185 177 118
Decided without referee...- 654 3 7 10 11 ‘93 31
Decided with referee. . 1,954 269 259 283 112 132 73
Withdrawn. . cceemocavmeann 663 m 99 7 62 22 12
Open cases on hand close of
period 282 282 268 257 280 67 61
b2 (5721 s V. 149 149 212 210 183 40 51
Not heard....cacammmemmaana- 133 133 56 47 97 27 10
THIRD DIVISION
Open and on hand at beginning
of period...___ . 2,102 1,744 1,455 616 428 477
New cases docketed. ... ... 11,214 770" 763 887 1,170 530 404
Total number of cases on
hand and docketed....- 11, 214 2,872 2, 507 2,342 1,786 958 881
Cases disposed Of.oemcamacaacaa- 8, 806 464 405 598 331 342 453
Decided without referee__.. 819 10 14 15 11 31 24
Decided with referee. . 6, 254 233 31 258 253 290 396
Withdrawn. .ooooooceacaee 1,733 221 80 325 67 21 33
Open cases on hand close of
period. oo mememeeaaeae 2,408 2,408 2,102 1,744 1,455 616 428
Heard. ... oococaaaooaocoan 2,176 2,176 1,823 1,474 962 455 332
Notheard. ...ooooccocoen 232 232 279 270 493 161 96
FOURTH DIVISION
Open and on hand at beginning
of period. .ol 48 50 14 27 24 32
New cases docketed........_._- 1,468 146 98 96 61 59 74
Total number of cases on
hand and docketed..._. 1, 468 194 148 110 83 83 106
Cases disposed of. o ceeoeanov 1,385 111 100 60 74 56 82
Decided without referee.. .. 248 4 0 4 8 4 8
Decided with referee._ . - 894 85 74 45 55 37 66
Withdrawn____._..___..... 243 22 26 11 11 15 8
Open cases on hand close of
period ...l 83 83 48 50 14 27 24
Heard ..o 50 50 35 | .. 11 18 14
Notheard_.._-cocooaeoaoon 30 33 13 50 3 9 10

* Including cases where hearing has been waived.

86



28

TasLE 10.—Employee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 80, 1959

Raflroad

: Firemen
Englneers iand hostlers

Conductors,

Brakemen,

flagmenand

baggage-
men

Yard |
foremen, .,
helpers and,
switch-
tenders

Yard-
masters

Clerical
office,
station,
storehouse

raphers |Dispatchers

Akron, Canton & Youngstown Ry....... emmmma
Ann Arbor Railroad....______.______
Atchison, T'opeka & Santa Fe Rallway
ulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Raiflway.
Panhandle & Santa Fe Ry.._...
Atlanta & West Point RR._.
Atlantic Coast Line RR
Baltimore & Ohio RR._.. -
Bangor & Aroostock RR. ... _._____...____
Bessemer & Lake Erie RR.
Boston & Maine RR____.
Central of Georgis Ry._...._.
Central Railroad of New Jersey..
Central Vermont Ry._..__._.
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. .
Chicago & Eastern Ill, RR___
Chicago & Illinois Midland R;
Chicago & North Western Ry.__.____.._______.._

Chicago, Burlington & Quiney RR.__.._______._.
Chieago, Great Western Ry . ..o ooceeoo. .

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR.
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry.......

Clinchfield RR.___..____._..__.__
Colorado & Southern Ry.
Colorado & Wyoming Ry..
Delaware & Hudson RR___..____.___

Delaware, Lackawanna & Western RR.
Denver & Rio Grande Western RR.o ...

Detroit & Toledo Shore Line RR.___._..__._.....__
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton RR._..
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Ry.
Duluth, South Shore & Atlantic RR.
Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Ry....
Elgin, Yolict & Eastern........

Erie Railroad__...._..__

Vol b

[

Fort Worth & Denver Ry - - ooccmoooomaaeo
Georgia & Florida RR ... o eeoo o emeccccmeeeee

BLF&LE_.
BLF&E_.
BLF&E..

BLF&E__! BRT

SUNA.__.

BRT._....

BMW._..

BMW.._..

BMW..._
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TABLE 10.—Employee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 30, 1959—Continued

Brakemen, Yard Clerical
Firemen flagmenand| foremen, Yard- office, Mainte- Teleg- .
Railroad Engineers |and hostlers|Conductors{ baggage- | helpers and| masters station, nance-of- raphers |Dispatchers
men switch- storehouse | way em- :
tenders ployees
Georgia RR, Lessee Org oo oaoceoomeemccccccae BRT_ _____ BMW.__..
Grand Trunk Western RR._..._____._____...__... ORCB.._.
Great Northern Ry. .. ____ . _____ ORCB._._.
QGreen Bay & Western RR_ ..o ... BRT____._
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR.._o._ ... ... .. ORCB_._..
Mlinois Central RR__.. .. . o __.____._. ORCB....
Iinois Terminal RR.___ . ________._.._ BRT _.___
Kansas City Southern Ry. .. ... ORCB___.
Kansas, Oklahoma & Gulf Ry ... ... ORCB..__
Lake Superior & Ishpeming RR......_.__ ... ... BRT_ __..__
Lehigh & Hudson River Ry.c-coooooooaoon o0 ORCB__._
Lehigh & New England RR. ... ... ... ORCB__..
Lehigh Valley RR .o ccaas ORCB_...
Long Island Railroad. ... .____.._.____. BRT_ ...
Louisiana & Arkansas Ry ... __ ORCB.._.
Louisville & Nashville RR. ... ... ORCB.._.

Maine Central RR. .. ...
Midland Valley RR. oo
Minneapolis & St. Lonis Ry__.__ ... ___..__._._
Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault St. Marie RR_....
Mississippi Central RR . _____.______________..__
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR__._._.
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR of Texas._ .
Missouri Pacific RR.._......_..___ -
Monon Railroad.... -

New York Central RR_
Ohio Central Lines
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis

Ry.
Michigan Central RR ..o ooooooo__._
Boston & Albany RR ... ... __
New York, Chicago & St. Louis RR_ ____.__._____
New York, New Haven & Hartford RR_..._.____
New York, Susquehanna & Western RR._..____.
Norfolk & Western Ry ... _..___.....
Norfolk Southern Ry . ocemmmcecaee
Northern Pacific Ry .o oo uueeiemccaciacanen

.| BLF&E_-

ORCB....

OROB...-

BMW.__._
BMW.___.
BMW._._.
BMW._.._
BMW.____
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Northwestern Pacific RR._ . oo oL

Pennsylvania RR ... ...
Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Lines. ..........
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR ... __.._.....__.
Pittsburgh & Shawmut RR._____________________
Pittsburgh & West Virginia Ry . ___..._...___.
Reading Company. ..o oeooeciecmmeeean
Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac RR..
Rutland Ry ...............................
St. Louis-San Francisco Ry
St. Louis Southwestern Ry ...
San Diego & Arlzona Kastern Ry_ oo oo ___
Seaboard Afr Line RR..___.______ el
Southern Pacific Co. (Pac Lines).. _.ooo_._.._.
Southern Ry_ ... ...
Georgia, Southern Florida Ry..____.__.______
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific Ry..
New Orleans & Northeastern RR
Alabama Great Southern Ry.
Spokane International RR_______________________
Spokane, Portland & Seattle Ry ... _____________
Staten Island Rapid Transit Ry ...._..._..._...
Tennessee Central Ry .. _______.__..._...
Texas & New Orleans RR_ .. ... . _ ...
Texas & Pacific Ry ...
Texas Mexican Ry ___________ ...
Toledo, Peoria & Westerm RR________________.___
Union Pacific RR__________._____
Utah Ry._.... e cmecmmgmm—an
Virginian Ry._________ ..
Wabash RR._____.__
Western Maryland Ry___________________________
Western Pacific RR___.___ . ...

.| BLF&E__

OROB....

OROB....

SUNA__..

BMW.____
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TaBLE 10.—Employee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 80, 1959—Continued

Boiler- Carmen, jPowerhouse Mechanical Dining-car
Machinists| makers, [Sheet metal| Electrical coach employees, | Signalmen | foremen, | Dining car [ cooks and
blacksmiths| workers workers cleaners shop supervisors| stewards- waiters
laborers

Akron, Canton & Youngstown Ry IBEW.___| BRCA. ...
Ann Arbor RR._ .. ... IBEW___._| BRCA___.
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry..._......_ IBEW....| BRCA..._

Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Ry #. . .

Panhandle & Santa Fe Ry ... ..__..__.__. (3 J—
Atlanta & West Point RR. ... ___.____._____. IBEW___
Atlantic Coast Line RR ... ... IBEW._._.
Baltimore & Obio RR_____.__.__ . ... .. IBEW____
Bangor- & Aroostook RR_ ___._______.____._.__ IBEW____
Bessemer & Lake Erie RR. ___ .. _______ IBEW.__.
Boston & Maine RR. ... __..._ IBEW_ . .
Central of Georgia Ry _._____.._________.___ IBEW.__ __
Central Railroad of New Jersey-. ..o ... IBEW.___.
Central Vermont Ry ___._______________.._._. IBEW.____ BRSA
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry oo oeonceeee eV TAML____ | BB ... IBEW....| BRCA____ BRSA_...| ARSA.._.
Chicago & Eastern Illinois RR. ... ..........|IAM__._. | BB___._.. IBEW....| BRCA ... BRSA..__
Chicago & Illinois Midland Ry.._._._....._.. IBEW.___| BRCA.___

Chicago & North Western Ry___________.__.
Chicago, Burlington & Quinecy RR_...._____
Chicago Great Western Ry________._____.___
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry......_...
Clinchfield RR__..___ ... __.._.__.._..__
Colorado & Southern Ry_._.___._.___...__
Colorado & Wyoming Ry._.___._.___.___._._
Delaware & Hudson RR_______._____._.

Detroit & Toledo Shore Line RR_____.__
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton RR.__.__...__
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Ry._....-
Duluth, South Shore & Atlantic RR..._.._.

Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Ry..oooaaoo.o.

Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Ry ... _____
Erie RR.__.___._ R -
Florida East Coast RY - ceuooocneo oo
Fort Worth & Denver Ry .o _.._.
Georgia & Florida RR
Georgia RR, lesses org
Grand Trunk Western RR

BB__..._.

BB._......

IBEW..__

BRCA.__
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Great Northern Ry. -

Green Bay & Western RR ... ... ___
Gulf Mobile & Ohio RR__
Mlinois Central RR......__._._..__

Illinois Terminal RR._..... -

Kansas City Southern Ry
Kansas, Oklahoma & Gulf Ry...

Lake Superlor & Ishpeming._._.__.

Lehigh & Hudson River Ry_._.___._.________.._._
Lehigh & New England RR_.
Lehigh Valley RR_________
Long Island Railroad. . _
Louisiana & Arkansas Ry.
Louisville & Nashville RR.__..__..__..._____....

Maine Central RR.__-oooooooo oo

Midland Valley RR ..'_- -

Minneapolis & St. Louis Ry....________.________
Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie RR
Mississippi Central RR_______._____..____._
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR. of Tex.

Missouri Pacific RR_.__.______.__.

Monon Railroad. .. o.co.oceoooono o i
Monongahela Ry
Montour RR..____ -

Nevada Northern Ry_ ... _____._.......... | X

New York Central RR .

Ohio Central Lines..___.__.._ .. ____________.
Cleveland, Cincinnatf, Chicago & St. Louis

Ry.

Michigan Central RR.___________ e —————

Boston & Albany RR_._______
New York, Chicago & St. Louis RR
New York, New Haven & Hartford._._.
New York, Susquehanna & Western RR..
Norfolk & Westem RY oo
Norfolk Southern Ry..
Northern Pacific Ry .o

Northwestern Pacific RR. ... ____.______.____._
Pennsylvania RR. cemcloll

Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Ln
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR.......
Pittsburgh & Shawmut RR__.
Pittsburgh & West Virginia Ry _
Reading Company . .. .ouoooooooo._
Richmond Fredericksburg & Potomac RR.

Rutland Ry, e e

SMWIA_.

IBEW.._..

X
SMWIA__ | IBEW____
SMWIA__| IBEW.____
SMWIA. | IBEW.____
SMWIA._ | IBEW____
SMWIA__| IBEW.____
SMWIA__| IBEW.___.

SMWIA

SMWIA._.
SMWIALZ

SMWIA..

IBEW._...

IBEW____
URRWA

BEW-.--

BRCA____
BRCA____

-{BRCA____

BRCA.___

BRCA____

BRCA.___

BRCA____
A

BRCA____
BRCA____

BRCA_._.

BROA ...
URRWA

BRCA____I”

BRSA..__
BRSA....
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TaBLE 10.—HEmployee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 30, 1959—Continued

Boiler- Carmen, |[Powerhouse Mechanical Dining-car
Machinists| makers, [Sheet metal] Electrical coach employees, | Signalmen | foremen, | Dining car| cooks and
blacksmiths! workers workers cleaners shop supervisors| stewards waittrs
laborers
8t. Louis-San Francisco Ry . ... cooomooia .. TAM.__.___ BB/ SMWIA_.| IBEW.___.| BRCA.__. BRSA....

St. Louis Southwestern Ry BRCA_.__
San Diego & Arizona Eastern Ry._. N BRCA.___| X.
Seaboard Air Line RR. .. ... oo M BRCA....
Southern Pacific Co. (Pac. Lns.) .. coceeua . BRCA___.
Southern Ry ._ ... ... ... B BRCA.___.

Georgia, Southern & Florida
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Paclﬁc Ry.-
New Orleans & Northeastern RR__..__._....
Alabama Great Southern Ry....
Spokane International RR__.___
Spokane Portland & Seattle Ry.
Staten Island Rapid Transit Ry
Tennessee Central Ry.___._._
Texas & New Orleans RR.
Texas & Pacific Ry._...
Texas Mexican Ry. .
Toledo, Peoria & Western R
Union Pacifie RR.___.___.__
Utah Ry_....__.
Virginia Ry
Wabash RR._._ -
Western Maryland Ry
Western Paciic RR._____.__

SMWIA..

BRSA.__[|

BRCA.__.
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Employee representalion

on selected air carriers as of June 30, 19569

Pilots

Steward- Radio
Flight Flight Flight esses and
engineers | navigators { dispatchers and teletype
pursers operators

Mechanics

Clerical,

fleet and
passenger
service

Stock and
stores

Allegheny Adirlines, Inc.
American Airlines, Inc
Bonanza Airlines...._
Branift Airways, Inc.
Capital Airlines, Inc.
Central Afrlines.__...__.._
Continental Airlines, Inc.
Delta Air Lines, Inc.._.
Eastern Afr Lines, Inc.
Flying Tiger Lines, Inc.__
Frontler Airlines____..___._._.__.
Helicopter (Alr) Service, In¢.......
Los Angeles Afrways_..._._._________
Mohawk Alirlines, Ine..__.___________
National Airlines, Ime..._.___._______
North Central Alrlines, Inc........_.
Northeast Alrlines, In¢...____________
Northwest Airlines, Ine_.____________
Ozark Ajr Lines...._.._.._..._..__
Pacific Alr Lines, Inc._______________
Pan American World Airways, Inc...
Piedmont Aviation, Inc.._.......__
Riddle Airlines_ .. . oo ocooooaaooo
Slick Airways, Ine....._.__.._.___._
Southern Airways, In¢__.._ ... .
Trans-Texas Alrways.___________.___
Trans World Airlines, Ine..._.._._._..
United Air Lines, In¢__. ... ...
‘Western Airlines, Inc_ oo

West Coast Airlines......._.... . 1T

ALSSA___
ALSSA__.

ALDA.___

1 Representing only a portion of the craft or class.

1 Included in C.0.8.F. & P.S.



Marine employee representation on selected rail and air carriers as of June 30, 1959

, . . . Un- . Float-
Licensed|{ Licensed Un- licensed | Cap- | Hoist- | watch-
deck engine- | licensed | engine- | tains, ing men, | Cooks,
em- room deck room |lighters,| engin- | bridge- | chefs
ployees em- _em- em- grain eers men, |waiters,
.| ployees | ployees | ployees boats {. bridge
Ann Arbor.__.....__.___ GLLO { GLLO | SIUA |'SIUA SIUA
Atchison, Topeka &
Santa Fe______..ooo.... MMP { NMEB | IUP IUP
Baltimore & Ohio.._...... MMP | TWU MMP TWU
Central RR of New
Jersey .o icieaeae TWU TWU TWU
Chesapeake&Ohlo NMEB | MMP UMW
(P.M GLLO | NMU | NMU NMU
Chicago Mllw ee, L .
Paul & Pacific.... . NMEB | IUP . (IUP  |._.__.... IOP  |eceeoocooe IUP
Delaware, Lackawanna '
& Western. .. .._..._...
Erieooo_o._.._.l._..
Grand Trunk Wester NMU
Lehigh Valley.
Long Island
Missouri-Tllinois...
New York Central .___._.
New York, New Haven
& Hartford. oo—..
Norfolk Southern._.......
Pan American World
HRE
NMU
-IUP
Staten Isl, Rapid Trans..
Virginian Ry. COoaeacne-n
Wabash____ ...
Western Maryland._.___.
Western Pacific.______.__

MARINE

BRC Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employees
GLLO  Great Lakes Licensed Officer’s Organization
HRE Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union

IBL International Brotherhood of Longshoremen
ILA International Longshoremen’s Association
IOE International Union of Operating Engineers
IUP Inlandboatmen’s Union of the Pacific

MMP International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots
NMEB National Marine Engineers Beneficial Association
NMU  National Maritime Union of America

ORT The Order of Railroad Telegraphers

RMU Ralilroad Marine Union

SIUA Seafarers International Union of North America

TWU Transport Workers Union of America, Railroad Division
UMWA TUnited Mine Workers of America, District 50
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ARSA
ATDA
BB

BLE
BLF&E
BMW
BRC.
BRCOA

BRSA
BRT

RAILROADS

American Railway Supervisors Association

American Train Dispatchers Association

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, Forgers
and helpers

Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers

Brotherhood of Locometive Firemen and Enginemen

Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees

Brlgthe{hood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express™& Station

mployes

Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America

Brotherhood of Railway Signalmen of America

Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen

Brotherhood of Sleeping-Car Porters

BSCP
BS%RRFWU Dining Car & Railroad Food Workers Union

IAM

Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union
International Association of Machinists

International Association of Railway Employes
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
International Brotherhood of Firemen and Oilers

Local Union

International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers
Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen

The Order of Railroad Telegraphers

Railway Employes’ Department, AFL-CIO

Railroad Yardmasters of America

Railroad Yardmasters of North America

System Association, Committee or Individual

Sheet Metal Workers International Association
Transport Workers Union of America, Railroad Division
United Mine Workers of America, District 50

United Transport Service Employees

AIRLINES

Air Carrier Communication Operators Association

Air Carrier Flight Engineers’ Association, International

Air Carrier Mechanics Association

Air Line Agents Association

Air Line Communication Employees Association

Air Line Dispatchers Association

Air Line Pilots Association, International

Air Line Stewards & Stewardesses Association, International

Air Transport Dispatchers Association

Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employees
Flight Engineers International Association

International Association of Machinists

International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of America
Radio Officers’ Union

Transport Workers Union of America, Airline Division

International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft, Agricultural Implement Workers of America

SYMBOLS

# Included in System Agreement
*  Carrier reports no employees in this craft or class
X Employees in this craft or class but not covered by agreement

O
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