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I. SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIQNS

This report summarizes the activity of the National Mediation
Board in its work of administering the Railway Labor Act during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966. This report also includes a. sum-
mary of the activities of the National Railroad Adjustment Board
for the same period. . . '

The Railway Labor Act is the Federal legislation specifically de-
signed to establish a code of procedure for handling labor relations’
in the vital rail and air transportation industries. The statute pro-
vides a complete set of tools to be used in achieving industrial peace
at all levels of negotiations. ~

These procedures include in the first instance a requirement that
the parties directly negotiate in an effort to.resolve differences which
may arise in making new agreements or revising existing agreements.
Subsequent steps include assistance to the parties through the media-
tory services of the National Mediation Board, final and binding
arbitration by an impartial neutral person, and, in certain instances,
investigation and recommendation by a Presidential board. . .

Procedures are available to dispose of disputes involving the inter-
pretation or application of existing agreements between the parties.

All of these tools are available for use by the parties in finding a
solution to their own labor relations problems. Providing tools, how-
ever, does not in itself assure a peaceful resolution of the differences
between the parties. The procedures of the Railway Labor Act pro-
vide the means by which the parties may reach a settlement of their.
problems but the duty of the parties to make their own decisions is
not usurped by the act. The act should not be used as a shield by
the parties to avoid their duties and responsibilities- to the public to
settle promptly all disputes relating tomaking and maintaining agree-
ments concerning rates of pay, rules, and working conditions of em-
ployees. The parties themselves have an obligation to conduct their
lIabor relations in a manner that will prevent interruption to trans-
portation services so vital to the needs of the public and the general
welfare of the nation. . ' _—

During the past fiscal year, the more prominent issues in major dis-
putes in the railroad and airline industries followed a similar pattern
as in recent years. These issues in one category stem from the efforts
of management to utilize technological improvements in labor saving
equipment and new methods of work performance and the proposals of
employee representatives relating to “‘job security” designed to reduce
large scale elimination of employees. I S

In another category, controversial issues developed from the initia-
tion by employee representatives of new wage and rules proposals of'
industrywide significance in both the railroad and airline industries
for term revisions of collective bargaining contracts.
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The only serious interruption to the services of major carriers dur-
ing the fiscal year resulted from a 5-day work stoppage by firemen
represented by the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Engine-
men on eight major railroads in various sections of the country. ' This
work stoppage was terminated by a court injunction. The issues in
dispute involved the proposals of employee representatives relating
to the manning of locomotives and trains and the status of Award of
Arbitration Board 282, upon its expiration during the fiscal year.

_Principal developments occurring during the fiscal year relating to
this arbitration award are outlined in items of special interest in this
chapter 1.

The Board is hopeful that these and other problems which confront
the railroad and airline industries will be resolved by a recognition on
the part of representatives of carriers and organizations of their
responsibility to work with each other and their duty to the public to
reconcile and compose their differences within the framework of free
collective bargaining.

Railway Labor Act—Development

The 1926 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 bar-
gaining agent to represent the employees, and (3) a positive procedure
to insure disposition of grievance cases, or disputes involving 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 dispute
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 8 of the amended act for the purpose of resolving disputes
arising out of grievances or out of the interpretation or application

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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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.?

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 car-
riers by air engaged in interstate commerce or transporting mail for
or under contract with the U.S. 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 applications
of existing collective bargaining agreements in the airline industry.

The act was amended January 10, 1951 so as to permit carriers and
labor organizations to make agreements, requiring as a condition of
continued employment, that all employees of a craft or class repre-
sented by the labor organization, become members of that organiza-
tion. 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.

Purposes of Act

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 in-
dependence 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.”

2By amendment June 20, 1966 (Public Law 89-456) “minor disputes” may be processéd
to special boards of adjustment on individual carriers.
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Duties of the Board

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 mak-
ing of new agreements or the changing of existing agreements,
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 sometimes re-
ferred 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 carriers after investi-
gation through secret-ballot elections or other appropriate
methods of employees’ representation choice. This type of dis-
pute is 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 imposed
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 Railroad
Adjustment Board to make awards in cases that have reached dead-
lock; the appointment of neutrals when necessary in arbitrations held
under the act; the appointment of neutrals when requested to sit
with System and Special Boards of Adjustment; certain duties pre-
scribed by the act In connection with the eligibility of labor orga-
nizations to participate in the selection of the membership of the
Natonal Railroad Adjustment Board, and also the duty of notifying
thée 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 investigate and report to
him on the dispute.

Labor Disputes Under the Railway Labor 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)
Representation Disputes, controversies arising among employees over
the choice of a collective bargaining representative; (2) Major Dis-
putes, controversies between carriers and employees arising out of pro-
posals to make or revise collective bargaining agreements; and (3)
Minor Disputes, controversies between carriers and employees over the
Interpretation or application of existing agreements.

Representation Disputes

" Experience during the period 1926 and 1934 showed that the absence
of a provision in the law of a definite procedural method to impartially
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determine the right of the representative at the bargaining table to
act as spokesman on behalf of the employees was a deterrent to reach-
ing the merits of proposals advanced and often frustrated the col-
lective 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 investigate and determine the repre-
sentation 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 initi-
ated by a written notice by either of the parties at least 30 days prior
to the date of the intended change in the agreement. Acknowledg-
ment of the notice and arrangements for the conference by the parties
on the subject of the notice 1s made within 10 days. The conference
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 continue
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 con-
ference 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 eventthat the parties donot
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 as embodied in
existing agreements while the Board retains jurisdiction. At this
point the Board, through its mediation services, attempts to reconcile
the differences between the parties so that a mutually acceptable solu-
tion to the problem may be found. The mediation function of the
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Board cannot be described as a routine process following a predeter-
mined formula. Each case is singular and the procedure adopted must
be fitted to the issue involved, the time and circumstances of the dis-
pute, and personality of the representatives of the parties. It is
here 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 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 accept-
able to the parties.

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 issue
at hand. The parties are not required to accept the arbitration pro-
cedure; one or both parties may decline to utilize this method -of
disposing of the dispute. But if 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 proceedings
will be 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.

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 car-
rier’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 provides
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 judgment of the
National Mediation Board, the dispute threatens substantially to in-
terrupt interstate commerce to a degree such as to deprive 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 appointment and for that

6



period and 30 days after, no change shall be made by the parties to the
controversy in the conditions out of which 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 32 years the National Mediation Board has been in
existence, 166 emergency boards have been created. In most 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 narrowed
(ti}'le area of disagreement between the parties and clarified the issues in

1spute. ) 4 C

In the early days of World War II, the standard railway labor
organizations, as represented by the Railway Labor Executives Asso-
ciation, and the carriers agreed that there should be no strikes or lock-
outs and that all disputes would be settled by peaceful means. The
procedure under the Railway Labor Act presupposes strike ballots
and the fixing of strike dates as necessary preliminaries to any threat-
ened interruption to interstate commerce and the appointment of an
emergency board by the President. . The Railway Laber Executives
Association suggested certain supplements to the procedures of the act
for the peaceful settlement of all disputes between carriers and their
employees for the duration of the war. As a result of these sugges-
tions 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 condi-
tions was not settled under the provisions of sections 5, 6, 7, 8, or 9 of
the Railway 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 emergency 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
resolve disputes arising out of interpretation of agreements. The
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failure on the part of the parties to agree to establish boards of ad-
justment negated the intent of this provision of the law.

In 1934 the Railway Labor Act was amended so as to establish a
Fositive procedure for handling minor disputes. Under the amended

aw, grievances or claims that the existing employment agreement
have been violated are first handled under the established procedure
outlined 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 desig-
nated to handle such disputes: but falling 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 Rail-
road Adjustment Board with a full statement of facts and all support-
ing data bearing upon the dispute.” .

On June 20, 1966, section 8 of the act was amended (Public Law
89-456) to provide a procedure for establishment of special boards of
adjustment on individual railroads to dispose of “minor disputes” on
demand of the railroad or the representative of a craft or class of em-
ployees of such railroad. Prior to this amendment the statute did not
make provision for establishing by unilateral action special boards of
adjustment on the individual railroads for disposition of “minor dis-
putes.” Such boards could only be established by agreement between
the parties. Under rules and regulations adopted by the National Me-
diation Board and published in the Federal Register of November 17,
1966, special boards of adjustment established under this amendment
are to be designated as PL Boards to distinguish them from other
special boards of adjustment.

The National Railroad Adjustment Board, with headquarters in
Chicago, Ill., is composed of equal representation of labor and manage-
ment 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 dis-
pute. The Supreme Court has stated that the provisions dealing with
the adjustment board were to be considered as compulsory arbitration
in this limited field. (Brotherhood of Railroad T'rainmen 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 pro-
cedures of that system were incorporated in it only after they had
provided effective and necessary experience under previous statutes.

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 setting 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, provide a
‘model labor policy, based on equal rights and equitable relations.
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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 1nherent in our system
of government.

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 proposal and to hear and consider opposing views and
offers of compromise and adjustment—and time to reflect on the con-
sequences of 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
own problems are essential ingredients to the maintenance of peaceful
relations and uninterrupted service.

As with any system or plan which seeks to retain freedom of contract
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 industries
served by the Railway Labor Act has resulted from the cooperation of
carriers and organizations in solving their own problems. The future
success of the law depends upon continued respect for the processes of
free co}ilective bargaining and consideration of the public interest
involved.

Rdailroad Industrywide Bargaining

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 referred
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’ conference
committee to represent it in handling the matter in negotiations 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 established with
authority to represent the principal carriers in the Eastern, Western,

9



o

and Southeastern territories. Recently, the carriers established a
National Railway Labor Conference on a permanent basis. The em-
ployees involved are represented by national conference committees
established by the labor organizations.

Generally, 11 Standard Railway Labor Organizations, representing
the vast majority of nonoperating employees (those not directly in-
volved 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. :

Other organizations representing certain nonoperating employees,
such as yardmasters and train dispatchers, generally progress their
national wage and rule 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 has 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 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 of the major 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 pro-
ceeding, if successful, disposes of problems which otherwise would
probably result in hundreds of serious disputes developing at the
same time or closely following one another on the various railroads
of the country.

Strikes

Table 7, appendix C, of this report indicates a tabulation of five
work stoppages occurring in industries covered by the Railway Labor
Act. Four stoppages were in the railroad industry, while the other
reported stoppage occurred in the airline industry.

During the past fiscal year there were a number of work stoppages
in both industries which were of short duration or which involved few
employees and were settled without intervention of this Board. Such
stoppages have not been made a part of this report.

Of the strikes tabulated and listed in table 7, appendix C, the follow-
ing summary indicates the major factors of consideration :
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A-6774—The Ahnapee & Western Railway Co. and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, and Brotherhood of Railroad T'rainmen

October 9, 1965, a strike by five operating employees occurred on this
railroad and continued until October 19, 1965, at which time the strike
was terminated by an agreement reached in mediation on October 17,
1965. The issues involved in the dispute concerned rates of pay and
crew consist.

A-7339—Birmingham Southern Railroad and United Steelworkers of
America

On November 12, 1965, a strike of 11 days duration occurred on this
carrier. The disputed issues involved rates of pay, life insurance, hos-
pitalization, and pension benefits. The Board re-entered this case on
a public interest basis. The striking employees returned to work upon
the negotiation of a mediation agreement which resolves all issues in
dispute.

Pennsylvania, Central of Georgia, Illinois Central, Grand T'runk
Western, Boston & Maine, Missouri Pacific, Union Pacific, and
Seaboard Air Line Railroad and Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire-
men and Enginemen

On March 31,1966, a strike of 5 days’ duration occurred on the eight
above named carriers. The organization contended that the strike
was motivated by the carriers’ refusal to bargain about an apprentice
program for firemen. The carriers contended that the strike related
to the rules and practices in effect upon the expiration of Arbitration
Award 282. The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia
enjoined the strike and ordered the parties to settle their differences in
accordance with the customary procedures of the Railway Labor Act.

A-T635—Frankfort & Cincinnati Railroad Co. and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen and Brotherhood of Rail-
“road Trainmen

On May 9, 1966, a strike occurred on this carrier when agreement
could not be reached on the organizations’ notices covering the na-
tional wage and rule movement and the carrier’s notice for elimina-
tion of firemen. In accordance with section 5, first (b) of the Rail-
way Labor Act the Board, after exhausting its mediation services,
proffered arbitration. This proffer was refused by the carrier and
the dispute had not been settled at the close of the fiscal year.

E-808—~8an Francisco & Oakland Helicopter Co., Inc., and Transport
Workers Union of America, AFL-CI0

This strike began on August 20, 1963, when the parties failed to
reach agreement concerning the holding of conferences and the status

of a discharged employee. Settlement was effected by the securing
of an arbitration agreement by the Board.

THREATENED STRIKES

Section 10 of the Railway Labor Act provides that if, in the judg-
ment of the National Mediation Board, a dispute not settled by the
mediation and arbitration procedures of the act, threatens substan-
tially to deprive any section of the country of essential transportation,

238-141—67—2 11



the Board shall notify the President who, in his discretion, may create
a board to investigate and report respecting such dispute.

The following is a list of emergency boards created during the fiscal
year by Executive orders of the President, after notification by this
Board pursuant to section 10 of the act. In each instance the parties
had not composed their differences in direct negotiations nor with
the mediation assistance of the Board. In addition, one or both of
the parties had declined to submit the dispute to arbitration. Out
of this failure by the parties to resolve their dispute, grew a strike
situation which required action under section .10 of the act.

No. 165 (E.O. 11243) is- The Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Rail-
sued Sept. 13, 1965. way Co. Lines East and West and the
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
No. 166 (E.O. 11276) is- Eastern Air Lines, Inc., National Air
sued April 21, 1966. Lines, Inc., Northwest Air Lines, Inc.,
Trans World Air Lines, Inc., and
United Air Lines, Inc., and certain of
their employees represented by the In-
ternational Association of Machinists
and Aerospace Workers, AFL-CIO.

Report of Emergency Board No. 166 to the President on June 5,
1966, is summarized in chapter V. The dispute for which Emergency
Board No. 165 was created, was settled by the parties in mediation
proceedings which were resumed prior to the appointment of emer-
gency board members eliminating the necessity for investigation and
report under section 10 of the act.

Section 5 of the act also provides a procedure for handling threat-
ened strikes. Under this provision of the act the Mediation Board
may proffer its services in case any labor emergency is found to exist
at any time. The Board will, if the occasion warrants action under
this provision, enter into an emergency situation which threatens to
interrupt interstate commerce and endeavor to assist the parties in
working out an arrangement which will dispose of the threat to rail
or air transportation.

Usually these emergency situations occur when a notice is issued by
the employees that they intend to withdraw from the service of the
carrier. Investigation often indicates that the procedures of the act
have not been exhausted when the notice of withdrawal from service
by the employees is issued. Frequently, the point at issue involves a
“minor dispute” which is under the jurisdiction of the National Rail-
road Adjustment Board. In such instances the parties are urged to
follow the established and recognized procedures for the adjudication
of such matters. '

In other instances, it is found that the notice procedures of section 6
of the act have not been followed, or the procedures of direct negotia-
tions required by the act have not been exhausted. The Board will
offer its services to the parties and endeavor to work out a settlement
of the differences between the parties. However, the Board does not
look with favor upon those situations where a crisis is created without
regard for the procedures of the act. Special Boards of Adjustment
and the procedures of the National Railroad Adjustment Board are
available to dispose of “minor” disputes in the railroad industry.
System Boards of Adjustment serve the same purpose for the airline
industry. The mediation and arbitration procedures of the act are
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available to handle “major” disputes in both industries. The scheme
of the act is such that its orderly procedures should be followed step
by step to a resolution of every dispute.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

Developments Relating to Award of Arbitration Board 282 Established Under
Public Law 88-108

Arbitration Board 282 was established pursuant to Public Law 88~
108, approved August 28, 1963, to make disposition- by compulsory
arbitration of two issues which were part of a dispute relating to pro-
posals for extensive revision of the wage structure and work-rules of
‘collective bargaining agreements between the major railroads of the
country and their employees engaged in the operation of trains. (An
outline of the handling of the “railroad work-rules” dispute appears
in the Twenty-ninth and Thirtieth Annual Reports of the National
Mediation Board.)

Under Public Law 88-108, the two issues made subject to final and
binding arbitration related to proposals involving:

(1) Use of firemen on diesel locomotives in road freight and
yard service.

(2) Consist of train road and yard crews (other than engine
crews). ‘ :

This arbitration board issued and filed its award with the U.S.
District Court for the District of Columbia on November 26, 1963.
The effective date for application of the award was January 25, 1964,
and provision was made that it should continue in force for 2 years
from its effective date, unless the parties agreed otherwise. The
award expired January 25, 1966, with respect to the “crew consist”
issue and by special understanding being the parties, the expiration
date of the award with respect to the fireman issue was extended to
March 81, 1966. The statute and the award were silent as to its status
beyond its expiration date. .

The award permitted each railroad, parties to the dispute, to elim-
inate firemen’s positions up to 90 percent on each seniority district.
The union representatives were given the right to designate the remain-
ing 10 percent of firemen’s assignments to be retained. Provision was
made flg)r job retention rights, severance pay allowances or other em-
ployee protective benefits, based on the length of service of employees.
. As to the “crew consist” issue, the award remanded this issue to the
parties for negotiations on a local basis on the individual properties.
Provision was made that disputes not resolved by negotiations, could
be progressed to special boards of adjustment for final and binding
decisions. '

During the 2 years the award was in effect reductions were made in
firemen’s positions and also in positions of road, train and yard serv-
ice employees by the application of the procedures outlined in the
award. : '

Efforts of the organizations through the serving of section 6 notices
to restore employment in the classifications affected by the award upon
its expiration and differences between the parties as to the effect of the
award after its expiration, eventually became the subject of court
actions initiated by the carriers.
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On January 24, 1966, the railroads obtained from the District Court
for the District of Columbia, an injunction to prevent a strike by the
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, the Order of Railway Conduc-
tors and Brakemen, and the Switchmen’s Union of North America,
upon the expiration of the award relating to the “crew consist” issue
on January 25, 1966. - The railroads also petitioned the court for a
determintion as to the effect of the award upon its expiration.

The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia ruled on
March 3, 1966 (Akron & Barberton Railroad et al., v. Brotherhood of
Railroad Trainmen. et al.,250 F. Supp 691), that no further steps could
be taken by the parties under the award after it expired and that
neither side could take any unilateral action or resort to self-help, since
a new status had been created by the award, which would be subject to
change only in accordance with the required procedures of the Rail-
way Labor Act.

In determining the effect of the award, the court’s opinion also in- .
cluded the firemen represented by the Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire-
men and Enginemen. The award with respect to the firemen issue was
due to expire March 31, 1966.

On February 17, 1966, the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen filed a petition in the U.S. District Court at Chicago, Ill.
for a declatory judgment as to the status of the award upon its expira-
tion March 31, 1966, and the rights of employees under collective bar-
gaining agreements and practices in effect prior to the application of
the award of Arbitration Board 282.

On March 18, 1966, on motion of the railroads, the court in Chicago
transferred the case to the U.S. District Court in Washington, D.C.

On March 31, 1966, firemen represented by the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Firemen and Enginemen, engaged in a work stoppage on eight
major railroads in various sections of the country (the Boston & Maine,
the Illinois Central, Union Pacific, Missouri Pacific, Grand Trunk
Western, Central of Georgia, the Seaboard Air Line, and the Pennsyl-
vania Railroad System west of Harrisburg, Pa.). This work stoppage
was enjoined by the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia,
on motion of the railroads. The union after unsuccessfully opposing
the court order, terminated the work stoppage on April 4, 1966. This
work stoppage climaxed a controversy between the organizations and
the major railroads of the country effected by the award of Arbitration
Board No. 282, as to the status of the award and its effect on the
provisions of collective bargaining agreements after its expiration.

The organizations contended that upon the expiration of the award,
the terms of the collective bargaining agreements in effect prior to the
award would automatically be reinstated. In addition, the organiza-
tions representing road train and yard service employees served section
6 notices prior to the expiration of the award, requesting rules gov-
erning the manning and size of train and yard crews, and the Broth-
erhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen on November 15, 1966,
served three separate section 6 notices on the major carriers requesting
that: (1) Firemen be used on all diesel locomotives in road and yard
service, except for certain specified runs; (2) that all firemen termi-
nated under the award be recalled to service and indemnified for losses
resulting from their termination ; and (3) the establishment of a train-
ing program for apprentices.

14



Efforts to negotiate on these notices prior to the expiration of the
award, met with resistance in many instances on the grounds that
such notices were served prematurely and encompassed demands not
subject to bargaining under the Railway Labor Act.

In brief, the court’s opinions in granting permanent injunctions
enjoining work stoppages involving the controversy over the award,
held that the termination of the effective period of the award did not
restore the status existing prior to the award, but that the changes
accomplished pursuant to the award must be regarded as taking the :
place of provisions of collective bargaining agreements within the
meaning of the Railway Labor Act, and that neither side may take
any unilateral action or resort to self-help since a new status had been
created under the act by the award, which would be subject to change
only in accordance with the required procedures of the Railway Labor
Act.

In the several opinions rendered by the court involving the award
and related questions,' the court held that the section 6 notices served
prior to the expiration of the award involving changes relating to
“crew consists” for road train and yard service employees, although
prematurely served, need not be re-served, but could only be considered
effective as of the day following the termination of the award; that
notices No. 1 and No. 2 served by the Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire-

- men and Enginemen were invalid and ineffective in that they did not

relate to matters subject to collective bargaining under the Railway

Labor Act, because in effect they sought to abrogate the provisions of |
the award and restore the situation existing prior to the award, with

reimbursement for losses alleged to have been sustained by firemen

who were discharged ; consequently there is no obligation on the part

of carriers to enter into negotiations concerning the subject matter of

these notices. .

The court also held that no further steps may be taken under the
award after its termination; that the carriers may not terminate any
more employees pursuant to the terms of the award ; that the fact that
in some Instances carriers have been prevented by State “full crew”
laws from severing employment in accordance with the award, does
not authorize the carriers to dispense with such employees after the
repeal of any “full crew” law.

Appeal by the organizations isnow pending in the U.S. Circuit Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia.

NEW WAGE AND RULES CHANGE MOVEMENTS—RAILROAD INDUSTRY

New wage and rules movements by all of the Standard Railway
Labor Organizations, representing practically all of the operating and
nonoperating employees on the major railroads of the country, were
initiated by the serving of section 6 notices during and shortly after
the close of the fiscal year.

These notices request increases in rates of pay, annual wage improve-
ment factors, cost-of-living escalator clauses, as well as a variety of
proposals to improve contract work rules, vacation and holiday al-
lowances, health and welfare plans, and other fringe benefits. Counter
proposals were served by the railroads.

1 Akron & Barberton Belt RR. (o. et al., v. Bro. of Railroad Trainmen, 250 F. Squ. 691,
252 F. Supp. 207, 254 F. Supp 306 ; Bangor & Aroostock RR. Oo. €t al., v. Bro, of Locomo-
tive Firemen & Enginemen, 253 F. Supp. 682. .
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In certain instances some of these negotiations are being progressed
on a separate carrler basis, while others are being conducted at the
national level. :

The five operating employee organizations, representing engineers,
firemen, road conductors, road train, and yard service employees are
progressing separate wage and rule movements.

Six organizations representing boilermakers, blacksmiths, machin-
ists, electrical workers, sheetmetal workers, carmen, and shop laborers
. are jointly progressing separate wage and rule change proposals and
* five other nonoperating employee organizations, representing clerical,
office, station, and storehouse employees, maintenance of way em-
ployees, transportation-communication employees, railroad signalmen
and dining car employees are progressing wage and rules change
proposals.

NEW WAGE AND RULES CHANGE PROPOSALS—AIRLINE INDUSTRY

In the airline industry major disputes developed during the past
fiscal year when collective bargaining contract covering mechanics and
related employees became subject to “reopening” for proposals relating
to wages, work-rules and improvement in fringe benefits.

One of these disputes between five trunkline carriers (Eastern, Na-
tional, Northwest, Trans-World, and United) and the International
Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, developed a strike -
threat after failure of direct negotiations and mediation, and a declina-
tion by the organization of the Board’s profler of arbitration. The
Board notified the President in accordance with section 10 of the act
and the President created Emergency Board No. 166 to investigate and
report on the dispute.

The Emergency Board issued its report to the President on June 5,
1966. The Board’s recommendations for settlement of the dispute
are summarized in chapter V of this report. .

Two other disputes involving major trunkline carriers were being
progressed through the procedures of the act at the close of the fiscal
year. These disputes related to proposals of the Transport Workers
Union of America, AFL-CIO, for new term agreements for the em-
ployees it represents on American Airlines, Inc., and Pan American
World Airways, Inc. :

DECISIONS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Brotherhood of Railway. and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Ezpress and
Station Employces, AFL—CIO, et al., Pctitioners v. Floride East Coast Rail-
way Company. No. 750.

United States, Pctitioner v. Florida East Coast Railway Co. No. 782.

Florida East Coast Railway Co., Cross-Petitioner v. United States. No. 783.

The U.S. Supreme Court ruled May 23, 1966, that a struck railroad,
being required by the Interstate Commerce Act to provide transporta-
tion to the public at all times, may, under the theory of self-help,
institute unilateral changes in an existing collective bargaining agree-
ment but only as a court may find them to be “reasonably necessary”
for continued operation with replacements. ) ) \

Following an impasse in contract negotiations with the Florida

Bast Coast Railway Co., and after the failure of mediation under the

Railway Labor Act, the union of nonoperating railroad employees

called a strike January 23, 1963. After a brief shutdown, the com-

pany resumed operations by using supervisory personnel and replace-
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ments, the latter under individual agreements “substantially different”
from provisions of the existing collective agreement. Subsequently
the company proposed to replace the union contract with a new and
vastly different one, but when further negotiations failed to resolve
the issue, it established a new agreement by unilaterial action and
operated thereunder until this suit was filed. '

During the pendency of this action, a parallel action (Florida East
Coast v. Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 336 F. 2d 172) by the
operating employees against the company for unilaterally instituting
a new agreement was decided. The court there held that the company
had violated the act by abrogating the collective agreement; that the
company could institute unilaterial changes in the collective agree-
ments but only if the court found them to be “reasonably necessary to
effectuate its right to continue to run its railroad under the strike
conditions;” and that the company must abide by all the contractual
provisions regarding pay rates and working conditions until termina-
tion of the statutory mediation procedure, “except upon specific
authorization of this court after a finding of reasonable necessity
therefor.” :

The railroad then applied for approval to depart from the collective
agreement in this case, and the court permitted it to exceed the ratio
of apprentices to journeymen and age limitations provided in the
collective agreement. IHowever, the court denied the requests to dis-
regard craft and seniority district restrictions, to use supervisors to do
craft work, to declare the union shop void as to new employees, to
permit it to contract out work when experienced and trained personnel
were not available, and certain other requests.

The Supreme Court pointed out that both parties, having exhausted
all statutory procedures, were relegated to self-help in adjusting the
dispute (Locomotive Engineers v. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co.,
3721U.S. 284). ‘

Since the company was required by law to provide continuous
service to the public, “even when beset by labor-management contro-
versies,” the Court said, it was justified in establishing, without the
union’s consent, certain conditions of work necessary for the operation
with new and inexperienced personnel. Without this freedom of
unilateral action the railroad could not operate, the Court held.

However, the Court said, a carrier’s right to self-help is not abso-
lute, and “any power to change and revise basic collective agreement
must be closely confined and supervised.” A collective agreement is
the product of years of struggle and negotiation, and applies to all
employees in the designated craft, members and nonmembers alike.
In affirming the lower court’s decision, the Court concluded:

‘““While the carrier has the duty to make all reasonable efforts to continue its
operations during a strike, its power to make new terms and conditions govern-
ing the new labor force is strictly confined, if the spirit of the Railway Labor
Act is to be honored. The court of appeals used the words “reasonably neces-
sary.” We do not disagree, provided that “reasonably necessary” is construed
strictly. The carrier must respect the continuing status of the collective agree-
ment and make only those changes as are truly necessary in light of the inex-
perience and lack of training of the new labor force or the lesser number of
employees available for the continued operation. The collective agreement
remains the norm; the burden is on the carrier to show the need for any
alteration of it, as respects the new and different class of employees that it i§
required to employ in order to maintain that continuity of operation that the
law requires of it.” :
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In dissenting, Justice White said that the carrier was free to op-
erate but only under the terms of the existing contract, as modified
up to the time of the impasse. He contended that the majority
opinion, in effect, permitted the company to bargain with the court,
rather than with the union, and that such an exception was contrary
to the clear intent of the Railway Labor Act.

Justice Fortas did not participate in deliberations or in the decision.

Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, et al., v. Chicago, Rock Island
and Pacific Railroad Oo. et al. (382 U.S.423).

On January 31, 1966, the U.S. Supreme Court, by a 7-to-1 decision
ruled that Public Law 88-108 or the award of Arbitration Board 282,
pursuant thereto, did not pre-empt -State laws setting the minimum
size of train crews.

The question decided involved the effect of the Arbitration Award
on the minimum crew laws of the State of Arkansas. The lower
court had held that the Federal law (88-108) had pre-empted the
State law.

The Supreme Court held that Congress “unquestionably has the
power under the Commerce Clause of the Constitution to regulate the
number of employees required to be used to man trains used in inter-
state commerce” Kut that it did not intend by the arbitration legisla-
tion to overturn minimum crew laws enacted by the States.

COMMITTEE OF THREE NEUTRALS

On July 14, 1965, a Committee of Three Neutral Persons issued its
determination in a representation proceedings conducted under sec-
tion 2, ninth of the Railway Labor Act. The committee, after hear-
ings, denied a request of Aircraft Mechanics Fraternal Association to
establish “Aircraft Mechanics” as a separate craft or class for col-
lective bargaining purposes, by Subd'iviging the generally recognized
craft or class of “Mechanics and Related Employees” as determined
by the National Mediation Board in case R-1447. The new craft or
class sought to be established by the applicant would comprise only
eﬂlployees who are trained to and possess certain specified mechanical
skills.

The representation proceedings involved “Mechanics and Related
Employees” of Eastern Air Lines, Inc. (Case R-3712), United Air
Lines, ?[Inc. (Case R-3713), represented by the International Associa~
tion of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, AFL~CIO, and Seaboard
World Airlines, Inc. (Case R-3714), represented by the Transport
Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO.

In its determination, the committee designated the occupational
classifications to be used in compiling eligible lists.

Subsequent handling of the applications of Aircraft Mechanics Fra-
ternal Association resulted in the dismissal of all three cases under
the Board’s rules 1206.2(a) based on insufficient showing of interest.

The committee appointed by the National Mediation Board in ac-
cordance with section 2, ninth of the Act, was composed of Saul Wal-
len, chairman, Ronald W. Haughton, member, and Paul N. Guthrie,

_member.
The Committee of Three procedure has been utilized previously in
- a representation dispute among flight deck crew members, employees
of United Air Lines, Inc., in case R-8463, which issued Findings
Upon Investigation January 17, 1961.
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Rules and Regulations Governing the Establishment of Special
Adjustment Boards (PL-Boards) Under Public Law 89-456

On June 20, 1966, the President approved Public Law 89-456 (H.R.
706), which amended certain provisions of section 3 of the Rallway
Labor Act. The amendment is reproduced in chapter VII of this
report.

The principal changes in section 3, effected by the amendment, were
(1) authorizes the establishment of special boards of adjustment on
individual railroads upon the written request of either the representa-
tive of the employees or of the railroad, to resolve disputes otherwise
referable to the National Railroad Adjustment Board, and disputes
pending before the National Railroad Adjustment Board for 12
months, (2) makes all awards of the National Railroad Adjustment
Board and special boards of adjustment established pursuant to the
amendment final (including money awards) and (3) provides oppor-
tunity to both employees and employers for limited judicial review of
such awards.

- The following rules and regulations, defining responsibilties and

prescribing related procedures under the amendment for the establish-
ment of special boards of adjustment, their designation as PL Boards,
the filing of agreements and the disposition of records, as finally
adopted by the National Mediation Board, appeared in the Federal
Register of November 17, 1966.

Title 29—LABOR
Chapter X—National Mediation Board
PART 1207—ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL ADJUSTMENT BOARDS

On pages 13946 and 13947 of the Federal Register of November 1, 1966, there
was published a notice of proposed rule making to issue rules governing the
establishment of special adjustment boards upon the request of either repre-
sentatives of employees or of carriers to resolve disputes otherwise referable to
the National Railroad Adjustment Board. Interested persons were given an addi-
tional ten (10) days to submit written comments, suggestions, or objections re-
garding the proposed rules which had first appeared at pages 10697 and 10698 of
the Federal Register of August 11, 1966, and had then appeared subsequently in
the Federal Register of October 12, 1966 at pages 13176 and 13177.

No objections have been received and the proposed regulations are hereby
adopted without change and are set forth below.

Hiffective date. These regulations became effective upon their publication in
the Federal Register, Nov. 17, 1966.

TroMaAs A. Tracy,
Executive Sceretary.

Sec.

1207.1 Jstablishment of special adjustment boards (PL Boards).

1207.2 Requests for Mediation Board action.

1207.3 Compensation of neutrals.

1207.4 Designation of PL Boards, filing of agreements, and disposition of records.

AvurBORITY : The provisions of this Part 1207 issued under the Rallway Labor Act, as
amended (45 U.8.C. 151-163). -

§ 1207.1 Establishment of special adjustment boards (PL Boards).

Public Law 89-456 (80 Stat. 208) governs procedures to be followed by carriers
and representatives of employees in the establishment and functioning of special .
adjustment boards, hereinafter referred to as PL Boards. Public Law 89-456
requires action by the National Mediation Board in the following circumstances :

(a) Designation of party member of PL Board. Public Law 89-456 provides
that within thirty (30) days from the date a written request is made by an
employee representative upon a carrier, or by a carrier upon an employee repre-
sentative, for the establishment of a PL Board, an agreement establishing such a
Board shall be made. If, however, one party fails to designate a member of the
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Board, the party making the request may ask the Mediation Board to designate a
member on behalf of the.other party. Upon receipt of such request, the Mediation
Board will notify the party which failed to designate a partisan member for the
establishment of a PL Board of the receipt of the request. The Mediation Board
will then designate a representative on behalf of the party upon whom the request
was made. This representative will be an individual associated in interest with
the party he is to represent. The designee, together with the member appointed
by the party requesting the establishment of the PL Board, shall constitute the
Board.

(b) Appointment of a procedural neutral to determine matlers concerning the
establishment and/or jurisdiction of @ PL Board. (1) When the members of a
PL Board constituted in accordance with paragraph (a) of this section, for the
purpose of resolving questions concerning the establishment of the Board and/or
its jurisdiction, are unable to resolve these matters, then and in that event, either
party may ten (10) days thereafter request the Mediation Board to appoint a
neutral member to determine these procedural issues.

(2) Upon receipt of this request, the Mediation Board will notify the other
party to the PL Board. The Mediation Board will then designate a neutral mem-
ber to sit with the PL Board and resolve the procedural issues in dispute. When
the neutral has determined the procedural issues in dispute, he shall cease to be
a member of the PL Board.

(c) Appointment of neutral to sit with PL Boards and dispose of disputes.
(1) When the members of a PL Board constituted by agreement of the parties,
or by the appointment of a party member by the Mediation Board, as described in
paragraph (a) of this section, are unable within ten (10) days after their failure
to agree upon an award to agree upon the selection of a neutral person, either
member of the Board may request the Mediation Board to appoint such neutral
person and upon receipt of such request,,the Mediation Board shall promptly
make such appointment.

(2) A request for the appointment of a neutral under paragraph (b) of this
section or this paragraph (c) shall:

(i) Show the authority for the request—Public Law 89-456, and

(ii) Define and list the proposed specific issues or disputes to be heard.

§ 1207.2 Requests for Mediation Board action.

(a) Requests for the National Mediation Board to appoint neutrals or party
representatives should be made on NMB Form 5.

(b) Those authorized to sign request on behalf of parties:

(1) The “representative of any craft or class of employees of a carrier,” as re-
ferred to in Public Law 89-456, making request for Mediation Board action, shall
be either the General Chairman, Grand Lodge Officer (or corresponding officer
of equivalent rank), or the Chief Executive of the representative involved. A
request signed by a General Chairman or Grand Lodge Officer (or correspond-
ing officer of equivalent rank) shall bear the approval of the Chief Executive
of the employee representative.

(2) The “carrier representative” making such a request for the Mediation
Board’s action shall be the highest carrier officer designated to handle matters
arising under the Railway Labor Act.

(c) Docketing of PL Board agreements: The National Mediation Board will
docket agreements establishing PL Board, which agreements meet the require-
ments of coverage as specified in Public Law 89-456. No neutral will be appointed
under §1207.1(c) until the agreement estabhshlng the PL: Board has been
docketed by the Mediation Board.

§1207.3 Compensation of neutrals.

(a) Neutrals appointed by the National Mediation Board. All neutral per-
sons appointed by the National Mediation Board under the provisions of § 1207.1
(b) and (c) will be compensated by the Mediation Board in accordance with leg-
islative authority. Certificates of appointment will be issued by the Mediation
Board in each instance.

) (b) Neutrals selected by the parties. (1) In cases where the party members

of a PL Board created under Public Law 89-456 mutually agree upon a neutral
person to be a member of the Board, the party members will jointly so notify the
Mediation Board, which Board will then issue a certificate of appointment to
the neutral and arrange to compensate him as under paragraph (a) of this
section.

(2) The same procedure will apply in cases where carrier and employee repre-
sentatives are unable to agree upon the establishment and jurisdiction of a PL
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Board, and mutually agree upon a procedural neutral person to sit with them
as a member and determine such issues.

§1207.4 Designation of PL Boards, filing of agreements, and disposition of
records.

(a) Designation of PL Boards. All special adjustment boards created under
Public Law 89-456 will be designated PL Boards, and will be numbered serially,
commencing with No. 1, in the order of their docketing by the National Media-
tion Board. .

(b) Filing of agreements. The original agreement creating the PL Board
under Public Law 89456 shall be filed with the National Mediation Board at
the time it is executed by the parties. A copy of such agreement shall be filed
by the parties with the Administrative Officer of the National Railroad Adjust-
ment Board, Chicago, Ill.

(¢) Disposition of records. Since the provisions of section 2(a) of Public Law
89456 apply also to the awards of PL Boards created under this Act, two copies
of all awards made by the PL Boards, together with the record of proceedings
upon which such awards are based, shall be forwarded by the neutrals who are
members of such Boards, or by the parties in case of disposition of disputes by
PL Boards without participation of neutrals, to the Administrative Officer of the
National Railroad Adjustment Board, Chicago, Ill., for filing, safekeeping, and
handling under the provisions of section 2(q), as may be required.

[F.R. Doe, 66-12451 ; Filed, Nov. 16, 1966 ; 8:47 a.m.]
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II. RECORD OF CASES
1. CASES HANDLED BY THE BOARD

The three categories of formally docketed disputes which form the
basis of tables 1 through 6, inclusive, are as follows:

" (1) Representation.—Dispute among a craft or class of em-
ployees as to who will be their representative for the purpose of
collective bargaining with their employer. (See sec. 2, ninth, of
the act.) These cases are commonly referred to as “R” cases.

(2) Mediation—Disputes between carriers and their employees
concerning the making of or changes of agreements affecting
rates of pay, rules, or working conditions not adjusted by the
parties in conference. (See sec. 5, first, of the act.) These cases
are commonly referred to as “A” cases.

(8) Interpretation—Controversies arising over the meaning
or the application of an agreement reached through mediation.
(See sec. 5, second, of the act.) These cases are commonly re-
ferred to as interpretation cases.

Each of these categories will be discussed later in this report.

The Board’s services may be invoked by the parties to a dispute,
etther separately or jointly, by the filing of an application in the form
prescribed by the Board. Upon receipt of an application, it is
promptly subjected to a preliminary investigation to develop or verify
the required information. Later, where conditions warrant, the ap-
plication may be assigned to a mediator for field handling. Both
preliminary investigations and subsequent field investigations often
disclose that applications for this Board’s services have been filed in
disputes properly referable to other tribunals authorized by the act,
and therefore should not be docketed by this agency.

In addition to the three categories of disputes set forth above, the
Board, since November 1955, has been assigning an “E” number des-
ignation to controveries wherein the Board’s services have been prof-
fered under the emergency provision of section 5, first (b), of the act.
A total of 315 “E” cases were docketed since the beginning of the
series.

Another type of case which has been consuming an increasing
amount of the Board’s time is the “C” number designation series. The
“C” number is given to both representation and mediation applica-
tions when it is not readily apparent that those applications should
be docketed. A large percentage of these cases are assigned to a me-
diator for an on-the-ground investigation to secure sufficient facts in
order for the Board to decide whether the subject should be docketed
or dismissed. Moreover,the mediator aids the parties in getting to the
crux of their problem regardless of the procedural differences, and
he is often able to settle the dispute while making his investigation.
During fiscal 1966, the Board handled 107 “C” cases.
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It is apparent then that when we speak of total number of cases
docketed in the following paragraphs, we are speaking of formally
docketed A, R, and Interpretation cases, and not necessarily the total
services of the Board which would include “C” and “IZ” cases.

It is not uncommon, particularly in the railroad industry, for one
case to have a number of parties. For instance, the Board has handled
disputes between as many as 10 unions, or more, and nearly 200 rail-
roads involving a score or more issues. The Board has in the past
and continues to consider such controversy for statistical purposes as
one case when it is handled jointly on a national basis.

NEW CASES DOCKETED

Table 1, located in the appendix, indicates that the total number of
all cases formally docketed during fiscal 1966 was 560. This is 201
more cases than the number docketed in the previous year; an increase
of 211 mediation cases, an increase of 1 interpretation of mediation
agreement case, but a decrease of 11 representation cases. ]

The increase in the number of mediation cases docketed in fiscal 1966
was due principally to several organizations in the railroad industry
progressing certain rules change requests on individual carriers rather
than requesting handling on a national or industrywide basis.

During the 32-year period of the Board’s existence 11,986 cases (A,
R, and Interpretation) have been received and docketed.

2. DISPOSITION. OF CASES

Table 1 further indicates that a total of 351 cases were disposed of
in fiscal year 1966. Compared with 304 in the previous year, this is
an increase of 47 cases. There was an increase of 44 representation
cases disposed of, 110 in 1966, 66 in 1965. The total of mediation
cases disposed of in 1966 was 236, the same number of cases as disposed
of in 1965. The total of interpretation dispositions was five for 1966,
an increase of three cases over 1965. In the 32-year period, the Board
has disposed of 11,441 cases.

3. MAJOR GROUPS OF EMPLOYEES INVOLVED IN CASES

Table 8 shows that 65,745 employees were involved in 110 repre-
sentation disputes in fiscal 1966. These totals were comparable to
fiscal 1965 when 16,216 employees were involved in 66 disputes. Rail-
road employees accounted for 50,272 of the total in 68 disputes, while
airline employees numbered 15,473 in 42 disputes.

Table 4 shows that of the total of all cases disposed of, railroad
employees were involved in 272 cases, while airline employees were
involved in 79 cases. Railroad train, engine and yard service em-
ployees were parties to 138 cases, 24 representation, 111 mediation and
3 interpretations of mediation agreements. Railroad, clerical, office,
station and storehouse employees were involved in 25 cases: 10 repre-
sentation, 14 mediation and 1 mterpretation of a mediation agreement.

In the airline industry, the same table indicates that mechanics were
involved in 15 cases: 9 representation and 6 mediation. Clerical, office,
stores, fleet and passenger service employees accounted for 7 cases: 6
representation and 1 mediation. Pilots accounted for 10 cases: 2
representation, 7 mediation and 1 interpretation - of mediation
agreement.
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Table 5 is a summary of crafts or classes of employees involved in
representation cases disposed of during fiscal 1966. Involved in a
total of 110 representation cases disposed of were 130 crafts or classes,
covering 65,745 employees. There were 79 railroad crafts or classes
numbering 50,272 employees, or 76 percent of all employees involved.
Clerical, office, station and storehouse employees involved in 10 cases,
accounted for 59 percent of all employees involved. Maintenance of
way and signal forces in 3 cases accounted for 5 percent and train
service employees, 4 percent of the employees in 10 cases.

In the airline industry 51 crafts or classes were involved in 42 cases
covering 15,473 employees, amounting to 24 percent of the grand
total. Mechanics were involved in 9 cases with a like number of
crafts or classes covering 10,862 employees, which constituted 17 per-
cent of the grand total. Clerical, office, stores, fleet and passenger
service employees were involved in 7 cases, covering 1,845 employees,
accounting for 3 percent of the grand total. Radio and teletype
operators were involved in 5 cases, covering 538 employees,
approximately 1 percent of the grand total. :

4. RECORD OF MEDIATION CASES

As seen from table 1, mediation cases docketed during fiscal 1966
totaled 472, an increase of 211 cases when compared to the total of 261
docketed in the previous year. The total cases docketed, when added
to 290 cases on hand at the beginning of the year, makes a total of
762 cases considered by the Board during fiscal 1966. The Board
disposed of 236 mediation cases, leaving 526 pending and unsettled at
the end of the year.

Table 2 summarizes mediation cases disposed of during fiscal 1966,
subdivided into method of disposition, class of carrier and issues
involved. Of the total 236 cases, 200 were railroad disputes, while
36 were airline. Mediation agreements were obtained in 140 cases:
110 railroad and 30 airline. Two agreements to arbitrate were reached
in the railroad industry. Cases withdrawn after mediation totaled
12, 11 railroad and 1 airline. Twelve cases were withdrawn before
mediation, all of which were railroad cases. Carriers declined to
arbitrate unresolved issues in 12 cases, 10 railroad and 2 airline; the
employees refused to arbitrate in 12 cases, 11 railroad and 1 airline;
and, both the carrier and the employees refused to arbitrate in 5
disputes; all of which involved railroad disputes.

The Board dismissed 41 cases, 39 railroad, and 2 airline. Of the
total 200 railroad cases, class I carriers were involved in 119 disputes.
Class II, in 53, Switching and Terminal companies in 16, and
miscellaneous carriers in 12.

5. ELECTION AND CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVES

Table 3 shows that 42,040 of the total of 65,745 employees actively
participated in the outcome of 110 representation cases. Certifica-
tions based on elections were issued in 75 cases, 49 railroad and 26
airline. Of the 49 railroad cases, 79 crafts or classes were involved
among 42,530 employees, of which 34,855 actively participated in the
selection of a representative. In the 26 airline cases, among 34 crafts
or classes 3,144 employees were involved, of which 2,486 exercised
their right to cast a secret ballot.
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Certification based on verification of authorizations was issued in
9 cases involving 7,277 employees in the railroad industry, and in the
airline industry, in '3 cases involving a total of 49 employees.

Cases withdrawn after investigation totaled 6: 2 railroad involving
51 employees and 4 airline cases involving 1,749 employees.

Two railroad cases were withdrawn before investigation involving
211 employees and 1 airline case involving 20 employees.

The Board dismissed 14 cases: 6 railroad and 8 airline. The
railroad cases involved 203 employees whereas the airline cases
involved 10,511 employees.

Table 6 shows 358 railroad employees in 16 crafts or classes acquired
representation for the first time by means of an election. In the air-
line industry 1,676 employees in 20 crafts or classes secured
representation for the first time by elections.

A new representative was selected by 1,455 r‘ulroa,d employees in 23
crafts and classes. Of this total 180 employees in 5 crafts or classes
selected a local union for their representative, whereas 1,275 employees
in 18 crafts or classes retained a national orga,nlzatlon for their
collective bargaining agent.

In the airline industry 1,298 employees in 12 crafts or classes selected
a new representative. of this total, 149 in 2 crafts or classes selected
a local union for their representatlve, whereas 1,144 employees in 10
crafts or classes retained a national orgamzatlon for their collective
bargaining representative.

In the railroad industry 40,715 employees in'20 crafts or classes
retained their existing representatlon following a challenge by an-
other union. In the air transport industry 175 employees in one craft
or class retained their existing representation followmg an election
challenging the incumbent union.
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III. MEDIATION DISPUTES

The Railway Labor Act is intended to provide an orderly procedure
by which representatives of the carriers and employees will make and
maintain agreements. Section 6 of the act outlines in detail the guide-
lines which must be followed when either party desires to change an
‘agreement affecting rates of pay, rules, and working conditions. The
first requirement is that a 30-day written notice of the intended change
must be served upon the other party. Within 10 days after receipt
of the notice of intended change, the parties shall agree upon the time
and place for conference on the notice. This conference must be
within 30 days provided in the notice of intended change. Thus, in
the first step, tﬁe parties are required to place on record, with ad-
vance notice, their intention to change the agreement between them.
Arrangements must be made promptly for direct conferences between
the parties on the subject covered by the notice in an effort to dispose
of any dispute affecting rules, wages, and working conditions. It is
at this level of direct negotiation that the majority of labor disputes
are disposed of without the assistance of or intervention by an out-
side party. Chapter VI of this report indicates that during the past
fiscal year, 695 revisions in agreements covering rates of pay, rules,
and working conditions were made without the active assistance of
the National Mediation Board.

In the event that settlement of the dispute is not reached in the
first stage, section 5, first, of the act permits either party—carrier or
labor organization—or both, to invoke the services of the National
Mediation Board. Applications for the assistance of the Board in
disposing of disputes may be made on printed forms NMB-2, copies
of which may be obtained from the Kxecutive Secretary, National
Mediation Board, Washington, D.C. 20572.

APPLICATIONS FOR MEDIATION

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 procedures 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 negotiations were
conducted. If the question is stated in general terms, the details of the pro-
posed rates or rules found to be in dispute after conclusion of direct negotia-
tions 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 importance of having
the specific question in dispute clearly stated is especially apparent when
mediation is unsuccessful and the parties agree to submit such question to
arbitration.
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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

“S8E0. 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 be-
ginning of conference between the representatives of the parties interested in
such intended 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, * * *”

Conferences 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 representatives designated and authorized so to confer, Te-
spectively, by the carrier or carriers and by the employees thereof interested
in the dispute.

Services of Mediation Board

“SE¢. 5. First. The parties or either party, to a dispute between an employee
or group of employees and a carrier may invoke the services of the Mediation

Board in any of the following cases:
“(a) A dispute concerning changes in rates of pay, rules, or working conditions
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.”

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 in-
voking party to the other, and date of final conference between the
parties.

Section 5, first permits the Board to proffer 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 settle issues
in dispute without regard to the regular procedures of the act handica
the Board in assigning a mediator in an orderely manner to handle
docketed cases. égses in which the Board proffered its mediation
services are assigned an “E” docket number. During the past fiscal
year 12 cases wereassigned in the “E” number series.

1. PROBLEMS IN MEDIATION

A voluntary agreement made by representatives of carriers and labor
organizations with the assistance of the National Mediation Board
indicates that the problems which separated the parties at the time
the services of the Board were invoked have been resolved. A re-
appraisal of the situation which led to the dispute and a critical exami-
nation of the factual situation under the guidance of a mediator has
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resulted in accommodation by the parties to each others problems.
Experience has shown that such agreements made on voluntary basis
during mediation create an atmosphere of mutual respect and under-
standing in the administration of the contract on a day-to-day basis.

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 mutnally 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 arbitration
is by far the perferable solution. There are few, if any, issues which
cannot be arbitrated if that course becomes necessary. The Board
firmly believes that more use should be made of the arbitration pro-
visions of the act in settling disputes that cannot be disposed of in
mediation.

Applications for the mediation services of the Board frequently
indicate a misunderstanding as to the jurisdiction of the National
Mediation Board and that of the National Railroad Adjustment
Board. Such applications are received with the advice that a change
made or proposed to be made by the carrier “constitutes a unilateral
change by the carrier in the working conditions of the employees
without serving notice or conducting negotiations under section 6 of
the act.” The Board is requested to take immediate jurisdiction
of the dispute and call the carriers’ attention to the “status quo” pro-
visions of section 6 of the act, i.e., have the carrier withhold making
the change in working conditions, or restore the preexisting condi-
tions if the change has already been made, until the dispute has been
processed by the National Mediation Board.

Section 6 of the Railway Labor 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,
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 the 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 re-
quested 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 con-
troversy 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 organization in these instances will contend that proposed
changes by the carrier should not be made without following the pro-
cedures cited in section 6 above. These changes may involve assign-
ment of individual employees or crews in road passenger or freight
service, relocation of the point for going on and off duty in yard serv-
ice, reduction of the number of employees through consolidations of
facilities and changes which arise from development of new and
improved method of work performance.

The carrier, on the other hand, will maintain that the procedure of
notice and conference outlined in section 6 does not apply as the section
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has application only to those working conditions incorporated in
written rules which have been made a part of the collective bargain-
ing agreement with the representative of the employees 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.

It is clear then that disputes of this nature involve a problem as to
whether the proposed change can be instituted without serving a
notice of intended change in the agreement on the other party. This
raises a question of application of the existing agreement to the pend-
ing proposal. Such a dispute is referable to the National Railroad
Adjustment Board. On the other hand, if it is contended by the
organization that the carrier has no right to make the proposed
changes, and the carrier maintains that it is not restricted by the terms
of the agreement from making the change, then the dispute pertains
to the question of what the agreement requires and the dispute should
be referred to the National Railroad Adjustment Board in accordance
with section 3 of the Railway Labor Act for decision.

Another type of situation involves the case where an organization
serves a proper section 6 notice on the carrier proposing to restrict the
right of the carrier to unilaterally act in a certain area. Handling
of the proposal through various stages of the Railway Labor Act has
not been completed when complaints will sometimes be made that the
carrier is not observing the “status quo” provisions of section 6 when
it institutes an action which would be contrary to the agreement if
the proposed section 6 notice had at that time been accepted by both
parties.

Section 6 states that where notice of intended change in an agree-
ment has been given, rates of pay, rules, and working conditions as
expressed in the agreement shall not be altered by the carrier until
the controversy has been finally acted upon in accordance with speci-
fied procedures. Positively stated, section 6 is intended to maintain
the contract as it existed between the parties until the provisions of
the act have been complied with. When the procedures of the act
have been exhausted without an agreement between the parties on the
30-day notice of intended change, the carrier may alter the contract to
the extent indicated in the 30-day notice, and the organization is free
to take such action as it deems advisable under the circumstances.
The other provisions of the contract are not affected and remain un-
changed. In brief, the rights of the parties which they had prior to
serving the notice of intention to change remain the same during the
period the proposal is under consideration, and remain so until the
proposal is finally acted upon. The Board has stated in instances of
this kind that the serving of a section 6 notice for a new rule or a
change in an existing rule does not operate as a bar to carrier actions
which are taken under rules currently in effect.

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
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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.

In other instances mediation proceeds for only a short time before
it becomes apparent that the designated representative of one or both
sides lacks the authority to negotiate the dispute to a conclusion.
Mediation cannot proceed in an orderly fashion if the designated
representatives do not have the authority to finally decide issues as
the dispute is handled. The Board has a reasonable right to expect
that the representatives designated by the parties to negotiate through
the mediafor will have full authority to execute an agreement when
one is reached through mediatory efforts.

Another facet of this problem is the requirement that an agreement
which has been negotiated by the designated representatives must be
ratified by the membership of the organization. Failure of the em-
ployees, in some instances, to ratify the action of their designated
representatives casts a doubt on the authority of these leaders and
a question as to the extent to which they can negotiate settlement of
disputes. In time this situation may have far reaching effects unless
corrected for it is basic that negotiators must speak with authority
which can be respected if agreements are to be concluded.

The Board deplores the failure of the parties to cloak their repre-
sentatives with sufficient authority to conduct negotiations to a con-
clusion. The general duties of the act stipulate that all disputes
between a carrier or carriers and its or their employees shall be con-
sidered and, if possible, decided with expedition, in conference between
representatives 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
i the manner of self-organization.” To implement this purpose,
the act places positive duties upon the carrier and the employees
alike. Under the heading of “General Duties,” paragraph third reads
as follows:

Representatives, for the purposes of this act, shall be designated by the re-
spective parties without interference, influence, or coercion by either party over
the designation of representatives by the other; and meither party shall in any
way interfere with, influence, or coerce the other in its choice of representatives.
Representatives of employees for the purposes of this act need not be persons in
the employ of the carrier, and no carrier shall, by interference, influence, or
coercion seek in any manner to prevent the designation by its employees as their
representatives of those who or which are not employees of the carrier.

The act makes no mention as to how carrier representatives are
selected. In practice, the carrier’s chief executive designates the per-
son or persons authorized to act in behalf of the carrier for the pur-
poses of the act.

Paragraph fourth of general duties of the act grants to the em-
ployees the right to organize and bargain collectively through repre-
sentatives of their own choosing.

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
question the right of its employees to join, organize, or assist in
organizing 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 assisting or contributing to any labor organization, labor repre-
sentative, 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.

The act provides that enforcement of this provision may be carried
out by any district attorney of the United States proceeding under
the direction of the Attorney General of the United States.

Section 2, ninth, of the act sets forth the duty of the Board in
representation disputes. This provision makes it a statutory duty
of the Board to investigate a representation dispute 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,” accompa-
nied 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 represent
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for the purpose of the Railway Labor Act the employees who signed
the authorization cards. The names of all employees signing authori-
zations must be shown on a typewritten list prepared in alphabetical
order and submitted in duplicate at the time the application is filed.

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 55
percent authorization cards from the employees in the craft or class is
required.

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. However, in a dispute where employees are seek-
ing 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.

Often the question arises as to who is a party to a representation
dispute. Initially, it is well to point out the Board has consistently
interpreted the second and third general purpose of the act along
with section 2, first and third, to exclude the carrier as a party to
section 2, ninth, disputes. ,

The carrier is notified, however, of every dispute affecting its em-
ployees and requested to furnish information to permit the Board
to conduct an investigation. When a dispute is assigned to a medi-
ator for field investigation, the carrier is requested to name a repre-
sentative to meet with the mediator and furnish him information
required to complete his assignment. This procedure is in accordance
with the 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 deenmed
necessary by it to carry out the purposes and provisions of this paragraph.

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 investiga-
tion. The preliminary investigation usually consists of an examina-
tion to determine if there is any question as to craft or class, if sufficient
authorization cards accompanied the application, and to resolve any
other precedural 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
employees and an individual check of the validity of the authorization
cards. After receiving the mediator’s report and all other pertinent
information, the Board either dismisses the application or finds that a
dispute exists which ordinarily necessitates an election.

Section 2, ninth, clearly states, “In the conduct of any election for
the purposes herein indicated the Board shall designate who may
participate in the election and establish the rules to govern the elec-
tion.” The mediator endeavors to have the contending union repre-
sentatives 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 estab-
lish the voting list.
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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, eligi-
ble voters who cannot for valid reasons 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 immedi-
ately, the ballots are mailed to a designated U.S. post office for safe-
keeping. At a prearranged time the mediator secures the ballots
from the postmaster and makes the tabulation. The parties, if they
so desire, may have an observer at these proceedings.

If the polling of votes results in a valid election, the outcome is
certified to the carrier designating the name of the organization or
individual authorized to represent the employees for the purposes of
the act. ‘

In disputes where there is a collective bargaining agreement in
existence and the Board’s certification results in a change in the em-
ployees’ representative, questions frequently arise concerning the ef-
fect of the change on the existing agreement. The Board has taken
the position that a change in representation does not alter or cancel
any existing agreement made in behalf of the employees by their pre-
vious representatives. The only effect of a certification by the Board
is that the employees have chosen other agents to represent them in
dealing with the management under the existing agreement. If a
change in the agreement is desired, the new representatives are re-
quired to give due notice of such desired change as provided by the
agreement or by the Railway Labor Act. Conferences must then be
held to agree on the changes exactly as if the original representatives
had been continued. The purpose of such a policy is to emphasize
a principle of the Railway Labor Act that agreements are between
the employees and the carrier, and that the change of an employee
representative does not automatically change the contents of an agree-
ment. The procedures of section 6 of the Railway Labor Act are to
be followed if any changes in agreements are desired.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

The Board’s rules and regulations applying to representation dis-
putes as they appear in the Code of Federal Regulations, title 29,
chapter X, are set forth below:

§ 1206.1 Run-off clections.

(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, a second
or run-off election shall be forthwith: Provided, That a written request by
an individual or organization entitled to appear on the run-off ballot is sub-
mitted 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 in the run-off ballot.
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(c) 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.

§1206.2 Percentage of valid authorizations required to determine existence of
a representation 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 earrier,
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 other-
wise 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) per-
cent of the employees in the craft or class must be made before the National
Mediation Board will authorize an election or otherwise determine the repre-
sentation desires of the employees under the provisions of section 2, Ninth, of the
Railway Labor Act.

§1206.3 Age of authorization cards.

Authorizations must be signed and dated in the employee’s own handwriting or
witnessed mark. No authorization will be accepted by the National Mediation
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.

§ 1206.4 Time limit on applications.

(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 Media-
tion Board will not accept for investigation under section 2, Ninth, of the Rail-
way Labor Act an application for its services covering a craft or class of em-
ployees 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 § 1206.2 (Rule 2); 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.

Nore: § 1206.4(b) will not apply to employees of a craft or class who are not repre-
sented for purposes of collective bargaining.

[19 F.R. 2121, Apr. 13, 1954 ; 19 F.R. 2205, Apr. 16. 1954]

§1206.5 Neccessary 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
approved 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.

§1206.6 Eligibility of dismissed employees to vote.

Dismissed employees whose requests for reinstatement account of wrongful
dismissal are pending before proper authorities, which include 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.

§ 1206.7 Construction of this part.
The rules and regulations in this part shall be literally construed to effectuate
the purposes and provisions of the act.
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§ 1206.8 Amendment or recission of rules in this part.

(a) Any rule or regulation in this part may be amended or rescinded by the
Board at any time.

(b) Any interested person may petition the Board, in writing, for the issu-

" ance, amendment, or repeal of a rule or regulation in this part. An original and
three copies of such petition 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 petition.

(¢) 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, conduet an
appropriate hearing thereon and 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; 1.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
controversy 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 profter of the Board.

Under sections 7, 8, and 9 of the act, a well-defined procedure is
outlined 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 resolving a dispute, especially in the light of the general
duties imposed on the parties to accomplish the general purposes of
the act and particularly 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
dispute between the carrier and the employees thereof.

While the act provides for arbitration boards of either three or six
members, six-member boards are seldom used and generally these
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boards are composed of three 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 awards rendered duripg the fiscal year 1966
on disputes submitted to arbitration.

ARB. 288.—Saint Louis-Sen Francisco Railway Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen.

This arbitration resulted from a request by the carrier to the Na-
tional Mediation Board to appoint an arbitrator, pursuant to an agree-
ment between the parties, to consider a request of the cdrrier for the
northward and southward extension of switching limits at Sherman,
Tex.

Members of the arbitration board were W. J. Mulligan, represent-
ing the carrier, C. O. Carnahan, representing the brotherhood, and
Samuel Dickey, appointed as neutral member of the board and selected
as chairman.

The Brotherhood contended that in the event the arbitration board
should sustain carrier’s request to extend switching limits, in order to
protect the rights of the road service employees on the Fort Worth
and Red River subdivisions, the points for inbound terminal allow-
ances to start to accrue should be adjusted to conform to the points
specified in carrier’s request for extension of switching limits.

The board found that due to the industrial expansion of the city of
Sherman, Tex., there was justification for the extension of switching
limits in that city as requested by carrier, and algo found that the
rights of road service employees should be protected.

The award of the board rendered September 3, 1965, provided :

Award

In accordance with the above finding the company may extend the switching
lir_ni'ts' on the Fort Worth Division to MP 651 plus 4 poles and on the Red River
Division to MP 331 plus 10 poles, respectively. When such extension is made,
the point for computing inbound terminal allowance on the two subdivisions will
be changed to the point to which switching limits have been cxtended. Within
the 15 days prior to such extension, the local representatives representing the
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brotherhood on the respective subdivisions affected will meet with the carrier

officers and agree as to the additional running time to be added to the now exist-

ing running time on each subdivision.

The member of the board representing the brotherhood dissented
to the award. :
ARB. 290 (Case A-6996).—The Oincinnati, New Orleans, and Tezas Pacific Rail-

way Co. end the Brotherhood of Loconiotive Engineers.

Members of the arbitration board were Lawson G. Tolleson, repre-
senting the carrier, Dan C. Owen, representing the brotherhood and
Paul D. Hanlon, selected by the parties as neutral member and chair-
man.

This dispute involved request of the carrier by its section 6 notice
of July 25,1963, to cancel a memorandum of agreement, between the
parties, dated February 4, 1957, limiting the number of diesel-electric
locomotives and limiting the amount. of tonnage that could be handled
in certain train movements with diesel electric locomotives.

The board found that the memorandum of agreement sought to be
canceled limited certain trains to not in excess of five diesel units and
tonnage not in excess of 5,500 tons; that this agreement and its prede-
cessor agreements had its origin in the inauguration of diesel loco-
motive freight service on the property in 1941 and that the initial
reasons for the limitation were based principally on health and safety
considerations, advanced by the employees because of numerous tun-
nels and steep grades’on the line of road and also the expected capa-
bility of diesel locomotives to handle longer trains and increased
tonnage.

The board found also that in 1941, at the time the objections were
first raised by the employees, there were 27 tunnels on the line of
road of this carrier. However, as a result of engineering improve-
ments and changes in the line and grade of the railroad, all but 4 tun-
nels had been eliminated for use in through-freight service and that
the remaining tunnels do not present any significant hazards to health
and safety of employees, and further that improvements, developments
and innovations in the field of mechanical equipment, had reduced the
danger and physical strain confronting the engineers.

The board in its award, rendered November 16, 1965, concluded
that the memorandum of agreement should be canceled as requested by
carrier.

Axrs. 291 (Case A-T437) . —Missouri Pacific Railroad Co., Missouri-Illinois Rail-
road Co., and Union Railway Co., and The American Railway Supervisors
Association

Members of the arbitration board were B. W. Smith, representing
the carrier, J. F. Tahney, representing the association, and Donald F.
McMahon, neutral member and chairman, selected by the parties.

The question at issue was set forth in the arbitration agreement of
the parties dated October 6,1965, as follows:

Shall the monthly rates (of Mechanical Department Foremen) be increased:

$18 effective January 1, 1964 ;

$18 effective January 1, 1965 ;

$18 effective January 1, 1966, or
shall the increase per month be :

$36 effective January 1, 1965, and

$18 effective January 1, 1966.

The above issue was the only item remaining unsettled of the asso-
ciation’s April 1, 1963, section 6 notice for increases in rates of pay
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and improvement in fringe benefits and counter proposals of the
carriers. The parties had agreed to hold further negotiations in abey-
ance until after settlement of the wage and rules requests of the non-
operating employees and major carriers then under consideration at
the national level.

After settlement was reached nationally with certain nonoperating
employee organizations which resulted in an agreement providing for
three wage increases of equal amounts effective January 1, 1964, Janu-
ary 1, 1965, and January 1, 1966, negotiations were resumed by the
parties in this case and disposition was made of all issues in dispute,
with the exception of the retroactivity of $18, a part of the monthly
wage increases already agreed to by the parties. The association con-
tended that the $18 monthly wage increase should be made effective
January 1, 1964, while the carrier contended for an effective date

of January 1,1965.

In support of its position, the association contended that it had been
the past practice of major carriers of the country generally to follow
the “pattern” of the settlements made nationally by nonoperating em-
ployee organizations with major carriers, and that the custom and
practice of the carriers involved in this case generally since 1949, was
to use the “pattern” established nationally for nonoperating employees
in reaching a wage increase settlement applicable to the mechanical
department foremen.

In its award rendered, November 10, 1965, the board found that
the record before it did not sustain the contention of the association
and awarded monthly wage increases as proposed by the carriers, i.e.:
$36 effective January 1, 1965, and $18 effective J anuary 1, 1966.

The member of the arbitration board representing the association
filed a written dissent to the board’s findings and award.

2. EMERGENCY BOARDS—SECTION 10, RAILWAY LABROR 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 Media-
tion 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 30 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
provides that “such Boards shall be created separately in each in-
stance.” The act leaves to the discretion of the President, the actual
number of appointees to the board. Generally, these boards are com-
posed 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 em-
ployees or any carrier.”
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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 major-
1ty of instances, however, recommendations for settlement of the issues
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
hearings 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 further 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 recom-
mendations 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 recommendations
of such boards have contributed substantially to amicable settlements
of serious controversies which might otherwise have led to far-reaching
interruptions of interstate commerce.

The report of Emergency Board No. 166 to the President is sum-
marized below. The dispute for which Emergency Board No. 165 was
created, was settled by the parties in mediation proceedings which
were resumed prior to the appointment of the emergency board mem-
bers, eliminating the necessity for investigation and report under
section 10 of the act.

EMERGENCY Boarp No. 165 (NMB Case A-6319).—Alchison, Topcka and Santa
Fe Railway Co.—Lincs East and West and the Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen

On September 13, 1965, Iixecutive Order 11243 was issued by the
President to create Emergency Board No. 165 to investigate and re-
port on a dispute involving section 6 notices of the organization and
counter proposals of the carrier requesting certain changes in provi-
sions of the collective bargaining agreements between the parties.

On September 27, 1965, the Chairman of the National Mediation
Board advised the President that in further mediation conferences
September 25, 1965, conducted by the Assistant Secretary of Labor
and the Chairman of the National Mediation Board, the parties dis-
posed of all issues in dispute and, therefore, it would not be necessary
to appoint the members of the emergency board. ,
EMERGENCY Boarp No. 166 (NMB Case No. A-7655) .—FEastern Air Lines, Inc.,

National Air Lines, Inc., Northawest Air Lines, Inc., Trans World Air Lines,
Inc., and United Air Lines, Inc., and certain of their employces representcd
by the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers,
AFL-CIO

The Emergency Board created by Executive Order 11276 issued by
the President April 21, 1966, consisted of Wayne Morse, U.S. Senator
from Oregon, Chairman; David Ginsburg, attorney of Washington,
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D.C., member; and Richard E. Neustadt, professor of government at
Harvard Unlversu:y, member’.

The dispute involved proposals of the parties for changes in their
collective bargaining agreements affecting rates of pay, rules and
working conditions.

The five domestic trunk airlines involved n the dispute represented
. over 60 percent of the domestic trunkline industry as measured by
passenger miles. The employees involved (approximately 85,000)
perform service in mechanic, ramp and store, flight kitchen, dining
service, plant protection, and related classifications.

BACKGROUND OF THE DISPUTE

The carriers and union entered into an agreement dated Aungust 9,
1965, establishing a procedure for joint negotiations of the dispute
between the parties. This agreement prov1ded that each carrier and
the union should be limited to 15 proposals for changes in the existing
agreements between each carrier and the union and that the followi ing
8 1tems, which are identical to all carriers, should be the subject of
joint bmrgalnln(r (a) Rates of pay and progression steps; () Vaca-
tion allowance; c) Hohd provisions; (d) Health and welfare (in-
surance programs); (e) 8vert1me 1ules (f) Pension plans; (g)
Hours of service; and (h) License requlrements and premiums.

On October 1, 1965, the carriers and union served upon each other
the notices requlred by their August 9th agreement and by section 6
of the Railway Labor Act. The union submltted seven notices cov-
ering “local 1ssues” for each 1nd1v1dua1 carrier and the above-listed
eight items or “national issues” common to all carriers. The carriers
served over 70 notices, all on “local issues”. The parties then entered
into individual and joint negotiations on these notices. The August
9th agreement also provided that none of the parties should execute
an ‘wreement until all of the parties had reached agreement in final
settlement of all issues.

Direct negotiations between the parties failed to produce a settle-
ment. On J anuary 11, 1966, the parties jointly applied to the Na-
tional Mediation Board for mediation service. Mediation conferences
during the period February 1 to March 10, 1966, led to exchanges of
proposals and counter proposals but failed to produce final settlement.
On March 18, 1966, the National Mediation Board proffered arbitra-
tion. The carriers expressed willingness to arbitrate the dispute but
the union declined. A further effort to compose the differences by
mediation was made on April 14, 1966, but was unsuccessful and the
union set a strike deadline for 12:01 a.m. April 23, 1966. The Na-
tional Mediation Board notified the President that in its judgment,
this dispute threatened to substantially interrupt interstate commerce
so as to deprive the country of essential transportation service. The
President then created the emergency board to investigate and re-
port on the dispute and the union withdrew its strike notice.

The original notices served by the parties included the 8 “national
issues” common to the union and all carriers and over 100 “local
issues” relating to the individual carriers. When the emergency board
commenced its hearings, none of the 8 “national issues” had been set-
tled and of the “local issues” 40 remained unresolved.
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The emergency board met for organizational purposes on April 26,
1966, in Washington, D.C. Public hearings were held for 8 days
between May 6 and May 27, 1966. The board submitted its report
to the President on June 5, 1966.

The following is a summary of the board’s recommendations on the
eight national issues common to all carriers:

Duration.—The board recommended that the new agreement run for
3 years from July 1, 1966—but retroactive to January 1, 1966 (the -
expiration date of the last settlement between the parties) ; a total of
42 months.

Wage Progression Schedules—The union proposed reductions in the
number of wage progression steps for the various classifications, con-
tending that the present formula permits the carriers to pay less than
the job rate; that lengthy progression steps are unnecessary because
very little training is required and no additional responsibilities or
dutles are assumed at each step in the classifications. The carriers
contended that new employees are not fully productive immediately;
that the progression scale fairly reflects growth in efficiency during
training on various equipment of each carrier and that progression
is the standard method of wage payment on domestic trunk carriers.

The board concluded that there was merit in the contention that
some onjob training is needed, but considered that in many classi-
fications the number of progression steps were excessive. It recom-
mended that the entry rate in each classification be eliminated as of
January 1, 1967, and that the rate just before the final rate be elimi- .
nated as of January 1, 1968.

The board pointed out that its recommendation was designed to
permit a reduction in the number of progression steps in any new
contract, but returned to the parties for their joint study and deter-
mination in future negotiations the more basic question of the means
by which the carriers shall organize and finance onjob training.

Wage Rates.—The union proposed percentage increases across-the-
board, of 5 percent the first year, 5 percent the second year, and 4
percent the third year. The carriers offered wage increases in fixed
cents per hour ranging through three groups or categories of skill
classifications.

The board noted that under previous agreements, employees had
been paid hourly rates established under two categories, Groups A
and B, which broadly distinguished higher from less skilled classi-
fications and concluded that in equity it should use the two-group clas-
sifications of the earlier contract and recommended for each group
fixed amount of wage increases as follows:

First 18 months  Next 12 months  Last 12 months

(cents) (qents) {cents)
Group A ... 18 15 15
Group B oo 14 10 10

For the top mechanic rate, this recommendation would have the
following effect:

Past First 18 months  Next 18 months Last 12 months
$3.52 $3.70 $3.85 $4.00

Overtime Rules—The union proposed that where existing rules
provide for pay at time-and-half rate for overtime work, that such

42



rate be increased to double time. Similarly, where double time
applies, the union proposed triple time.

In recommending that the union withdraw this proposal, the board
observed that the evidence available to it suggested that in this in-
dustry above most others, overtime work is necessarily an adjunct of
regular operations. Variations in weather, equipment changes, en-
forced delays in service, rescheduling of flights are common features
of airline operations in the present stage of technological develop-
ment, and overtime work for service employees is an inevitable and
frequent result; that while the Board agreed with the principle that
misuse of overtime should be discouraged, it could not accept the con-
tention that carriers should be penalized severely for resorting to this
means of meeting their undoubted obligations to the Public.

Holiday Provisions—The union had proposed an increase in the
number of holidays from seven to eight—the eighth to be Good Fri-
day. In addition the proposal also requested holiday pay for work
on holidays, plus double time for all hours worked, with a minimum
of 8 hour’s pay; if more than 8 hours are worked on holidays, the ex-
cess to be paid for at triple time rate.

The board recommended that an eighth holiday, Good Friday, be
granted by the carriers, and that the union proposals for penalty holi-
day overtime be withdrawn. .

Vacations—The union proposed that the present vacation formula
be modified so as to provide 3-week vacation to employees with 8 years
of service and 4 weeks after 15 years.

The board concluded that a good case had been made for liberalizing
vacation allowances to long-service employees; that while relatively
few contracts in this country now provide 4 weeks vacation after 15
vears, there was a trend in that direction, and that liberalization was
justified in an industry which needs stability of service from skilled
men and which requires from the men a special devotion to duty in
the interest of the traveling public.

The board recommended 4 wecks of paid vacation after 15 years
of service.

Health and Welfare Programs—The union proposed that the en-
tire cost of individual carrier health and welfare plans should be borne
by the carriers and that all plans should be liberalized to provide full
coverage for employees and their dependents.

The board recommended against any increase in carrier contribu-
tions at this time, observing that since the scope and coverage of the
plans would remain unchanged, any additional carrier contribution
would in effect be an increase in employee compensation. The board
felt that it would be in the interest of both parties to deal with in-
creased compensation in wage rate adjustments as recommended.

Pension Plans.—The union proposed that the carriers assume the
full cost of pension plans. The carriers opposed the request, contend-
ing that the present plans provide a higher level of benefits generally
than other industry plans under which the full cost is borne by the
employers.

The board concluded that the issue as presented did not relate to
employee benefits under the plans, but solely to the means of financing
them, and that the union’s proposal to transfer the cost of the plans to
the carriers was in effect a request for additional compensation.
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The board recommended that the union withdraw its request in view
of the higher wage rates already recommended.

Hours of Service.—~The union proposed that the 30-minute meal pe-
riod now taken without pay as a break in each 8-hour working day, be
compensated and treated as a portion of the hours worked.

The board noted that the effect of the proposal would be to reduce
the time of each shift from 814 hours (including an uncompensated
half hour) to 8 hours (fully compensated), and also would eliminate
the overlaps between incoming and outgoing shifts which occur dur-
ing the last half hour each outgoing shift spends on the job.

In recommending that this proposal be withdrawn by the union, the
board expressed the view that a growing and regulated industry, faced
by increasing competition for skilled personnel should not be asked to
put into effect a shorter workweek and that there was merit in the
position of the carriers that the overlapping of shifts were vital to
assure effective personnel transmission of job information, tools, and
work directives.

License Premiwms—The union proposed that any mechanic re-
quired to have and use any license issued by the FCC or FAA should
receive additional compensation in the amount of 10 cents per hour
for each license required for the additional responsibility of the license
holder in releasing aircraft or signing for aircraft work.

In recommending that the union proposal be withdrawn, the board

pointed out that in treat,mor the wage issue, it had provided substantial
pay differentials for classifications which included the license holders,
and further the added exposure to disciplinary action relied on by the
union would neither be diminished nor remedied by a pay premium
requirement.
. In addition to the above recommendations involving “national is-
sues,” the boar d made specific recommendations for dlsp051t10n of the
40 “local issues” involved in the dispute. These local issues involved
proposals for changes in contract work rules relating to overtime, sick
leave, starting time of shifts, work assignment, ete.

The board pomted out that in its recommendations to the parties for
the settlement of these local issues, it had proposed the elimination of
numerous costly practices and had withheld approval from numerous
demands which would create elements of cost; thus, the recommended
disposition of the local issues buttressed the nonlnﬂatlon%ry cost of the
whole settlement.



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, including also a
statement of the rates of pay, rules, or working conditions 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 32-year period of 1935-66. During the last fiscal
year three new additional agreements in the railroad industry and two
in the airline industry were filed with the Board. A total of 5,235
agreements are on file in the Board’s office; of these 290 are with air
carriers.

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

2. NOTICES REGARDING CONTRACTS OF EMPLOYMENT

Section 2, eighth, of the Railway Labor Act, as amended June 21,
1934, reads as follows:

Eighth. Every carrier shall notify its employees by printed notices in such
form and posted at such times and places as shall be specified by the Mediation
Board that all disputes between the carrier and its employees will be handled
in accordance with the requirements of this Act, and in such notices there shall
be printed verbatim, in large type, the third, fourth, and fifth paragraphs of this
section. The provisions of said paragraphs are hereby 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 express or implied
agreements between them.

Order No. 1 was issued August 14, 1934, by the Board requiring
that notices regarding the Railway Labor Act shall be posted and
maintained continuously in a readable condition on all the usual and
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customary bulletin boards giving information to 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.

After 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-7 was devised to conform to the January 10, 1951,
amendments to the act. This poster should be placed adjacent to
poster No. MB-1 or MB-6. Sample copies of these posters, which
may be reproduced as required, may be obtained from the Executive
Secretary of the Board.
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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 con-
summated 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 Na-
tional Mediation Board. Frequently differences arise between the par-
ties as to the interpretation or application of these two types of agree-
ments. ‘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 a%reemenvts. 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 80 days following a hearing, at which both parties
mai}:l present and defend their respective positions.

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 restric-
tion in making interpretations under section 5, second, is necessary to
prevent infringement on the duties and responsibilities of the National
Railroad Adjustment Board under section 3 of title I of the Railway
Labor Act, and adjustment boards set up under the provisions of
section 204 of title IT of the act in the airline industry. These sec-
tions of the law make it the duty of such adjustment boards to decide
disputes arising out of employee grievances and out of the interpreta-
tion or application of agreement rules.

The Board’s policy in this respect was stated as follows in interpre-
tation No. 72 (a), (b), (¢), 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 specific
dispute between the parties. The intent and purpose of section 5, second, is not
so broad.

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,
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 sub-
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poenas. 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 exception
was the provision in section 5, second. This language was not changed when
section 3 was amended in 1934 and the National Railroad 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 requirés 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 controversy 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 posi-
tion to assist the parties in determining “the meaning or application” of an agree-
ment. 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 general way. This is particularly
apparent when the language is compared to that in section 3, 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 agree-
ments, 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 agreement ig 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
no way overlapping or inconsistent. 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 1966, the Board was called upon to interpret
the terms of four mediation agreements, which added to the four re-
quests on hand at the beginning of the fiscal year made a total of eight
under consideration. At the conclusion of the fiscal year five requests
had been disposed of while three were pending. Since the passage of
the 1934 amendment to the act, the Board has disposed of 110 cases

“under the provisions of section 5, second, of the Railway Labor Act,
as compared to a total of over 4,229 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 representing, chosen, and com-
pensated by the so-called standard railway labor organizations.

The first, second, and third divisions are composed of 10 mem-
bers each, equally divided between representatives of labor and man-
agement. The fourth division has six members, also divided. The
law establishes the headquarters of the adjustment board at Chicago,
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I1. A report of the board’s operations for the past fiscal year is con-
tained in appendix A. '

When the members of any of the four divisions of the adjustment
board are unable to agree upon an award on 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 per-
son 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 con-
troversy, 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 1n appendix A. During its 32-year exist-
ence the adjustment board has received 65,041 cases and has disposed
of 58,949. This was an increase of 555 over those cases on hand at the
close of the previous year. Table 9, this report, shows that 1,709 cases
were disposed of in fiscal 1966—1,306 by decision and 403 by with-
drawal. In the fiscal year 1966, 1,554 new cases were received com-
pared with 1,571 received during fiscal 1965.

3. AIRLINE ADJUSTMENT BOARDS

There is no national adjustment board for settlement of grievances
of airline employees as for railway workers. Section 205 of the
amended act provides for establishment of such a board when it
shall be necessary in the judgment of the National Mediation Board.
Although 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
airline employees have established collective bargaining relationships,
the employees and carriers have agreed upon grievance handling pro-
cedures with final jurisdiction resting 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 required
to make such appointments under the law, it does so upon request in
the interest of promoting stable labor relations on the airlines. With
the extension of collective bargaining relationships to most airline
workers, the requests upon the Board to designate referees have in-
creased 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.

4. SPECIAL BOARDS OF ADJUSTMENT—RAILROADS

Special Boards of Adjustment are tribunals set up by agreement
usually on an individual railroad, and with a single labor organization
of employees, to consider and decide specifically agreed to dockets of

49



disputes arising out of grievances or out of the interpretation or appli-

catlon of provisions of a collective bargaining agreement. Such dis-

putes normally would be sent to the National Railroad Adjustment

Board for adjudication as provided in Section 3 of the Railway Labor

Act, but in these instances, the parties by agreement adopt the Special

g'oard procedure in order to secure prompt disposition of these
isputes.

The Special Board of Adjustment procedure had its inception in
the 1940’s at the suggestion of the National Mediation Board as an
effective method for expediting the disposition of such disputes
through an adaptation of the grievance function of the Divisions of
the National Railroad Adjustment Board, and also as a means of
reducing the backlog of cases pending before certain divisions of the
National Railroad Adjustment Board.

These Special Boards usually consist of three members—a railroad
member, an organization member, and a neutral chairman. The
National Mediation Board designates the neutral in the event the party
members fail to agree upon the selection of a neutral.

The number of special boards of adjustment created under this
procedure has increased to a marked degree as a result of the decision
of the U.S. Supreme Court, March 25, 1957 (BRT v. CRI RR Co.,
353 U.S. 30).

During the past fiscal year, the Board created 73 new special boards
of adjustment. Approximately 2,744 cases which normally would
have been presented to the National Railroad Adjustment Board, were
disposed of by special boards of adjustment during the past year.

5. PL BOARDS
(Special Boards of Adjustment under Public Law 89456 of June 20, 1966)

On June 20, 1966, the President approved Public Law 89-456 (H.R.
706), which amended certain provisions of Section 3 of the Railway
Labor Act.

In general, the amendment anthorizes the establishment of special
boards of adjustment on individual railroads upon the written request
of either the representatives of employees or of the railroad to resolve
disputes otherwise referrable to the National Railroad Adjustment
Board and disputes pending before the board for 12 months.

The amendments also makes all awards of the National Railroad
Adjustment Board and special boards of adjustment established pur-
suant to the amendment, final (including money awards) and provides
opportunity to both employees and employers for limited judicial
review of such awards.

The amendment is reproduced in this chapter VII. The National
Mediation Board has adopted rules and regulations defining responsi-
bilities and prescribing related procedures under the amendment for
the establishment of special boards of adjustment, their designation as
PL Boards, the filing of agreements and the disposition of records.
These rules and regulations appear under Items of Special Interest
in chapter 1 of this report.

The Board anticipates that PL Boards will eventually supplant the
Special Board of Adjustment procedure, which has been utilized by
many representatives of carriers and employees by agreement over
the past 20 years, and also reduce the caseload of various divisions of
the National Railroad Adjustment Board.
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6. Public Law 89-456
89th Congress, H. R. 706
June 20, 1966

An Act

To amend the Railway Labor Act in order to provide for establishment of
special adjustment boards upon the request either of representatives of
employees or of carriers to resolve disputes otherwise referable to the
gati%ngl I%ailroad Adjustment Board, and to make all awards of such

oard final.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assem-
bled, That section 3, Second, of the Railway Labor Act
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following:

“If written request is made upon any individual carrier
by the representative of any craft or class of employees
of such carrier for the establishment of a special board of
adjustment to resolve disputes otherwise referable to the
Adjustment Board, or any dispute which has béen pend-
ing before the Adjustment Board for twelve months from
the date the dispute (claim) is received by the Board, or if
any carrier makes such a request upon any such represent-
ative, the carrier or the representative upon whom such
request i1s made shall join in an agreement establishing
such a board within thirty days from the date such re-
quest is made. The cases which may be considered by
such board shall be defined in the agreement establishing
it. Such board shall consist of one person designated by
the carrier and one person designated by the representa-
tive of the employees. If such carrier or such represent-
ative fails to agree upon the establishment of such a
board as provided herein, or to exercise its rights to desig-
nate a member of the board, the carrier or representative
making the request for the establishment of the special
board may request the Mediation Board to designate a
member of the special board on behalf of the carrier or
representative upon whom such request was made. Upon
receipt of a request for such designation the Mediation
Board shall promptly make such designation and shall
select an individual associated in interest with the carrier,
or representative he is to represent, who, with the mem-
ber appointed by the carrier or representative requesting
the establishment of the special board, shall constitute
the board. Each member of the board shall be compen-
sated by the party he is to represent. The members of the
board so designated shall determine all matters not pre-
viously agreed upon by the carrier and the representative
of the employees with respect to the establishment and
jurisdiction of the board. If they are unable to agree
such matters shall be determined by a neutral member of
the board selected or appointed and compensated in the
same manner as is hereinafter provided with respect to
situations where the members of the board are unable to
agree upon an award. ‘Such neutral member shall cease
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to be a member of the board when he has determined such
matters. If with respect to any dispute or group of dis-
putes the members of the board designated by the carrier
and the representative are unable to agree upon an award
disposing of the dispute or group of disputes they shall
by mutual agreement select a nentral person to be a mem-
ber of the board for the consideration and disposition of
such dispute or group of disputes. In the event the mem-
bers of the board designated by the parties are unable,
within ten days after their failure to agree upon an
award, to agree upon the selection of such neutral person,
either member of the board may request the Mediation
Board to appoint such neutral person and upon receipt of
such request the Mediation Board shall promptly make
such appointment. The neutral person so selected or
appointed shall be compensated and reimbursed for ex-
penses by the Mediation Board. Any two members of
the board shall be competent to render an award. Such
awards shall be final and binding upon both parties to
the dispute and if in favor of the petitioner, shall direct
the other party to comply therewith on or before the day
named. Compliance with such awards shall be enforcible
by proceedings in the United States district courts in the
same manner and subject to the same provisions that ap-
ply to proceedings for enforcement of compliance with
awards of the Adjustment Board.”

Sec. 2. (a) The second sentence of section 3, First,
(m), of the Railway Labor Act is amended by striking
out “, except insofar as they shall contain a money award.”

(b) Section 3, First, (o), of the Railway Labor Act
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “In the event any division determines that
an award favorable to the petitioner should not be made
in any. dispute referred to 1t, the division shall make an
order to the petitioner stating such determination.”

(¢) The second sentence of section 3, First, (p), of
such Actis amended by striking out “shall be prima facie
evidence of the facts therein stated” and inserting in licu
thereof “shall be conclusive on the parties”.

(d) The last sentence of section 3, First, (p), of such
Act is amended by inserting before the period at the end
thereof the following: “: Provided however, That, such
order may not be set, aside except for failure of the divi-
sion to comply with the requirements of this Act, for
failure of the order to conform, or confine itself, to mat-
ters within the scope of the division’s jurisdiction, or for
fraud or corruption by a member of the division making
the order”.

(e) Section 3, First, of such Act is further amended
by redesignating paragraphs (q) through (w) thereof as
paragraphs (r) through (x), respectively, and by in-
serting after paragraph (p) the following new para-
graph:
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“(q) If any employee or group of employees, or any
carrier, is agerieved by the failure of any division of the
Adjustment Board to make an award in a dispute re-
ferred to it, or is aggrieved by any of the terms of an
award or by the failure of the diviston to include certain
terms in such award, then such employee or group of em-
ployees or carrier may file in any United States district
court in which a petition under paragraph (p) could be
filed, a petition for review of the division’s order. A
-copy of the petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the
clerk of the court to the Adjustment Board. The Ad-
justment Board shall file in the court the record of the
proceedings on which it based its action. The court
shall have jurisdiction to affirm the order of the division
or to set it aside, in whole or in part, or it may remand
the proceeding to the division for such further action as
it may direct. On such review, the findings and order
of the division shall be conclusive on the parties, except
that the order of the division may be set aside, in whole or
in part, or remanded to the division, for failure of the so stat. 210
division to comply with the requirements of this Act, for
failure of the order to conform, or confine itself, to mat-
ters within the scope of the division’s jurisdiction, or
fraud or corruption by a member of the division making
the order. The judgment of the court shall be subject to
review as provided in sections 1291 and 1254 of title 28,
United Sta)tes Code.” ' 62 Stat. 929.

Approved June 20, 1966.

Legislative History :
House Report No. 1114 (Comm. on Interstate & TForeign
Commerce).
Senate Report No. 1201 (Comm. on Labor & Public Welfare).
Congressional Record, Vol. 112 (1966) :
Feb. 9: Considered and passed House.
June 7: Considered and passed Senate.
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VIII. ORGANIZATION AND FINANCES OF THE NATIONAL
MEDIATION BOARD

1. ORGANIZATION

The National Mediation Board replaced the U.S. Board of Media-
tion and was established in June 1934 under the authority of the
Railway Labor Act, as amended.

The Board is composed of three members apg)ointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 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 July 1 of each year. An
amendment to the act approved August 31, 1964 (78 Stat. 748), pro-
vides: “upon the expiration of his term of office, a member shall con-
tinue to serve until his successor is appointed and shall have qualified.”
The act requires 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 n the National Rifle Association Building, Washington,
D.C. 20572. In addition to its office staff, the Board has a staff 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 medi-
ation services is performed in the field at the location of the disputes.
Services of the Board consists 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 gisputes by elections 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 connection 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:

A. Alfred Della Corte Geo. S. MacSwan
‘Chas. M., Dulen Raymond McElroy
Clarence G. Eddy J. Earl Newlin
Lawrence Farmer Michael J. O’Connell
Robert J. Finnegan William H. Pierce
Eugene C. Frank Rowland K. Quinn, Jr.
Arthur J. Glover Judson L. Reeves
Edward F. Hampton Tedford E. Schoonover
Matthew E. Kearney Frank K. Switzer
Thomas C. Kinsella Luther G. Wyatt

Warren S. Lane
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REGISTER
MEMBERs, NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD

Name Appointed Termination
William M, Leiserson.________ July 21,1934 Resigned May 31, 1939.
James W. Carmalt____.________ P ' M Deceased Dec. 2, 1937.
John M. Carmody._____.______ JEURPUY o s T Resigned Sept. 30, 1935.
Otto S. Beyer—_ . ___________ Feb. 11,1936 Resigned Feb. 11, 1943,
George A. Cook___ .. ________ Jan. 7,1938 Resigned Aug. 1, 1946,
David J. Lewis__ oo .___ June 3, 1939 Resigned Feb. 5, 1943.
William M, Leiserson_._______ Mar. 1,1943 Resigned May 31, 1944.
Harry H. Schwartz..____._____ Feb. 26,1943 Term expired Jan. 31, 1947,
Frank P. Douglass.._..__.._.... July 3,1944 Resigned Mar. 1, 1950.
Francis A. O’Neill, Jro._____.. Apr. 11,1947 Term expires July 1, 1968.
John Thad Scott, Jr__________ Mar. 5, 1948 Resigned July 31, 1953.
Leverett Edwards. ... _..__ Apr. 21,1950 Term expires July 1, 1967.
Robert O. Boyd________.._____ Dec. 28, 1953 Resigned Oct. 14, 1962.
Howard G. Gamser..._.__.... Mar. 11, 1963 Term expires July 1, 1969.

2. FINANCIAL STATEMENT

For the fiscal year 1966 the Congress appropriated $2,077,000 for
administration of the Railway Labor Act.

Obligations and expenses incurred for the various activities of the
Board were as follows: mediation, $781,482; voluntary arbitration and
Emergency Boards, $350,822; adjustment of railroad grievances,
$368,186.

‘Accounting of all moneys appropriated by Congress for the fiscal
year 1966, pursuant to the authority conferred by “An act to amend the
Railway Labor Act approved May 20,1926” (amended June 21, 1934) ;

Expenses and obligations:

Personnel serviceS- . o .. $1, 479, 778. 55
Personnel benefits__ . _________________ 80, 569. 46
Travel and transportation of persons____________________._ 223, 066. 86
Rent, communications, and utilities..._._.___________________ 45, 896. 39
Printing e 83, 105. 29
Other services. — 17, 505. 03
Supplies and materials_________________________________..__ 13, 153. 12
Equipment oo 7,416. 63

TOtAl e e —-—- 1,950, 491. 33
Unobligated balance.. . . _____ .. 126, 508. 67

Amount available-._____________________ e 2, 077, 000. 00
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APPENDIX A

NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
(Created June 21, 1934)

KiIEF, C. E., Chairman
BorpweLL, H. V., Vice Chairman

BacweLL, C. E. Kasaumis, G. P.?
BARNES, C. R. Levin, K.
Bracgk, R. E, McDerMoTT, E. J.
Braipwoon, H. . M. MaTtHIEU, J. R}
BurrNEss, H. W, MEeyERrs, W. R.
BUTLER, F. P, MILLER, D. A.
Buuck, G. L. ORNDORFF, GERALD
Caruiste, J. E. Orro, A, T., Jr.®
CARTER, P. C. . Ryaw, W. J.
Conway, C. A. STENZINGER, R. E,
DEANE, A, H. ) STRUNCK, T. F.
Ducan, D. 8. TAHNEY, J. P.
EUKER, W. It Urron, B. G.*
HorsLEY, E. T. VANDER, HEr, S,
HuMpHREYS, P. R. WEeRTZ, O.7
JonNESs, W. B. WHITE, G. C.
KAIsER, W. H.? WHITEHOUSE, J. V.
Fircmen’s Supplemental Board
Burks, L. W. Warson, W. M.°
Third Division Supplemental Board
ArTUs, W. W, MaNoocIAN, C. H.
DeRosseTT, R. A NAYLOR, G. L.
Hacxk, R, H. RoBERTS, W. M.
HacesMmaN, H. K2 Warkins, D. B.
HAarPER, H. G. WILLEMIN, J. M.

Accounting for all moneys appropriated by Congress for the fiscal year 1966, pursuant
to the authority conferred by “An Act to amend the Railway Labor Act, approved

May 20, 1926
{Approved June 21, 1934]

Regular  appropriation: National Railroad Adjustment Board’s
portion of salaries and expenses, National Mediation Board.________

Supplemental appropriation_ .. _______.
Transferred from National Mediation Board.. .- . _.________.

Total . e eifeieo_.
Expenditures:

Salaries of employees. - - _ . ____________. $451, 313
Salaries of referees_ .. . _______ 231, 100
Personnel benefits. _ _ __ . _ . __________ 38, 578
Travel expenses (including referees) . . _ . ___.______ 45, 441
Transportation of things__ . _______________ 129
Communieation serviees_ __._ - .. _._.__ 13, 312
Printing and reproduction. .. _______________ 72, 828
Other contractual services___.___________ . 2, 832
Supplies and materials_ ... _________ 7,133
Equipment_ . .. 5, 521

Total expenditures. - . . _a__-_

Unexpended balance._ . .. _.___

; Replaced %.BE.AM,vles. ;‘Eep}aceg TJ IB.II}Iﬂtlliell.
Replaced J. B. Zink eplace . K. Losey.
3 Replaced H. C. Kohler. 8 Replaced W. I'. Euker.
4 Replaced H. K, Hagerman. ? Replaced N. J. Gibson.

5 Replaced R. H. Wachowiak.
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$340, 000
13, 300
15, 000

868, 300

868, 187
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Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board, Government employees, salaries,

and dulies
Name Title Salary Duties
paid
Pope, Patrick VI ... .. Administrative $1,094. 72 | Subject to direction of Board,
: officer. administers its governmental
affairs.
Howard, Leland . ______________|.____ do_. 19, 106. 96 Do.
DilonnMary E______._.________ Secretary . .o...._.___._ 8,083.44 | Secretarial, accounting, and
auditing.
Berg, Floyd G ... 2,455.52 | Clerical.
Burch, Newton C 2,161. 77 Do.

FIRST DIVISION

Killeen, Eugene A________._..__
Benecke, K. A .. _._________
Dever, Nancy Joooo . ...
Eliwanger, D.M_______________.

Fisher, Doris S__ __....._______.
Howat, Helen S_._ _
LaSpina. Theresa R__
Mainellis, P. E
Morgan, Ruth B._.
Pett, Lawrence H
Roudebush, B, A__._____._____.

Smith, JoanM __________________
Sullivan, J. A_._
Williams, M. M _
Flakus, James T..
Benard, Y. D___

Hoffman, Joan E____________.___

.| Secretary (confi-

Executive secretary.. .

Secretary (confi-
dential assistant).

Secretary (adminis- 6, 420. 40
tration assistant).

Secretary (confi- 7,880. 40
dential assistant).

d 7,242, 16

7, 013. 52

5, 592. 40

5,179. 20

7,370. 96

3, 945. 52

Secretary (confi- 7,671. 60

deénial assistant).

dential assistant).

$11, 617. 60
" 4,430.72

1, 548. 12

Administration of affairs of divi-
sion and subject to its direction.
Secretarial, stenographic, and
clerical.
Do.

Do.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Clerical.
Secretarial, stenographic, and
clerical.
Do.

FIREMEN’S SUPPLEMENTAL BOARD
Milligan, June R .._________ Secretary .ooeo .. $2, 745,12 Seclret;arilal, stenographic, and
clerical.
Pappas, Mildred G..._. ~_.do_ 192. 64 Do.
Sugrue, Alice V.. _________._____[..._. {6 {0 3,371.20 Do.
REFEREES
Abernethy, Byron R.:33% | ... $3,350.00 | Sat with division as member to
days @ $100 per day. make awards, upon failure of
division to agree or secure
majority vote.
Anrod, Charles W.: 154 days  |oceoemooooooooooeao. 1, 650. 00 Dao.
@ $100 per day.
Daugherty, Carroll R.: 378 | e 3,750. 00 Do.
days @ $100 per day.
Dolnick, David: 413 days |.eooocoooioamoaemeo. 4,150. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Larkin, John Day: 1134 days  [ooooooooooomoooaaaa. 1,125. 00 Do.

@ $100 per day.

1 Appointed Administrative Officer June 1, 1966, to succced Leland Howard (retired).

2 Retired May 31, 1966.
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Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board, Government employees, salaries,
and duties—Continued

SECOND DIVISION

Name Title Salary Duties
paid
McCarthy, C. Cooocooa_. Executive secretary...; $10,076.40 | Administration of affairs of
division and subject to its
direction.
Humphreys, Paula J._..__._____ Secretary (confl- 433. 44 | Secretarial, stenographic, and
dential assistant). clerical.
Lamborn, D. Tl Secretary (adminis- 7,702, 80 Do.
trative assistant).
Loughrin, C. Ao Secretary (confi- 6, 373.52 Do.
dential assistant).
Mills, Frances. ..cocceaccacnaean [+ 1o TP 2,624.72 Do.
Roberts, Nita K.__ — do 5,947.92 Do.
Shaughnessy, M. V.___ do. .- -} 7,903.60 Do.
Spencer, L. M ... B ) I, 218,72 Do.
Stanger, D. M., -do... 6, 385, 68 Do.
Thomas, C. G. .do. 7,678.80 Do.
Vought, M. R__ -do 7,880.40 Do.
Williams, D. M__.. -do, 7,903, 60 Do.
Listiza, Nessa. _do 6, 331. 09 Do.
Lindberg, Robt. Lo oo o ¢ [ SO 7,110.78 Do.
QGroble, Agatha E do. 4,550, 46 Do.
Burnett, Beverly J ( IO, 558.76 Do.
Brasch, Rosemario. . _......_.... Clerk (typing)- 5,663.52 | Typing and clerical.
Donfris, V. Duoeeeeceecaaf e [ 1 I 5,705. 28 Do.
REFEREES
) Sat with division as member to
Hall, LeviM.: 44 48ys @  |oceeoo oo $4, 450. 00 make awards, upon failure of
$100 per day. divtisionto agreeor secure majority
vote.
Johnson, Howard A.: 1820 |uc oo ccmecmeee 13, 250, 00 Do.
days @ $100 per day.
McMahon, Donald F.: 68%  |cccoocmoocoe oo 6, 875. 00 Do.
days @ $100 per day.
Robertson, Francis J.: 21 days [coooeamccommmamcaaaocoas 2,100. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Seidenberg, Jacob: 2days @  |-eem-mcecmcamcmcccaaooo. 200. 00 Do.
$100 per day.
Whiting, Dudley E.: 20} days 2,925, 00 Do.

@ $100 per day.

THIRD DIVISION

Schulty, 8. Ho oo
Balskey, C.V

Executive Secretary...

Secretary (Con-
fidential assistant).
0

Carley, Y. V_____.

Frey, C. E

Glenn, A, N__..
Gonda, A. G.
LaChance, K,

Mainellis, P. E

Musage, M. Ao ]eoaa [+ 1 T

Paulos, A, W__ .o Administrative
assistant.

Schiller, Bo J e eeeee Secretary (Con-
fidential assistant).

Smith, LoisE. ..o .- {4 [ T

Swanson, R.A___ _.do

Vorphal, J. A do.

Cech, Delores oo oo do

Telma, L. A _ .. Clerk-stenographer....

Czerwonka, V, C. _} Clerk (typing). .cc-o..

Stevens, J. L. _._ - do

Kolinski, C. J..
Vogt, Frank J__.___.__.._...___

$11,661. 12
942, 08
6,855. 12

6,710. 32

5,533. 4
7,671.60

4,074.48
1,039.18
3,732.32

Administration ofaffairs of division
and subject to its direction,
Becretarial, stenographic, and
clerical.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Do.
Clerical.
Secretarial,

clerical.

Do.
Do,
Do.

stenographic, and

Do.
Stenographic and clerical.
Typing and clerical.
0.
Clerical.
Do.
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Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board, Government employees, salaries,
and duties—Continued

REFEREES
Name Title Salary Duties
paid
Bailer, Lloyd H.: 47 days @ |-—c-ccoeocacoacaaae $4,700.00 | Sat with division as member to
$100 per day. make awards, upon failure of
division to agree or secure major-
ity vote.
Coburn, William H.: 60 days |-cccoeococeooaaaoiooz 6, 000. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Dolnick, Dav1d 2 days@ $100 | . 2, 400. 00 Do.
ay.
Dorsey, John H.: 15944 days |.-oo oo .. 15,925. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Hall, I&evi M.: 72% days@$100 |- _________ 7,250. 00 Do.
per da
Lves, George 8.:604 days @ |- oomoeo_. 6, 025. 00 Do.
$100 per day.
Kornblum, Daniel: 23%% days | cococoomcococicacacaees 2, 350. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
O’QGallagher, Kieran P.: 25 days 2, 500. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Rohman, Murray M.: 65 days 6, 500. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Stark, Arthur: 77 days @ $100 | oo 7,700, 00 Do.
per day.
Weston, Harold M.: 60}¢ days |-- - oococumacaaoooaooe 6, 050. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Wolf, Benjamin H.: 45 days |.cocoomomcmoamooaonns 4, 500. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day
Zack, Arnold: 381}4 days @ $100 | . 3,875.00 Do.
THIRD DIVISION SUPPLEMENTAL BOARD

Balskey, C. V.o ool Secretary. - coeoaeu-- $6, 938. 32 Seclretiari]al, stenographic, and
clerical.
Amold, E.L_________ .| [ [+ I 6, 563. 92 Do.
Bulis, Eugenia._._.cococcaeooo. 7,074.16 Do.
Conroyd, Sylvia T_____________ 4,642.64 Do.
Erickson, Lois Ho - .eaveamoo... 6,855, 12 Do.
Gonda, Agnes._... 793. 60 Do.
Hurdin Edna 6,855.12 Do.
Hiebel, Marian R. 6,477.52 Do.
Musnge, Margaret 744. 96 Do.
Price, Georgia L.. 4,695. 64 Do.
Smith LoisE_._. 2, 346. 96 Do.
Steele, Beverly M___._________.__ 6, 847.92 Do.
Sullivan, Josephine A 4, 808. 96 Do.
Swider, Alice M_. ... 1,373.30 Do.
REFEREES
Brown, David H.: 314 days @ |--cccmcmamccmecacnen $3,150.00 | Sat with division as member to
$100 per day. make awards, upon failure of
division to agree or secure ma-
jority vote.
De;me Arthur W.: 44 days @ [-c-emevecacmccmmammnnns 450. 00 Do.
100 per
Do;mck Davnd 6044 AayS @  |-~e-memeemmmmmmmm—m————— 6, 050. 00 Do.
100
Doﬁ%y Johén H 6012 daYS @ [--ececmmmmmemmmmmmamee 6, 050, 00 Do.
Du$gzm P&l(lil C 24dayS @ @ [coceeccceeemmmemomaes 2, 400. 00 Do.
100
Engelstein dNathan 93daYS @ [--cmooc e 9, 300. 00 Do.
Hall, Levi M.: 2’/6 days @ $100 |- .. 250. 00 Do.
per day.
Hamilton, Donald E 317 PR 8,125. 00 Do.
days @ $100 per
Harr.;)on J.: 79/6 days @ B100 [-cc e eeeeee 7,950. 00 Do.
per
House, Daniel: 74 days @ $100 7,400. 00 Do.
per day.
Kabaker, David: 17 days @ 1, 700. 00 Do.

$100 per day.

238-141—87——5
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Organization—National Railroad Adjustment Board, Government employees, salaries,
and duties—Continued

REFEREES—Continued

Name Title Salary Duties
paid
Lynch, Edward A.: 42days@ |---o oo . $4, 200. 00 | Sat with division asMember to
$100 per day. make awards, upon failure of
division to agree or secure ma-
jority vote.
Mesigh, Herbert J.: 4214 days  |ooooocooiccaoaiaianns 4,225, 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Perelson, Bernard E.: 7634 |.cooooomommociciaon 7,675. 00 Do.
days @ $100 per day.
Rambo, Dan: 4614 dayS @ ~  |-ccccoomooccmmaocaoaoo—. 4, 625, 00 Do.
$100 per day.
Rinehart, Jim A, Sr.: 434 days |- ... 475. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Schmertz, Herbert: 2814 days |- oo . 2, 850. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Seff, Bernard J.: 4634 days @ |- ool 4,675. 00 Do.
$100 per day.
Williams, PeytonM.: 7834 AayS |occccocomocm ool 7,875.00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Wolf, Benjamin II.: 38%4 days | oo ooomcaaas 3, 850. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
Zumas, Nicholas H.: 34Y5 days |- oo oo 3, 450. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.
FOURTH DIVISION
Pope, Patrick V1___.___._.__... Executive secretary.___| $10,993. 52 | Administration of affairs of di-
tvjsion and subject to its direc-
ion.
Adams, H.V____ .. ... Secretary (confiden- 7,880.40 | Secretarial, stenographic, and
tial assistant). clerical.
Cordaro, 8. J...._.__. a 216.72 Do.
Humfreville, M, L 2. 7,903. 60 Do.
Tichacek, J. R o.___.__._ 5, 511, 50 Do.
REFEREES
Dolnick, David: 5days @ |eoe ool $500. 00 | Sat with division as member to
$100 per day. ¢ 1make awards, upon failure ol
division to agree or secure
majority vote.
Weston, HaroldM.: 14334 days |.._- o .. _. 14, 375. 00 Do.
@ $100 per day.

! Appointed NRAB Administrative Officer June 1, 1966 to succeed Leland Howard (retired).
2 Appointed Executive Secretary June 1, 1966 to replace Patrick V. Pope.
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FIRST DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

433 West Van Buren Street, Chicago, Il

60607

ORGANIZATION OF THE DIVISION, FISCAL YEAR 1965-66

G. L. Buuok, Chairman
J. B. CARLISLE, Vice Chairman

H. V. BORDWELL
H. W. BURTNESS
W. F. BEUker®
E. T. HOorRSLEY
K. LEVIN

W. R. MEYERS
Do~ A. MILLEER
A. E. Myrss?
S. VANDER HEI

E. A. KiLLEEN, 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.

Cases docketed fiscal year 1965-66; classified according to carricr party to
submission

Number

of cases

docketed
Akron & Barberton Belt._______ 1
Akron Canton & Youngstown._.__ 1
Alabama Great Southern._______ 3
Ann Arbor—___________________ 3
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe___. €
Atlanitic Coast Line_.____________ 42
Baltimore & Ohio__ . ________ 2
Belt Railway of Chicago_.__.____ 2
Boston & Maine. . ______.______ 2
California Western_____________ 1
Canadian Natiomal_____________ 1
Central of Georgia__.__.________ 7
Central Vermont_______________ 3
Chesapeake & Ohio__—__________ 14
Chicago & Eastern Ilinois______ 1
Chicago & Illinois Midland______ 1
Chicago & Northwestern________ 2
Chicago Burlington & Quincy___._ 3
Chicago Great Western_________ 5

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul &
Pacific
Chicago Rock Island & Pacifie___

1 Succeeded Mr. Myleg Mar. 16, 1966.
2 Resigned Jan. 15, 1966.
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Number
of cases
docketed

Chicago South Shore & South
Bend . _ 1
Cincinnati Union Terminal._____ 1
Delaware & Hudson.___________ 24
Denver & Rio Grande Western___ 50
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line_____ 2
Detroit Toledo & Ironton________ 1
Ilgin, Joliet & Eastern__________ 3
Erie-Lackawanna ._____________ 8
Florida Bast Coast__-—_._______ 2
Fort Worth & Denver-_________ 4
Georgia __ . __ 1
Georgia Southern & Floridi.- ... 4
Grand Trunk Western_.__.______ 8
Great Northern ________._______ 15
Green Bay & Western___________ 1
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe_______ 10
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio_.__________ 4
Illinois Central.___ . ___________ 9
Ilinois Northern________________ 1



Cases docketed fiscal year 1965-66,; classified according to caerrier party to
submiggion—Continued

Number
of cascs
docketed
Indiana Harbor Belt_ . __________ 3
Indianapolis Union Ry . _______ 3
Kansas City Southern.___._______ 3

Kewaunee, Green Bay & Western.. 1

Lake Superior Terminal & Trans-

fer oo 1
Lake Terminal . ______.._ _____ 1
Lehigh & Hudson River—________ 1
Louisville & Nashville._.._______ 15
Maine Centralo_—____ . _.______ 2
McKeesport Connecting_________. 1
Memphis Union Station_______.__ 1
Missouri Pacifiec. . ___________ 11
Monongahela Connecting________ 2
New Orleans Union Passenger

Termirnal oo ___ 1

New York Central ._____________ 1

Norfolk & Western.._____________ 13
Northern Pacific Terminal of
Oregon - —_ T
Pennsylvania ... _______ 5
Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore
LANeS oo e 1

Number
of cases
docketed
Peoria & Pekin Union____.______ 3
Portland Terminal _____________ 3
Reading - _____________ -1

Richmond, Fredericksburg & Po-

tomae . 17
Savannah & Atlanta____._.______ 1
Seaboard Air Line______________ 17
Soo Line_____ ... 2
South Buffalo._..—.___________ 3
Southern Pacific-Pacific____.___._ 32
Southern Pacific-T. & Lo 2
Southern ____________________.. 60
Spokane, Portland & Seattle__.___ .2
Steelton and Highspire__________ 1
Toledo Terminal . _____________ 1
Union Pacific._ .. ____________ 1
Union R.R. Co. (Pittsburgh)____ 1
Western Maryland._______._.__. 1
Western Pacific - 1
Winston-Salem Southbound_____._ 1

Total 490

Cases docketed fiscal year 1965-66; classified according to organization party
to submission

Number

of cases
Name of organization docketed
Conductors ____________________ 35
Conductors-Trainmen ___________ 1
Engineers ____________________ 46
Engineers-Firemen ___.._________ 4
Engineers-Trainmen-Conductors - 1
Firemen .. ____ . ______ 109
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Number

of cases

Name of organization docketed
Individual . _____________ 7
IARE 1
Switchmen ________________.____ 95
Trainmen ____ . ________ 191
Total _____ . ______ 490



SECOND DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD

220 South State Street, Chicago, IlL. 60604

MEMBERSHIP
H. F. M. Brabwoop, Vice Chairman

BE. J. McDErMOTT, Chairman
C. E. BAGWELL

F. P. BUTLER

P.R. HUMPHREYS

W. B. JoNES

‘W. H. Kaisgr?
J. R. MATHIEU ®
R. K. STENZINGER
0. L. Werrz?®

C. C. McCarruy, Hzecutive Secretary

JURISDICTION

Recond 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, powerhouse em-

ployes, and railroad shop laborers.

Carriers party to cases docketed

Number
of cases

Alabama, Tennessee & Northern
Ry. Co
American Refrigerator Transit
Co :
Atchison,
Ry. Co
Baltimore & Ohio R.R. Coac___
Belt Railway of Chicago__o__.-_
Boston & Maine RR. Coo_.o__
Central of Georgia Ry. Co—oc—_o
Central R.R. Co. of New Jersey__
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry, Cooc—--
Chicago & Eastern Illinois R.R.
Co
Chicago & North Western Ry. Co.
‘Chicago & Western Indiana R.R.
Co ;
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy
RR. Co___
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul &
Pacific RR. COmmm
<Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific
R.R. Co_
Cincinnati Union Terminal Co__
Delaware & Hudson R.R. Co_.__
Denver & Rio Grande Western
RR. Co__._
Detroit & Toledo Shoreline R.R.
Co
Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Ry. Co__

Topeka & Santa Fe

1 Replaced J. B. Zink.
2 Replaced H. K. Hagerman.
2 Replaced T. E. Losey.

238-141—67——6
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Number
of cases
Erie-Lackawanna R.R. Coo—_.._ 1
Fort Worth & Denver Ry. Co._- 1
Grand Trunk Western R.R. Co__- 1
Great Northern Ry. Coo——_.._ 16
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio R.R. Co...— 6
Harbor Belt R.R, COmmmmee . 1
Illinois Central R.R. COacmmaeeo 6
Illinois Terminal RR. COmmrc oo 1
Kansas City Southern Ry. Co—_.- 4
Lehigh Valley RR. COcema - 5
Long Island RR. Co_____.______ 5
Louisville & Nashville RR. Co_- §
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR. Co_- 2
Missouri Pacific RR. Co_____.__ 6
Monongahela Ry, COmceee o~ 1
New Orleans Public Belt RR_... 6
New Orleans & Northeastern RR.
Co. 1
. New York Central RR. COuo..__ 6
New York, New Haven & Hart-
ford RR. Co 6
Norfolk & Portsmouth Belt Line
RR. Co._ 1
Norfolk & Western Ry. Cooue .- 3
Northern Pacific Ry. CO—eee___ 4
Pacific Fruit Express Co___..__. 1
Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore
Lines — 1
Pennsylvania RR. COmm e~ 4
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR. Co_.-. 4



Carriers party to cases docketed—Continued

Number . Number
of cases of cases
Portland Terminal RR. Co______ 1 Southern Ry. Co . ________ 10
Port Terminal RR. Association_. 4 Spokane, Portland & Seattle Ry.
Pullman Co., The 3 Co.
Reading Co., The 2 Union Pacific RR. CO_ e 2
St. Louis-San Francisco Ry. Co_.- 7 ‘Washington Terminal Coo——oe.— 5
Seaboard -Air Line RR. Co—__.._— 3 ‘Western Maryland Ry. Co——____ 1
Soo Line RR. CO— v 1 Western Pacific RR. COammeeo_ 1
Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific —
Line) 7 Total 238
Organizations, etc., party to cases docketed
Federated tradee 1  International Brotherhood of Boil-
Brotherhood Railway Carmen of ermakers, Iron Ship Builders,
America 124 Blacksmiths, Forgers and
International Brotherhood of Helpers . 7
Electrical Workers..._________ 37 . Sheet Metal Workers'  Interna-
International Association of Ma- - tional Association . ________ 10
chinisty 34 Transport Workers Union of
International Brotherhood of America—Railroad Division__. 4
Firemen, Oilers, Helpers, -  Individually submitted cases, etc- 1
Roundhouse and Railway Shop ) —_—
Laborers 20 - Total 238

In addition to the cases regularly presented and docketed the Division has also
been called upon to handle a substantial number of potential cases. Com-
munications were received from many individuals seeking information as to the
method and procedure to be followed in presenting cases for adjustment. Some
correspondents complain of alleged violations of existing agreements; some
attempt to file cases with the Division from properties upon which system boards
of adjustment exist, while yet others relate disputes which might properly be
submitted to the Division for adjustment. Such cases, 11 in number, arose,.
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and, in addition thereto much
correspondence was carried on in connection with similar cases listed in the
Division’s reports for prior years. Many of these cases require special study and
consideration involving a great deal of correspondence and consuming a con-
siderable portion of the time of the division in an effort to secure the information
necessary for the proper presentation and/or handling to a conclusion.

0’l‘he following cases originated during the fiscal year which ended June
30, 1966 :
Donald L. Grant, Union Pacific RR. Co.; electrical worker.
N. A. Zemke, Chicago & North Western Ry. Co.; carman.
Robert L. Gunn, Cincinnati Union Terminal ; carman.
Knapp & Carlo, New York Central RR. Co.; machinists.
Louis Seidel, Pennsylvania RR. Co. ; electrical worker.
Fernando Torrez, Chicago, Burlington & Quincy RR. Co.; coach cleaner,
Frank B. Smith, Southern Ry. Co. ; sheet metal worker.
Walter N. Scoggins, Sr., Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR. ; carman.
Rohjseoe Downing, Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR.; machinist
elper.
Michael Wright, Louisville & Nashville RR. Co. ; carman helper.
Unnamed, Pennsylvania RR. Co. ; car inspector.
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THIRD DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
220 South State Street, Chicago, Ill. 60604

. WHITEHOUSE, Chairman
BLACK Vice Ohmrm(m
BARNES
. CARTER
. Duean
. KAsAMIS

oY=l -Tol I
wmoNEd

C. E, K1eF

H. C. KoHLER®
GERALD ORNDORFF
T. F. STRUNCK

G. C. WHITE

SUPPLEMENTAL BOARD

. W. AvtUs, Chairman
DEROSSETT Vice Chairman
EURER?

HaAck

HAGERMAN

HARPER

mmwéwg‘

A,
. B,
H.
. K.
. G.

C. H. MANOOGIAN
G. L. NAYLOR

‘W. M. ROBERTS

D. E. WATKINS

J. M. WILLEMIN -

Staviey H. ScHULTY, Brecutive Secretary

JURISDICTION

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

Carriers party to cases docketed

Number

of cases
Alabama Great Southern________ 1
Alton & Southern_.____________ 1
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe.... 6
Atlanta & West Point_________ 2
Atlanta Joint Terminals________ 1
Atlantic Coast Line 8
Baltimore & Ohio—_ ... ____ 7
Belt Railway of Chicago..o._._ 6
Boston & Maine 3
Carolina & Northwestern—_____.._ 1
Central of Georgia.____________ 35

Central RR. Co. of New Jersey-- 5

Chesapeake & Ohio_ oo 8
Chicago & Eastern Illinois_.__... 1
Chicago & North Western..__.._ 6
Chicago & Western Indiana..___ 1
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy_._ 22
Chicago Great Western.________ 7

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul &

Pacific 36

Number
of cases
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific.. 19
Chicago Union Station._——.—.__ 1
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas
Pacific 3
Cincinnati Union Terminal__.__. 4
Clinchfield 2
Colorado & Southern—.___________ 5
Delaware & Hudson____._.____ 5
Denver & Rio Grande Western... 13
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line__.... 2
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton_..___ 1
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range_. 4
East Portland Freight Terminal. 1
Elgin, Joliet & Basterna....-___ 14
Erie-Lackawanna — oo 26
Florida East Coast oo 3
- Fort Worth & Denver—__....__.__ 5
Georgia 2
Georgia & Florida oo 1

1 G. P. Kasamis replaced H, C. Kohler Mar. 1, 1966.
2 H. K. Hagerman replaced W, F. Euker on June 16, 1966.
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Carriers party to cases docketed—Continued

Number
of cases

Georgia, Southern & Florida.____ 2
Grand Trunk Western_______._ 5
Great Northern 4
Gulf, Mobile & OhiOo e 8
Houston Belt & Terminal .______ 1
Illinois Central 9
Illinois Terminal 1
Indiana Harbor Belt___.________ 3
Indianapolis Union Ry_.______ 2
Jacksonville Terminal.____.______ 1
Joint Texas Div.-C.R.I. & P.-Ft.

W.&D. (BUR-RI) . ______ 1
Kansas City Southern_______.___ 3
Kansas City Terminal . ___ 13
Kentucky & Indiana Terminal _ 2
Lehigh & Hudson 9
Lehigh Valley 1
Long Island 4
Los Angeles Union Passenger

Terminal 2
Louisville & Nashville. e —__ 23
Milwaukee-Kansas City Southern

Joint Agency e oo 1
Missouri-Kansas-Texas oe.o—ce—— 7
Missouri Pacific 50
Monon 3
Monongahela 1
New Orleans & Northeastern..._. 2
New York Central oo 15
New York, New Haven &

Hartford 10
Norfolk & Western__ . ______ 18
Norfolk Southern o comeemeaoo 2

Northern Pacifice e 1
Northwestern Pacifico e _

Number
of cages
Ogden Union Ry. Depot Coa——- 2
Pennsylvania 24
Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore. 1

Pittsburgh & Lake Erie.._.____.

Organizations party to cases docketed

American Train Dispatchers
Association

Brotherhood of Maintenance of

Way Employes oo 119
Brotherhood of Railroad
Signalmen 4
Brotherhood of Railway & Steam-
ship Clerks, Freight Handlers,
Express and Station Employes_ 226
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters 1
International Brotherhood of
Teamsters 1

66
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Pullman 5
Railway Express Agency-—————_- 5
Reading 2
Richmond, Fredericksburg &
Potomac
St. Louis-San Francisco_ ... 16
St. Louis Southwestern_________ 50
Savannah & Atlanta__—_________ 2
Seaboard Air Line. 7
Soo Line 5
Southern 45
Southern Pacific (Pacific Lines)- 45
Southern Pacific (Texas &
Louisiana Line) oo 4
Spokane, Portland & Seattle..__ 7
Stock Yards District Agency-_.. 2
Tampa Union Station_________._ 1
Tennessee Central . ___ 2
Terminal RR. Association of
St. Louis 4
Texarkana Union Station Trust_. 1
Texas & Pacificceo o 2
Texas City Terminal 2
Toledo, Peopia & Western...._._ 1
Union Pacific 9
Union RR. Co 2
Union Terminal Co. of Dallas._... 1
Western Maryland.-.. . ______ 2
Western Weighing & Inspection
Bureau
Total 719
Joint Council of Dining Car
Employes
Transportation - Communication
Employees Union (formerly the
Order of RR. Telegraphers)___ 241
Order of Railway Conductors &
Brakemen (Pullman System)_.
United Steelworkers of America_
Miscellaneous class of employes.. 16
Total 719




FOURTH DIVISION—NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
220 South State Street, Chicago, Il1l. 60604

J. P. TANEY, Chairman

J. R. MATHIEU, Vice Chairman
C. T. CoNnwAY, Vice Chairman?®
A. H. DEANE

A, T. Orro, Jr.?
W. J. Ryan
B. G. Upron®

P. V. PorE, Ezecutive Secretary®
M. L. HUMFREVILLE, Acting Bzecutive Secretary*

JURISDICTION

Fourth Division: To have Jurisdiction over disputes involving employees of
carriers 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.

Carriers party to cases docketed

Number
of cases
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe
Ry. Co 5
Atlantic Coast Line RR___._____ 2
Baltimore & Ohio RR. Co——____ 4
Boston & Maine COrpooceao_- 1
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. COwern = 3
Chicago & North Western Ry. Co~ §
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy
RR. Co 2
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific
RR. Co 3
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line RR.
Co., The 1
Erie Lackawanna RR. CO—.—___ 2
Grand Trunk Western RR. Co_. 2
Great Northern Ry__ . _.____ 2
Illinois Central RR. Coo_——____ 2
Lehigh Valley RR. COmeoce o b
Louisville & Nashville RR. Co-. 1
Missouri Pacific RR. COmme._ 5

New Orleans Union Passenger
Terinal 1
New York Central RR. Co., The. 16

Number
of cases

New York, New Haven & Hart-
ford RR. Co., Theo___

Norfolk & Western Ry. Coo_—__ 1
Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. (Lake
Region) b
Northern Pacific Ry. Coooooo._ 1
Pennsylvania RR. Co., The______ 12
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR.
Co., The 1
Reading Co 3
So0 Line RR. COmmmemem 2
Southern Ry. Co o ______ 4

Terminal Railroad Association of
St. Louis 2

Texas Pacifie-Missouri Pacific
Terminal RR. of New Orleans. 1
Toledo, Lorain & Fairport Co_-__ 2
Union Belt of Detroit_—___.._. 1
Union Pacific RR. COauo_____ 2
‘Washington Terminal Co., The__- 3
‘Western Maryland Ry. Co___-_- 1
Total 107

Organizations—Employes party to cases docketed

American Railway Supervisors
Association, The_ - ____._____

International Longshoremen’s
Association

Joint Council Dining Car
Employes

Lighter Captains’ Union, Local
996, ILA

Miscellaneous OClasses of Em-
ployes

Lo I S, B )

1 Elected vice chairman effective June 16, 1966.

National Marine Engineers Bene-
ficial Association .. .._______
Railroad Yardmasters of America
Railroad Yardmasters of North
America, Inc
Railway Employes Department.._
Railway Patrolmen’s Interna-
tional Union

o oM QN

5

Total

2 Appointed effective July 1, 1965, to replace R. H. Wachowiak.

8 Appointed effective June 18, 19686, to replace J. R. Mathleu

4 Appointed effective June 1, 1968, to replace P. V. Pop

5 Appointed effective June 1, 1966 INRAB Admlnistrative Officer succeeding Leland

Howard, (retired).
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APPENDIX B
Arbitrators appointed—Special Board of Adjustment (Railroad), fiscal year 1966

Date of Special
Name Residence appointment BI%ard Parties
0.
Carroll M, Daugherty._____. Evanston, I _____ ... July 8,1965 621 | Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North America.
RoyR.Ray.. ... Dallas, TeX_ oo oooommcmmeane July 14,1965 622 N%ior_ml Railway Labor Conference and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen &
nginemen.
Arthur W. Sempliner_____.__ Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich__.| July 22,1965 624 | Galveston Wharves, Board of Trustees & Switchmen’s Union of North America.
Thomas C. Begley__. Cleveland, Ohio _| July 21,1965 623 | Western Maryland Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
David R. Douglass_. Oklahoma City, Okla_________ July 20,1965 375 D%troit & Toledo Shore Line RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen &
nginemen.
Lioyd H. Bailer_..___.___.__ New York, N.Y Aug. 24,1965 2393 | New York Central RR. Co., Pittshurgh & Lake Erie RR. Co., and Order of Railway
Conductors & Brakemen.
Martin I. ROS€ .- ooaovocemoo |- o 1o Sept. 2,1965 626 { Erie-Lackawanna RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen.
Kieran P. O'Gallagher______ Chicago, I _________._______. Aug. 30,1965 628 N?&WEYork New Haven & Hartford RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen
nginemen.
David R. Douglass__......__ Oklahoma Clty, OKkla_ ... Sept. 15,1965 632 | Delaware & Hudson RR. Corp. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,
Howard A. Johnson. Butte, Mon Sept. 24,1965 16831 | Long Island RR. Co. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers
Charles W, Anrod. Chicago, Ill d 1631 and International Brotherhood of Electrial Workers.
J. Harvey Daly____ Bowie, Md....__.__. 1631
Francis J. Robertson_ ‘Washington, D.C____________ 1631
Joseph MeDonald. ..} ___. do. 1631
Harold M. Gilden. . Chicago, IN__ . _._.__ d 1631
A. Langley Coffey___ Sand Springs, Okla_ _| Sept. 14,1965 627 | Cuyahoga Valley Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen.
Carroll R. Daugherty.- Evanston, Il1________ .| Sept. 10, 1965 629 | Union RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers. .
Kieran P. O’Gallagher_ Chicago, IN_____ _| Sept. 27,1965 635 | Boston & Maine RR. Corp. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen.
Lloyd H. Bailer_ ____.._.___. New York, N.Y___._____.___. Sept. 30, 1965 637 | New York, New Haven & Hartford RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-
. neers.
Robert O. Boyd. oo Washington, D.C 638 | Chicago, West Pulliman & Southern RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Thomas C. Begley_ _.| Cleveland, Ohio_..______ 8, 1965 633 | Monongahela RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Theodore W. Kheel____.__.. New York, N.Y___.____...__ Oct. 21,1965 640 N(tew Y(g(z)r]l; C](zntral RR., Pittsburgh & Lake Drie RR. and Order of Railway Conduc-
OIS rakemen.
Jacob Seidenberg. Falls Church, Va_ -] Oct. 22,1965 625 | Indiana Harbor Belt RR. and Brotherhood of Locomotlve Firemen & Enginemen.
Paul D. Hanlon__ Portland, Oreg____ _| Oct. 25,1965 634 | Tenessee Central Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
William H. Cobum Washington, D. C_._ _] Oct. 26,1965 641 | Chicago & Western Indiana RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
DO f e do _| Nov. 2,1965 642 | Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, :
John F. Sembower . Chieago, Il _ - - Nov. 16, 1965 639 | Los Angeles Junction Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen.
Arthur W, Sempliner________ Detroit, Mich._ ..o Sept. 24,1965 636 | St. Louis-San Francisco Ry. Co. and Bmtherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Engine-
men.

Jacob Seidenberg. ... Talls Church, Va___._._.______ Nov. 18,1965 643 | Central Vermont Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Thomas C. Begley_ --| Cleveland, Oth--- -| Nov. 22,1965 647 | Houston Belt & Terminal Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Robert O. Boyd ... Waghington, D.C.__._ .] Nov. 23,1965 648 | Lehigh Valley RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
David R. Douglass...—._._- Oklahoma City, Okla__.___._. Nov. 29,1965 644 Cuyahoga Valley RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
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Preston J. Moore._ ._..__.____ Oklahoma City, Okla_________ Nov. 30, 1965 353 | St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. and Transportation & Communiecation Employes

Union. -
William H. Coburn. ....._.._ Washington, D.C___..______.. Dec. 17,1065 650 | Lehigh Valley RR. Co. and National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association. .
Geo;ag?s. IveS. oo oo o] omeea do BLom, D Dec. 20: 1965 651 | Eastern, Western, Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees and Brotherhood

of Locomotive Engineers, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen, Order
of Railway Conductors & Brakemen, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, Switch-
men’s Union of North America.

J. Glenn Donaldson-._.__... Denver, ColO. - mmmeeocaeae Dec. 21,1965 662 | Lehigh & Hudson River Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
DavignR. Douglags......____ Oklahoma City, Okla......___| ___. A0 .. 653 D%roij: & Toledo Shore Line RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
nginemen.
Jacob Seldenberg.._.._____._. Falls Church, Va_ ... Dee. 23,1965 654 | Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Engine-
men. ]

R .Boyd. .o Washington, D.C. ... Dec. 27,1965 318 | Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines), Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Engine-
obert 0. Boyd ashingten, 6 men, O{{dgr of Raiﬁvg{ay é)onsgu%l‘:‘ors’&D}% réakeéne%, %ro%lﬁergoog oti‘ %a]i:l{ioad ’%‘{ginmen.

H. Raymond Cluster....._._ Baltimore, Md______....__..__|._._. do__._____ 3 | New York Central - Co.-Southern District and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

D . Dou . Oklah City, Okla. Dec. 28,1965 649 | Aliquippa & Southern RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen.
av]i;ioﬁn-?_:g_l_ans? _____ ?io(_)fl_l_a_._-.y.’__._. Dec. 29,1965 655 | Grand Trunk Western RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.

Hubert Wyckoff..... Watsonville, Calif_ Jan. 13,1966 657 | Ogden Unjon RR. & Depot Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Carroll R. Daugherty. Evanston, Iil._.. Jan. 17,1966 646 | Union Pacific RR. Co.-Eastern District and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers
Méfﬁmer stoneg.__‘__’l _______ Denver, Colo. - oo Jan. 14,1966 658 M}%Keiesport Connecting RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen &
nginemen.

Washington, D.C_..________.. . £123 | San Diego & Arizona Eastern Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
221 | 8an Diego & Arizona Eastern Ry. Co.and Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen.
3107 | Northwestern Pacific Ry. Co. and Order of Railway Conductors & Brakemen, Brother-
hood of Railroad Trainmen.

.Gilden__._..__.__ - Chi R U | S Feb. 17,1966 659 | Long Island RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.
]Fi‘[r!:mrr(;gz(ilsl\];[. I\G/[illlgglllly- Lost%%eles, Calif. do........ 662 | Chicago & North Western Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Jacob Seidenberg._.._.___._ Falls Church, Va_._________.___ 7,1966 660 Ril%bmi;nd, Fredericksburg & Potomac RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive
ngineers.
Arthur W. Sempliner......_. Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich.._| Feb. 9,1966 661 DaAvengort, Rock Island & North Western Ry. Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North
merica.
.Boyd. .o ‘Washington, D.C__..__.._.___. Feb. 15,1966 663 | Monon RR. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
%?r:rg (P? gpggllagher_. - Chicagog, f]rll.’ ...... Feb. 28,1966 664 | Missouri Pacific RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Jacob Seidenberg._ .. Falls Church, Va._._ Mar, 11,1966 8612 | Central of Georgia Ry. Co. and Railway Employes’ Department.
07 AU S ¢ |« S S do_..___. 5597 | Southern Ry. System and Railway Employes’ Department.
N do §613 | Birmingham Terminal Co. and International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.
Mear. 14, 1966 8614 | Atlanta Terminal Co. and International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship

Builders, Blacksmiths, Forgers & Helpers of America; Brotherhood of Railway

Carmen of America; and International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers.

[0 Y [ 1 T I oo 8615 | Savannah & Atlanta Ry. Co.and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace
""""""" ‘Workers; International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Black-

smiths, Forgers snd Helpers of Ameriea, Brotherhood of Railway Carmén of America,

Sheet Metal Workers International Association, and International Brotherhood of

Firemen, Oilers, Helpers, Roundhouse and Railway Shop Laborers affiliated with

Railway Employes’ Department.

DO P 1 SO Feb. 11,1966 8570 | Eastern, Western, Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees and Railway Em-
""" . ployes’ Department.

See footnotes at end of table.
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Arbitrators appointed—Special Board of Adjustment (Railroad), fiscal year 1966—Continued

Date of Special
Name Residence appointment BI(\)Tard Parties
o.

Robert 0. Boyd._-coceueeao. ‘Washington, D.C__._.__..__.__ Mar, 16, 1966 665 | Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR. Co. (Lines West) and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Engineers.

Thomas C. Begley___.___... Cleveland, Ohio.. ool [ T 666 | Erie Lackawanna RR. Co. (D&LW District) and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engi-
neers.

Jacob Seidenberg. . ... . 17,1966 667 | Long Island RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.

Harold M. Weston_._____.__ s - . 28,1966 670 | Erie-Lackawanna RR. Co. and National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association.

Arthur W. Sempliner_.___.__ Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich._._| Mar. 30,1966 672 { Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR. Co. and Order of Railway Conductors & Brakemen,

Carroll R. Daugherty._._.__} Chicago, IN______________._____ 5,1966 673 | Western Pacific RR. Co. and Switchmen’'s Union of North America.

Tloyd H. Bailer_._.___.__.__ New York, N.Y._____. . 15,1966 674 | Port Authority, Trans Hudson Corp. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.

Robert O. Boyd.._.._.____..__ ‘Washington, D.C . 18, 1966 669 | Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR. Co., Lake Erie & Eastern RR. Co. and Brotherhood of

. Locomotive Engineers.

David R. Douglass.._.__.._. OKlahoma City, Okla_..._._._|-..._ do__..__.. 671 | Union Pacific RR. Co. (Northeastern District—Oregon Division and the Territory,
g{alFE Lake City-Butte-Granger-Huntington) and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen

nginemen.

Carroll R. Daugherty. . ..... Evanston, I ... ___._ Apr. 19, 1966 668 D%roxt & Toledo Shore Line RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen &

nginemen.

Robert O. Boyd.«o..._._.. " Washington, D.C______..______J._._. [« 14 T 680 | Chicago, West Pullman & Southern RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

David R. Douglass.____.__.. Oklahoma City, Okla_______.. Apr. 28,1966 675 | Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) including former EP&SW System and Brother-

. hood of Railroad Trainmen.

Harold M. Gilden_.__...____ Chicago, . _ .. ._ May 3,1966 676 | Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Engine-
men.

Robert O. Boyd... Washington, D.C___._._______ 8, 1066 677 | Fort Worth & Denver Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Jacob Seidenberg _{| Falls Church, Va__ 10, 1966 679 | Norfolk Sonthern Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Arthur Stark New York, N.Y __ oo _._._ 17, 1966 682 | Pennsylvania RR. Co., Pennsylvania-Reading Seashore Lines and Brotherhood of
Railroad Trainmen.

David R. Douglass._....c.... Oklahoma City, Okla..._...__ May 18,1966 681 Ashley, Drew & Northern Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Engine-

Hubert Wyckoff . ___.__..___ Watsonville, Calif.________.___ May 20, 1966 686 Umon Pacific: RR. Co. (Territory-Salt Lake City-Butte and Granger-Huntington)
and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Lloyd H. Bailer____..___._.___ New York, N.Y _._._...__..___ May 20,1966 8603 | Great Northern RR. Co. and Transportation and Communications Employees Union.

Robert O. Boyd. - Waslnngton, D.Co . June 3,1966 687 | Lehigh Valley RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen.

Jacob Seidenberg Falls Church, Va__._.__._____ May 27,1966 683 AtEchxson, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co.-Western Lines and Brotherhood of Locomotive

ngineers.

A. Langley Coffey . - ocoaun o Tulsa, Okla___. . ... June 6, 1966 634 | National Railway Labor Conference and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers,
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen and Order of Railway Con-
ductors & Brakemen.

Byron R, Abernethy. ... Lubbock, Tex- ..o . June 7,1966 685 | Eastern, Western, and Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees and Brother-
hood of Locomotive Engineers; Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen;
and Switchmen’s Union of North America.

j 5 7 RN [ L 1 T June 10, 1966 718 | Southern Pacific Co.-Pacific Lines and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, Order of

Railway Conductors & Brakemen and Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen &
Enginemen,
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Robert 0. Boyd.__........__ Washington, D.C. ... June 13,1966
Thomas C. Begley_____._____ Cleveland, Ohio.. ___...___.._ June 29, 1966
David R. Douglass_ _] Oklahoma City, Okla_ _-| June 30, 1966
Iloyd H. Bailer.___._.____.. New York, N.Y __._______.__. June 30, 1966

689

680
5486

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co.-Eastern Lines and Brotherhood of Railroad
Trainmen, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen and Brotherhood of
Locomotive Engineers.

Bessemer & Lake Erie RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

Chicago & Eastern Illinois RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.

New York Central RR. Co., et al. and Brotherhood Railway & Steamship Clerks,
Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employees.

1 Member of a panel of 6 neutrals to serve individually and from time to time.

2Vice, James W. Corbett, resigned.

3 Vice, Carroll R. Daugherty.

4Vice, Thomas J. Mabry.

8 Vice, Francis J. Robertson, resigned.
8 Vice, Joseph McDonald.

7Vice, Robert O. Boyd.



(9

Arbitrators appointed—Special Boards of Adjustment (Railroad) under sec. 111, Arbitration Award 282, fiscal year 1966

Parties Arbitrator Residence Date of
appointment
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co., Eastern District & Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen..._. J. Harvey Daly 1__._____._____ Bowie, Md..._...___.________ Oct. 15, 1065
Kieran P. O’Gallagher_ Chicage, TII__ Nov. 17, 1965

Belt Ry. Co, of Chicago and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen. . ___________________..__

Camas Prairie RR. Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North America... -

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific RR. Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North America__..._..__.

Cl’izcago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR. Co. (Lines East) and Brotherhood of Railroad
rainmen.

Chicago & North Western Ry. Co. and Switchmen'’s Union of North Ameriea. ... ___..._.__

GreaDt Northern Ry. Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North America.. oo ool

Green Bay & Western RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen._.________..___...___._.
Great Northern Ry. Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North America.. oc_oo oo oononao.
Lake Superior Terminal & Transfer Ry. Co. and Switchmen'’s Union of North America...
Minnesota, Dakota & Western Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen
NoTrfolk & Western Ry. Co. (Wheeling & Lake Erie Districts) and Brotherhood of Railroad
rainmen.
Ng‘rfolk & Western Ry. Co. (LE&W & Clover Leaf District) and Brotherhood of Railroad
rainmen.
Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. (Western Region) and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen._...______
Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen..___.__
St. Paul Union Depot Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North America.. ...
Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) and Switchmen’s Union of North America. ... ___
St. Paul Union Depot Co. and Switchmen’s Union of North Amerfea. . ...
St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
‘Washington Terminal Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.. ...
Wichita Terminal Association and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen_._.__._______.________._.

Howard A. Johnson.
Fred Witney_..____
George S. IveS. _.__._.__.__.__

Walter G. Seinsheimer 3.
George S. Ives..._...

John H. Dorsey..
Robert J, Ables____
Leonard E, Lindquist.
Sidney A. Wolff

Edward A, Lynch_.__._____.__

Nathan Engelstein__._________
Jacob Seidenberg...._
Donald F. McMahon.__
Addison Mueller..__.__
Donald F. McMahon..
Charles W, Anrod.....
Edward A. Lynch...
A. Langley Coffey. ...._....___

[

Butte, Mont._.__
Bloomington, Ind
‘Washington, D.C________.__.._

Minneapolis, Minn_________._

Chicago, Il _____
Cincinnati, Ohio.
Was(?mgton, D.C

Mln.neapolls Minn. -

New York, N.Y

Washington, D.C...._.______.
Chicago, TH.. ..o .

Falls Church, Va._

Oklshoma City, Okla.
Los Angeles, Calf____
Oklahoma City, Okla_
Chicago, Il
‘Washington, D.C.
Tulss, Okla.

July 16, 1965
Sept. 23,1965
Nov, 12,1965

Jan. 18,1966
Aug. 30,1965
Oct. 4,1965
Dee. 30,1965

Oct. 18,1965
Nov. 12,1965

Nov. 16,1965

Dee. 27,1985
Nov. 22,1965
Oct. 1,1965
Sept. 27, 1965
Jan. 14,1966
Jan. 19,1966
Oct. 4,1965
Sept. 3, 1965

1 Vice, John F. Sembower.
2 Vice, John F, Sembower,
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‘Thomas Q. Gilson.

Referees appointed—System Board of Adjustment (Airline) fiscal year 1966

Name Residence Date of Parties
appointment
Laurence E. Seibel . _____________ ‘Washington, D.C.__..._._____._. July 8, 1965 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards & Stewardesses Association.
James C. Vadakin. -} Coral Gables, Fla_____..._____|.____ National Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
David H. Stowe._.._ ‘Washington, D.C_________.oo_. July 9, 1965 Do.
Hugo L. Black, Jr. Miami, Fla__ do. Do.
Nathan Cayton.- _| Washington, D.C do Do.
Leo C. Brown._._. Cambridge, Mass do Ozark Alrlmes, Inec. and Air Line Pilots Association.
Oklahoma City, Okla do Braniff International Airways and Airline Pilots Assoclatxon
New York, N.Y___ -do. Aeronaves de Mexico and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
_____ d July 12,1965 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Stewards & Stewardesses Association.
___________ -=-]-----do National Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.
Newark A S, July 14,1965 | Aeronaves de Mexico and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
%ulsa, 01(31kla T ulyd 21,1965 | Trans Texas Airways, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.
orman, JRRRRURSRN IR

Preston J. Moore..__.
Edgar Allan Jones, Jr. cocweee .
Paul D Hanlon

Falls Church, Va____.______.__.
Honolulu, Hawail_...._._._____.
Oklahoma City, Okla

July 20,1965
July 21 1965

Los Angeles, Calif o
Portéand oreg. . e

July 26 1965
.Tulyd 29 1965

J oseph Shister. . oo ocoeomo__

Harry H. Platt_____ .
Wesley Miller___.
J. Harvey Daly_._
David H. Stowe.
Frank Elkouri

Nicholas H, Zumas_._.___.._.___
George 8. Ives_.____

Detroit, Mich
Tahlequah, Okla_.__ . _oeo___.
Bowie,

L S
Aug 2,1965
Aug 3,19656
Aug 23 1965

‘Washington, D.C

Norman, Okla. ..

Louis Robert Funston, Jr...
Martin I, Rose_......-

IR

George Ives. __._..._______.._ ...
Laurence E. Seibel
Nicholas H. Zumas
Don Harr.

Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich.
Portland, Oreg_______.__
Oklzhoma City, Okla

Tulsa, "Okla,

Sept. 27 1965
Oct. 15 1965

Do.
Caribair & Air Line Employees Association.
Aloha Alrlines, Ine. and Air Line Pilots Association.
Northwest Airimes Inc.and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workcrs
Aloha Alirlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association.
Alaska Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.

Do.
Northwest Afrlines, Inc. and Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Han-
dlers, Express & Station Employees.
Aaxico Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association.
Western Airlines, Inc. International Brotherhood of Teamsters.
Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.

Do.
Northwest Alrlines, Inc. and Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Frexght Han-
dlers, Express & Station Employees.
Nati%lal Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association,
0.

Do.
American Alirlines, Inc. and Transport Workers Union of America.
Ozark Alrlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.

Do.
Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
Bx%niﬁk International Airways, and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace
orkers.
Allegheny Airlines and Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Caribair & Air Line Pilots Association, International.
Nortlll)west Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
0.
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Referees appointed—Sysiem

Name

Residence

Board of Adjustment (Airline) fiscal year 1966—Continued

Date of
appointment

Parties

Herbert L. Mesigh_.___.__.___

Albert W. Epstein. _
Hugo L. Black, Jr
Sar A. Levitan__._
Preston J. Moore_

Paul D. Hanlon____.____._._._
Ronald W. Haughton_.._.____

Louis Robert Funston, Jr_____

Ronald W. Haughton___
Robert J. Ables_______

Ronald W. Haughton___
Thomas J. Kenan..____
Nicholas H. Zumas..._..
Russell A. Smith._.._._.
Ronald W. Haughton._._
Hugo L. Black, Jr.___._.
James C. Vadakin_._____
David M. Helfeld___________

Paul N. Guthrie_.
Thomas J. Kenan_
Arthur Stark___._________
John R. Mc¢Candless___.
James C. Hill . .____.__._
Burton B. Turkus._ -
David H. Brown__________
John C. Harrington..__.___
David H. Stowe_...._.___.
Laurence E. Seibel_.
John J. McGovern.__
David H. Stowe.___
Hugo L. Black, Jr_________
Walter Seinsheimer..______

- Honolulu, Hawaii

_--| Oklahoma City, Okla....._..._..

New York, N.Y_.__
Miami, Fla__
‘Washington, D.C_____
Oklahoma City, Okla.

_--| Portland, Oreg_.________________
---| Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich_____
o] Tulsa,Okla_____________________

Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich-
Falls Church, Va_..______
Boston, Mass_._______
Oklashoma City, Okla.
Saint Louis, Mo._._....
Cincinnati, Ohio...__...
Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich.
Oklahoma City, Okla.____
Washington, D.C
Ann Arbor, Mich. ________
Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich.
Miami, Fla________________
Coral Gables, Fla.
Piedras, P.R._.__

Cincinnati, Ohio_
Louisville, Ky. ..

Oct. 18,1965

Oct. 29,1965
Nov. 22,1965
Nov. 23, 1965
Nov. 24, 1965
Dec. 3,1965

Dec. 16,1965

.—..do
Jan, 19,1966
Jan. 21,1066
Jan. 20,1966
Jan. 21,1966
Feb. 8,1966
Feb. 14,1966
Mar. 9,1966

Mar. 22,1966
_____ dooo____
Mar. 23,1966
Mar. 24,1966
Apr. 14,1966
Apr. 15,1966
Apr. 26,1966

May 5,1966
May 16,1966

Braniff International Airways and Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight
Handlers, Express & Station Employees.

Pennsylvania RR. Co. and Railroad Food Workers Union.

Pan American World Airways, Inc. and Transport Workers Union of America.

Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers,

Do.
C%ltizll(ental Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace
orkers. )
Airlift International, Inc. and International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Ware-
housemen & Helpers of America.
North Central Airlines, Inc, and Alr Lines Employee Association.
Norgxwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
o.
Do.
Trans Texas Airways, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.
Ozark Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association.

0.
Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
National Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.

Nat%gnal Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
: 0.

Do. .
Airli]g: International, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.

0.

Caribbean Atlantic Airlines and Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight
Handler Express & Station Employees.

National Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.

Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.

Pan American World Airways, Ine. and Transport Workers Union of America.

Frontier Airlines and Air Line Employees Association. .

Pan 15Mnerica.u World Airways, Inc. and Transport Workers Union of America.

0.
Nor%lwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers,
0.
Do.
Do.
Nati]gna] Airlines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association.
0.

Alirlift International, Inc. and Air Line Employees Association.
Capitol Airways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Associgtion.

- Do. .
Alohs Airlines, Inc, and Air Line Pilots Association.



J.Fred Holly. ..o oo Knoxville, Tenn. ... _..._____. May 17,1966 | Capitol Airways, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association.
Paul N. Guthrie__.._. Chapel Hill, N.C. --do D
II. Raymond Cluster_ Baltimore, Md...

o.
Pennsylvania RR. Co. and Transport Workers Union of America.

James C. Vadakin. Coral Gables, Fia. Eastern Air Lines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers
Paul D, Hanlon.__ Portland, Oregon. May 18,1966 | West Coast Au'lines, Inc. and Airline Employees Association.

A. Langley Coffey. Tulsa, Okla_______ May 27,1966 | Bonanza Air Lines, Inc. and Air Line Pilots Association.
_George S. Ives. ___ i June 3 1966 { Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
John J. McGovern..- June 7 1966 Do.

David H. Stowe.__._ June 8 1966 Do.
Nicholas H. Zumas._ June 7 1966 Do.
_____ do__..._.{ Pan American World Airways, Inc. and Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks,

Lloyd H. Baller -
. Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employes.

. t . A . . PR
Phll]lp shendan Everett Wash,__» _______________ June 8,1966 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
.Ronald H. Haughton. Grosse Pointe Farms; Mich. June 9;1966 Do.
Gene T, Ritter..__ _{ Ardmore, Okla_..___ June 10, 1966 Do.
Martin 1 Rose. ‘New York N.Y_ June 9,1966 | Pennsylvania RR. Co. and Ralilroad Food Workers Union.
Burton B. Turkus_ . I R [ (o June 10,1966  Trans World Airlines, Inec. and Air Line Employees Association.
N. Martin Stringer .- Oklahoma City, Okla_ June 13,1966 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
Don Hamilton_ . _________.______|.__._ do____._________ June 20, 1966 |- Do.

June 24,1956 | Air France, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
Chicago, jITI June 27,1966 | Chicago Helicopter Airways, Inc. and Transport Workers Union of America.

-New York NY. June 28,1966 | Northwest Airlines, Inc. and International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers.
Oakland, Galif. T June 30 1966, Aloha Airlines and Air Line Pilots Association.

Nicholas H. Zumas_ Washington, D.C.
John F. Sembower..
Emanuel-Stein:-: -

‘Wilmont Sweeney. -
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Arbitrators appointed pursuant to Unton Shop Agreements, fiscal year 1966

Name Residence Date of Carrier Organization Individuals involved
appointment
Harold M. Gilden_._..__ Chicago, Tl .. ... Jan. 4,1966 | Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co-_... Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.....___. Daniel Capraru.
H. Raymond Cluster...| Baltimore, Md._.._. June 27,1966 | Pennsylvania RR. CO_ oo ae a0 Broltherhood of Maintenance of Way Em- | Edward Williams.
ployes.
Arbitrators appointed—Arbitration boards, fiscal year 1966
' RAILROADS
Name Residence Date of Arbitration and Parties
appointment Case No. .
Samuel Dickey. . ________ Springfield, Mo..._...__ July 29,1965| Arbitration 288_._..... St. Louls-8an Francisco Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.
Merton C. Bernstein. _.___ olumbus, Ohio. __ ... om0 Arbitration 289_____.__ Erie-Lackawanna RR. Co. and Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks.
Panl D.Hanlon__._.___... Portland, Oreg____.___.. Sept. 27,1965 Arg}g;g%lon 200, Case Citrllcinﬁati New Orleans & Texas Pacific Ry. Co. and Brotherhood of Locomo-
. ve Engineers.
Donsld F. McMahon._... Oklahoma City, Okla...| Oct. 8,1965 | Arbitration 291, Case | Missouri Pacific RR. Co., Missouri-Illinois RR. Co., Union Ry. Co. and Ameri-
A-7437, can Rallway Supervisors Association. .
Byron Abernethy... .. ... Lubbock, TeX-coceucauan Jan. 5,1966 | Arbitration 292, Case | Clinchfield RR. Co.and Order of Railroad Coniductors & Brakemen, Brotherhood
A-7432, of Railroad Trainmen.
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TABLE 1.—Number of cases received and disposed of, fiscal years 193566

APPENDIX C

32-year Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 5-year §-year §-year |.5-year b-year §-year

8tatus of cases period year year year period period period period period period

1935-66 1966 1965 1964 1960-64 | 1955-59 1950-54 | 1945-49 | 194044 | 1935-39
(average) | (average)| (average)| (average)| (average)| (average)

All types of cases
Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of perfod........______._.. 96 336 281 286 248 202 136 172 126 151
New cases docketed. . 11,890 560 359 306 302 413 415 463 381 219
Total cases on hand and received 11,986 806 640 592 550 615 551 635 507 370
Cases disposed of._ 11,441 351 304 311 289 401 403 496 347 220
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period ... oo oo oomo___ 545 546 336 281 261 214 148 139 160 150
Representation cases
Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of period...._.______...____ 24 42 13 13 17 22 34 50 34 43
New cases docketed .. .. .o ... —— 3,833 84 - 95 54 62 100 136 176 149 108
Total cases on hand and received . [, 3,857 126 108 67 79 122 170 226 183 151
Cases disposed of._. .. —— 3,841 110 66 b4 62 102 137 186 139 107
Cases pendmg and unsettled at end of period. .o 16 16 42 13 17 20 33 40 4 44
Mediation cases
Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of period.....__ .. .____ 72 " 290 265 271 228 173 102 122 ) 108
New casesdocketed .. .. _______________________ — 7,946 472 261 246 235 304 276 286 230 110
Total cases on hand and received__._...__o...___.__.._...._. 8,018 762 526 517 463 477 378 408 321 218
Cases disposed of..... . 7,492 238 236 252 221 280 264 309 206 112
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period ......................... 526 526 290 265 241 187 114 99 115 106
Interpretation cases

Cases pending and unsettled at beginning of period......__...._._..__ 0 4 3 2 3 6 0 0 1 0
New cases docketed___ — 113 4 3 6 5 9 3 1 2 1
Total cases on hand and received - 113 8 6 8 8 15 3 1 3 1
Cases disposed of. 110 5 2 1] b 8 2 1 2 0
Cases pending and unsettled at end of period.. 3 3 4 3 3 7 1 0 1 1
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. TaBLE 2.—Disposition of mediation cases by method, class of carrier, issue involved, fiscal year 1966

Disposition by type of ‘carrier

Disposition by major issue involved

Railroads Rail- New agreement | Rates of pay Rules
- roads, -
’ total
Total Class | Switch- | Electric | Miscel- Air- Rail- Alfr- Rail- Afr-
all  IL ing and |- rail- laneous line road line road line
cases .| terminal } ~ roads carriers i
B Total_ — . 236 , 53 16 -0 12 200 | 36 |ocoeoo|aemaeae 35 24 165 12
Mediation agreement 140 30 11 0 11} . 110 b1 I I, [ 15 20 95 10
Arbitration agreement_________________ 2+ ; 0 0 0 0 2 . 0 1 0 1 0
Withdrawn after mediation 12 H 0 0 0 1 11 1 2 0 9 1
Withdrawn before mediation 12, H 0 0 0 0 (12 [ 178 R (I 2 0 10 0
+ Refusal to arbitrate by: y ‘ . . . :

Carrier. ... 12 8t 2 0 0f- 0] 7710Yy 27 2 2 8 0
Employeées 12 3{ L 6l 2. 0 0 i ) 1 3 1 8 0
Both oo Bu 31 1 1 0 0 . 0 1 0 4 0
Dismissal oo oo oo 1 23| ¢ 14 2 1] 0] F: 1+ 2 1 SNSRI I, 9 1 30 1




TaBLe 3.—Representation cases dispostlion by craft or class, employees involved and
participating, fiscal year, 1966

Railroads Alrlines
Total Num- | Num- | Num- Num- | Num- | Num-
all Num- | ber ber ber | Num- | ber ber ber
cases ber craft [employ-femploy-| ber craft |employ-employ-
cases or eesin- | ees cases or ees in- | ees
class | volved [partici- class |jvolved jpartici.
pating pating
Total oo feeacaee 68 79 | 50,272 | 39,418 42 50 | 15,473 2,622
Disposition:
Certification based on
election . ...oceaenao. 75 49 59 | 42,530 | 34,855 26 34 | 3,144 2,486
Certification based on
authorizations. _...._. 12 ] 10| 7,277 | 4,469 3 3 49 37
‘Withdrawn after inves-
tigation. . .__....__ 6 2 2 51 0 4 4| 1,749 0
‘Withdrawn before
investigation.._....... 3 2 2 211 0 1 1 20 0
Dismissal o ccuuuaeaen 14 6 6 203 94 8 8 110,511 99
Total all cases. .. ..... 110 {ewocmmmcfonaeaas 65,745 | 42, 040

TaBLE 4.—Number of cases disposed of by magjor groups of employees fiscal year 1966

Number of—
‘Major groups of employees
. All types | Represen- | Mediation | Interpreta-
of cases - |tation cases cases tion cases

QGrand total, all groups of employees......_.._..__ 351 110 236 5
Railroad, total. . e 272 68 200 4
Combined groups, railroad .o 17 7 10 0
Train, engine and yard service. . .ocooomeooooaaoo 138 24 111 3
Mechanical foremen_ . _.ooomeee e 3 2 1 0
Maintenance of equipment. ... .. ... ... 20 1 19 0
Clerical, office, station, and storehouse........._. 25 10 14 1
Yardmasters. oo eaan 6 5 1 0
Maintenance-of-way and signal... ... oooiaol. 8 3 5 0
Subordinate officials in maintenance-of-way......__.___ 3 3 0 [}
Agents, telegraphers, and towerman... .. ccoecmcemn-- 23 2 21 0
Train dispatehers. . oo aiaaaC 3 3 0 0
Technical engineers, architects, draftsman, ete. _....___ 0 0 0 0
Dining-car employees, train and pullman porters....._. 11 3 8 0
Patrolmen and special officers_.... . _______.____... 2 1 1 [}
Marine Service . - oo uum o ciemeceanaeos 2 1 1 0
Miscellaneous railroad - .o coemcee oo n 3 8 0
Alrline, total. oo 79 42 36 1
Combined airline. . .o meaams 13 8 5 0
Mechanies. «.cmem oo mm e meecrcmn e em e mm - 15 9 6 0
Radio and teletype operators.. ..o o o oooooL_. 6 6 0 0
Clerical, office, stores, fleet and passenger service. ... 7 6 1 0
Stewards, stewardesses, and flight pursers............_. 4 2 2 0
POt . oo oo 10 2 7 1
Dispatehers. oo - 5 0 ] 0
Mechanical foremen. - 1 1 0 0
Meteorologists. . .. 1 0 1 0
Flight engineers..... 4 0 4 0
Miscellaneous afrline. .-« oo uae e 13 8 b 0

w9
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TABLE 5.—Number of crafts or classes-and number of employees involved in

representation cases, by major groups of employees, fiscal year 1966

Number of | Employees involved
Major groups of employees Number of | crafts or
cases classes
Number Percent

Grand total, all groups of employees._......-...... 110 .130 65, 745 100

Railroad, total.. .-l 68 79 50,272 76
Train service..oooooneoo —— 10 - 10 2,406 4
Engine service o oo cceacaecean 12 12 - 775 o1
Yard service. . 2 2 546 1
Mechanical foremen. ... 2 2 218 O]
Maintenance of equipment. . 1 -1 1, 059 2
Clerical, office, station, and storehouse....cocovoeec.c 10 - 10 38, 896 59
Yardmasters e mmmmmaaan b 5 736 1
Maintenance of way and signal - 3 3 3,131 5
Subordinate officials, maintenance of way.. 3 3 211 (1
Agents, telegraphers, and towerman...... 2 2 209 (1
Dispatehers - oo imccoce oo ' 3 3 24 Q
Technical engineers, architects, draftsmen, etc. . 0 0 0 0
Dining car emg)loyees train and pullman porters.. 3 3 1,022 2
Patrolmen an speciai officers. .- oo 1 1 4 (1;

* Marine service_.___. . - 1 1 20 @
Combined groups, railroad 7 18 936 1
Miscellaneous railroad... .. SR - 3 3 79 O]

Alrline, total_____..__._._____ - 42 51 15,473 24
Mechanics reemmc e cmmcmmAce— e e mmmmm———— 9 9- 10, 867 17
Flight navigators._......_____________ SRR 1 1 34 O]
Clerical, office, stores, fleet and passenger service. 7 7 1,845
Stewards, stewardesses, and pursers........... 2 2 69 (!;
Stocks and stores 2 2 69 [Q
Pilots. 2 2 31 O]
Flight engineers. 0 0] 0 feeocecacaes
Combined groups, sirline.... 8 17 1, 269 2
Dispatchers 0 0 0 0
Commissary... 0 0 [ 0
Radio operators and teletype. .- b [ 538 1
Miscellaneous airline. . 6 6 751 1

1 Less than 1 percent.



TaBLE 6.—Number of crafts or classes certified and employees involved in
representation cases by types of results, fiscal year 1966

Certifications issued to— Total
National organizations Local unions
Number
Employees Employees Craft | of em-
involved involved orclass | ployees
Craft Craft involved
or class or class
Num- | Per- Num-{ Per-
ber cent ber cent
RAILROADS
Representation acquired:
Elections. 16 358 ) 0 (1] [, 16 368
Proved authorizations.......__ -5 40 (O] 0 [V — 3 40
Representation changed:
Elections 18| 1,275 2 b 180 51 23 1, 465
Proved authorizations. .._..._. 0 0)cceen 1 22 6 1 22
Representation unchanged:

Elections 20 | 40,715 78 0 [ PR 20 40,715

Proved authorizations. ... 4| 7,237 14 4 , 237
Total raflroads e ceeeacccana- 63 | 49,625 04 6 202 57 69 49, 827

AIRLINES

Representation acquired:

Elections 20| 1,676 0 [ 20 1,676

Proved authorizations__..__.._ 3 49 (0] 0 [V S, 3 49
Representation changed:

Elections . 10| 1,144 2 2 149 43 12 1,203

Proved suthorizations__.__..__ 0 [V I—— 0 [V 0 0
Representation unchanged: :

Elections 1 178 (O] 0 (115 [, 1 175
Total alrlines.. ..o 34 3,044 6 2 149 43 36 3,193
Total combined railroad

and afrline . ... 97 | 52,660 100 8 351 100 105 53, 020

1 Less than 1 percent.

These figures do not include cases that were either dismissed or withdrawn,
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TaBLE 7.—8trikes in the railroad and airline industries, July 1, 1965, to June 30, 1966

Number Days
Case No. Carrier Union Craft or class olf em- Date began | Date ended | duration Issues Disposition
; ployees R

A-6774. . . Alﬁnﬁpee & Western BiEﬁ 1]%’II‘JFE Operating__..____ i 5| Oct. 9,1965 | Oct. 19, 1965.. 11 { Rules..._._....___. Mediation agreement.
A-7339. . .. Birmihgham Southern USofA._—____.. Diesel shop " . 15| Nov. 12,1965 |- Nov. 22, 1965. 11 | Wages and other Do.

RR. employees. : benefits.

Pennsylvania, Central { BLFE._________ Firemen_..______ 106, 700 | Mar. 31,1966 | Apr. 4, 1966._ 5 | Effect of arbitration | Injunction.

of Georgia, llinois award 282.

Central, Grand

Trunk, Boston

Maine, Missouri

Pacifie, Union Pacific,

and Seaboard Airline . )

S. : . A .
A-7635. ... Fr}ainlllgfort & Cincinnati { BLFE& BRT_ | ____ L U S 4 ) May 9,1966 | Unsettled..__}.....____ Rules. occocmroaonao Partll;t;,:r retrused to
. - arbitrate.

E-308.....-- San Francisco & Oak- TWU. .. Mechanicsand |, - 23 | Aug. 20, 1965 | Aug. 28, 1965. 9 | Conference de- National Mediation

land Helicopter. related. clined and dis- Board secured an

missal grievance. arbittration agree-
b ment.




TaBLE 8.—Number of labor agreements on file with the National Mediation Board
according to type of labor organization and class of carrier, fiscal years

1936-66
Switching; Express | Miscel-
Fiscal year All Class I | Class II and Electric and laneous Air
carriers terminal pullman | railroad | carriers
carriers

1966, . 5,235 3,134 776 770 164 14 87 290
1965. - 5,230 3,132 775 770 164 14 87 288
1964. - 5,228 3,132 775 769 164 14 87 287
19063. - 5,226 3,132 774 769 164 14 87 286
1962. - 5,221 3,131 772 767 164 14 87 286
1961. - 5,220 3,131 772 767 164 14 87 285
1960. - 5,218 3,131 772 766 "164 14 87 284
1959 - 5,215 3,130 772 766 164 14 87 282
1958. - b, 205 3,126 770 764 164 14 87 280
1957. N 5,196 3,117 770 764 164 14 87 280
1956 - 5,190 3,117 769 763 164 14 86 277
1955. - 5,180 3,116 763 783 163 14 . 86 275
1950. - 5,092 3,094 762 749 159 13 84 241
1946. - 4, 665 2,913 735 705 150 8 56 08
1940. - 4,193 2,708 684 603 108 o 8 38 44
1935, ool 3,021 2,335 347 834 |aeoio. b

National organiza-

tions:
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TABLE 9—Cases docketed and disposed of by the National ‘Railroad Ad]ustment‘
, ' Sy Board, fiscal years 1936-66 inclusive .

ALL DIVISIONS

, | »32-year .
Cases period 1966 1965 1964 1963 1962
1935-66
Open and on hand at beginning of perfod.__ | ... 6,245 |. 26,550 16,864 6, 461 5,968
New cases docketed 65, 041 1, 554 1,571 1,731 1,90t 1,873
Total number of cases on hand and

docketed 65,041 | 7,799 8,130 8,595 8,362 7,841

Cases disposed of - <« oo 58, 948 1,709 1,885 2, 035 1, 552 1,380
Decided without referee._ . .ccoa.... 12, 268 166 154 49 60 73
Decided with referee . —ccccmomcnana- 25,084 1,140 1,172 1,346 1,184 924
‘Withdrawn 20 697 403 { 659 640 308 383
Open cases on hand close of perfod_____.. 6,000 6,000 6,245 6, 560 6,810 6,461
Heard-. - 560 560 702 784 1,166 1,679
Not heard. . [ ] 5, 530 5,530 5, 543 5,776 5, 644 4,782

FIRST DIVISION

Open and on hand at beginning of perfod.-_{--__-...- 4, 056 4, 062 13,847 3,238 2,928
New cases docketed. ..o oocimmaaaas 41,417 490 564 738 809 687
Total number of cases on hand and

docketed 41,417 4,546 4,626 4, 585 4, 047 3,615

Cases disposed of - _ .. 37,368 497 570 6523 254 377
Decided without referee......._____... 10, 389 158 141 37 31 42
Decided with referee_ ..o cocoeoaoo 8, 536 79 79 103 112 152
Withdrawn.. . _____ 16, 343 260 350 383 111 183
Open cases on hand close of period._._._.- 4,049 4, 049 4,056 4,062 3,793 3,128
Heard .- ..o i 163 163 172 185 173 167

Not heard. .. 3, 886 3,886 3,884 3,877 3,620 3,071

SECOND DIVISION

Open and on hand at beginning of period._.|. ... 268 270 355 379 288
New cases docketed. .- 5,219 238 205 198 217 287
Total number of cases on hand and .

docketed 5,219 524 475 553 596 675

Cases disposed of . - - . _oo___. 4, 882 187 189 283 241 196
Decided without referee .. .oocuaeoo 690 0 2 1 5 13
Decided with referee ..o cocuonona- 3,317 156 182 267 213 165
Withdrawn 875 31 5 15 23 18
Open cases on hand close of period. ... ... 337 337 286 270 355 379
Heard. .. R 90 90 114 55 41 80
Not heard... 247 247 172 215 314 209

THIRD DIVISION

Open and on hand at beginning of period.__ |- ._.__ 1,871 22,196 2, 598 2,731 2, 646
New cases docketed -] 16,241 719 693 715 779 773
Total number of cases on hand and

docketed 16, 241 2, 590 2,889 3,313 3,510 3,419

Cases disposed of . . ... 15, 574 925 1,017 1,116 912 688
Decided without referee. ... 884 4 19 4 18 10
Decided with referee...-.______._.__ 10, 769 837 832 893 768 534
Withdrawn. 2,921 | 84 176 219 126 144
Open cases on hand close of period..__.__. 1,665 1, 665 1,871 2,197 2, 598 2,731
Heard_.. 275 275 399 520 904 1,340
Not heard. . _ 1,380 1,390 1,472 1,677 1,694 1,391

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLe 9.—Cases docketed and disposed of by the National Railroad Adjustment
Board, fiscal years 1936-66 inclustve—Continued

v FOURTH DIVISION

32 year .

Cases period, 1966 1965 1964 1963 1962 :

1935-66 C
Open and on hand at beginning of period.|. ... 32 31 64 113 106
New cases docketed 2,164 107 109 "~ 80 96 126

Total number of cases on hand and

docketed 2,164 139 140 144 209 232
Casges disposed of 2,125 100 108 113 145 119
Decided without referee............... 305 4 1 7 6 8
Decided with referee. .ccccmecoeenooo 1, 362 68 79 83 91 73
Withdrawn 458 28 28 23 48 38
Open cases on hand close of perfod....-..- 39 39 32 31 64 113
Heard. .- 32 32 17 24 48 92
Not heard... 7 7 15 7 16 21

1 Adjusted to correct error of 54 First Division cases previously reported as withdrawn.
1 Adjusted to reflect closing one case in previous fiscal year.
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TaBLE 10.—Employee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 30, 1966

Brakemen, Yard- Clerical Mainte-
Firemen flagmen foremen, Yard- office, nance-of- Teleg-
Railroad Engineers and Conductors and helpers and| masters station, way em- raphers !Dispatchers
hostlers baggage- switch- storehouse ployees
men tenders
Akron, Canton & Youngstown Ry . - coceeoonmoac BMW.._.| TCEU_...| ATDA.

Ann Arbor RR__ ..
Atchison, Topeka & Sante Fe Ry_ .. ._._________.

Gulf, Colorado & Sante Fe Ry . - cccemoocooas

Panhandle &Bante Fe Ry_ ____...____________
Atlanta & West Point RR__
Atlantie Coast Xine RR. ... ._____
Baltimore & Ohio RR__....___.____._ ...

Central Vermont Ry . oo
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry.._____.__________
Chicago & Eastern Illimois RR___..._._
Chicago & Illinois Midland Ry._________
Chicago & North Western Ry.___ . ____.____

Chicago, Burlington & Quiney RR_..._.____.___
Chicago, Great Western Ry. _______._____.__

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific RR
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Ry--...._._.
Clinchfield RR .. ...
Colorado & Southern Ry..
Colorado & Wyoming RY- oo
Delaware & Hudson RR.. . ___.._._.
Denver & Rio Grande Western RR. . ____________
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line RR__.._.__________
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton RR____..
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Ry._..
Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Ry___.__.
Eigin, Joliet & Eastern___.________...____
Erie Lackawanna RR___
Florida East Coast Ry. ... - oo .-

Fort Worth & Denver Ry-.._._._

SUNA_._.

A BMWII

BMW._._.

TCEU....

TCEU....
TCEU....
TCEU....
TCEU__..
TCEU.___.
TCEU__..
D SHRR
TCEU....
TCEU....

TCEU....
TCEU_...
TCEU.___.
TCEU__..
TCEU....
TCEU.__..

TCEU.._.! LU

TCEU_...




18

Georgia & Florida RR____________ . ____.__.
Georgia RR., Lessee org...

Grand Trunk Western RR
Great Northern Ry________. -
Green Bay & Westeem RR___________________..__
Gulf, Mobile & Ohio RR._ ...
Illinois Central RR_ .. ...
linois Terminal RR .. ooooca

Kansas, OKlahoma & Gulf Ry...._.._____________

Lake Superior & Ishpeming RR_____...._________ B

Lehigh & Hudson River Ry_____.________________
Lehigh & New England RR_ . ________.__.____.__
Lehigh Valley RR .. o.__
Long Island RR ..
Louisiana & Arkansas Ry .- coumomceonas

Louisville & Nashville RR ______._.....___.______
Maine Central RR________ .
Midland Valley RR____
Mississippi Central RR....
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR_.____.
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR. of Texas....._._..._.
Missouri Pacific RR_ ..o

Monongahela Ry . oo B

Montour RR .. e

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

Mlchlgan CentraiRR________ .. __________

Boston & Albany RR . - .o
New York, Chicago & St. Lonis RR._._
New York, New Haven & Hartford RR._.
New York, Susquehanna & Western RR ..
Norfolk & Western Ry
Norfoik Southern Ry_.
Northern Pacific Ry...
Northwestern Pacific RR__ ...

Pennsylvania RR .. ...
Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Lmes_
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR__

Pittsburgh & Shawmut RR.__.
Pittsburgh & West Virginia Ry.
Reading Co_ . oo
Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac RR.
8t. Louis-San Francisco Ry............. -

See footnotes at end of table,

ORCB....

ORCB....
ORCB....

BMW._.__
BMW._.__

TCEU....] ATDA
TCEU_.__| ATDA
TCEU.__.| ATDA
TCEU..__| ATDA
TCEU.._| (.
TCEU.__.| ATDA
TCEU.__| SA.
TCEU.._.| ATDA
TCEU.____| ATDA
TCEU_...| (%.
......... X.
TGEU._| ATDA
BRO...___ ATDA
TCEU...| ATDA
TCEU....| LU.
TCEU.._{| ATDA
TCEU.._.| ATDA
TCEU..__| ATDA
TCEU....| ATDA
TCEU-...| ORT.
TCEU....| ATDA
() oeeoes @.
TCEU.___| ATDA
TCEU....| ATDA
TCEU. .| ATDA
[ *).
......... ATDA
TGRU..]| ATDA
[ PR .
TCEU_.__| ATDA
TCEU....| ORT.
TCEU...| ATDA
TCEU.._.| ATDA
TCEU....| ATDA
TCEU.._.| ATDA
TCEU._.| ORT
TCEU....| ATDA
TCEU.._.| ATDA
TCEU._..| ATDA
TCEU....| ATDA.
TCEU.._| ATDA
TCEU._| ATDA
© ATDA
TCEU..__| ATDA
TCEU....| ATDA.
TCEU.._| X.
TCEU.._l ATDA
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TasLE 10.—Employee representation

on selected rail carriers as of June 30, 1966—Continued

Brakemen, Yard- Clerical Mainte-
Firemen flagmen foremen, Yard- office, nance-of- Teleg-
Railroad Engineers and Conductors, and helpers and| masters station, way em- raphers |Dispatchers
: hostlers baggage- switch- storehouse ployees
men tenders

St. Louis Southwestern Ry_.____. ..o ... TCEU....| ATDA

San Diego & Arizona Eastern Ry - TCEU....| (*).
Seaboard Air Line RR._.__ - ORCB__ TCEU....| ATDA
Soo Line RR. COcaeevonrno - TCEU....| ATDA
Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines) - TCEU..._.| ATDA
Southern Pacific Co. (Texas and Louisiana Lmes)_ TCEU.__.{ ATDA
Southern Ry. .- B TCEU_...| ATDA
Georgia, Southern Florida Ry.._.__._______ TCEU..._.| ATDA

Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Paciﬁc Ry- TCEU....| (H.

New Orleans & Northeastern RR_:. ... [ I .

Alabama Great Southern Ry.. - () T, #).

Spokane International RR______ - TCEU____| LU.
Spokane, Portland & Seattle Ry. - TCEU.._.}| ATDA
Staten Tsland Rapid Transit Ry. - ORCB.__.. TCEU_.__| ATDA
Tennessee Central Ry _._.__. - TCEU....| ATDA
Texas & Pacific Ry.._ - TCEU....| ATDA

Texas Mexican Ry. ... - TCEU____| ().

Toledo, Peoria & Western RR._ - TCEU.____| (*).
Union Pacific RR..__.___..__ - Yemcem ATDA.
tah Ry_ ... - TCEU....| ATDA
Wabash RR__________ - TCEU....| ATDA.
Western Maryland Ry. - TCEU....| ATDA.
Western Pacific RR . ] BLE TCEU....| ATDA.,

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 10.—Employee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 30, 1966—Continued

Boiler- Power
R makers, Sheet Electrical | Carmen, house Mechanical| Dining-car | Dining-car
Railroad Machinists black- metal workers coach employees, | Signalmen | foremen, stewards | cooks and
smithg workers cleaners shop supervisors waiters
laborers
Akron, Canton & Youngstown Ry_.___..___._._ | IAM_____. | BB_...___ SMWIA__| IBEW.__.. ARSA____| (") ™.
Ann Arbor RRo.__ . ___......_ SMWIA__ | IBEW._.._ ARSA___| (*cuce wE

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry.
Gulf, Colorado & Sante Fe Ry.
Panhandle & Santa Fe Ry_.__

Atlanta & West Point RR__.

Atlantic Coast Line RR.

Boston & Maine RR_...
Central of Georgia Ry---
Central RR. of New Jersey_-
Central Vermont Ry_...__
Chesapeake & Ohio Ry .. .________

Chicago & Bastern Nlinois RR_._____..___._______
Chicago & Illinois Midland Ry.
Chicago & North Western Ry_._
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy RR
Chicago Great Western Ry

Chicago, Milwaukee, 8t. Paul & Pacific RR....._

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific b 23 S I

Clinchfield RR - -
Colorado & Southern Ry

Colorado & Wyoming Ry e oum e TIAM.
Delaware & Hudson RR_ ... ... _.__ IAM

Denver & Rio Grande Western RR_._...._._....
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line RR__________.___..__
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton RR._____._______.___.._
Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Ry ... __
Duluth, Winnepeg & Pacific Ry.
Elgin, J oliet & Eastern ) 25
Erie-Lackawanna RR -
Florida East Coast Ry.-
Fort Worth & Denver Ry
Georgia & Florida RR. ..

Georgia RR, Lessee org. - R
See footnotes at end of table,

L U L I B R A

SMWIA___ | IBEW____
-
(#)._

SMWIA--_ IBEW.____
SMWIA_. | IBEW._.__
SMWIA_ .| IBEW____
SMWIA. | IBEW____
SMWIA...| IBEW____
SMWIA...| IBEW____
SMWIA._ | IBEW._.__
SMWIA. | IBEW.____
SMWIA___| IBEW____

SMWIA_. | IBEW.___
SMWIA_..| IBEW____
SMWIA._ | IBEW.___.
SMWIA_.__| IBEW____
SMWIA_ .| IBEW.___
SMWIA_..| IBEW.____
SMWIA_..| IBEW____
SMWIA._ | IBEW____
SMWIA__.| IBEW_.__
SMWIA___| (")..__..__
SMWIA...| IBEW___.
SMWIA_._| IBEW.____
SMWIA___| IBEW____
SMWIA.__| IBEW____
SMWIA. | IBEW____
SMWIA___| IBEW.___
SMWIA__.| IBEW_.._

SMWIA | X__.. ... B

SMWIA_._| IBEW.._..

ARSA.
ARSA. .

ARSA.__| (

ARSA. .| (). X,
D SR BRT..... B3CP.
............ [0 JSR i 4 B
............ [ PSR ¥ ) N
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TasLe 10.—Employee representation on selected rail carriers as of June 30, 1966—Continued

Boiler- Power
makers, Sheet Electrical | Carmen, house Mechanical] Dining-car | Dining-car
Railroad black- metal workers coach employees, | Signalmen | foremen, stewards | cooks and
smiths workers -cleaners shop supervisors, waiters
laborers
Grand Trunk Western RR.__. ... ... ._.__ BB_.__._. SMWIA._ | IBEW..._. BRCA___.
Great Northern Ry._.. BB....._. SMWIA___ | IBEW___.| BRCA_.__
Green Bay &Western RR______________________._ SMWIA | X______.__ BRCA___.} BMW
Gulf Mobile & Ohio RR...________ SMWIA___| IBEW._..| BRCA___.
Illinois Central RR._________.__.._ SMWIA___| IBEW___.. BRCA____
Illinois Terminal RR_____.__...._. SMWIA___| IBEW__.__ BRCA__..
Kansas City Southern Ry_____._.. SMWIA___| IBEW__.__| BRCA..._
Kansas, Oklahoma & Gulf Ry....._ [ o IR [0 PP BRCA..__
Lake Superior & Ishpeming_ __.________ SA_ ... Xl W BA L
Lehigh & Hudson River Ry ... _____ | IAM_____ | BB.._.__{X____._._. D R RCA___.
Lehigh & New England RR__ SMWIA__.| IBEW_____ BRCA____
Lehigh Valley RR__ ... SMWIA._| IBEW___.| BRCA....
Long Island Railroad.___________________ SMWIA___| IBEW_____ BRCA_.__
Louisiana & Arkansas Ry...__._.__.__.___ SMWIA___| IBEW_____ BRCA___.
Louisville & Nashville RR__._..____.___...__.__ SMWIA.___| IBEW._..{ BRCA_.__
Maine Central RR_ .. SMWIA_. .| IBEW____| BRCA____
Midland Valley RR_____ .. ... ... SMWIA.__. BRCA.___
Mississippi Central RR_...._.._._.__.___ SMWIA___ BRCA. ...
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR...____.________ SMWIA___
Missouri-Kansas-Texas RR. of Texas_._o...o.._._| (.| BAouwcaue| B__._____
Missouri Pacific RR_______________________ SMWIA___
Monon RR SMWIA ___
Monongahela Ry SMWIA___
Montour RR__.___ - SMWIA_._
Nevada Northern Ry ... _._____________. SA__._.__
New York Central RR.__.____._____________ SMWIA___
Ohijo Central Lines.___._______ . ___..____.__. (€]
Clﬁveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis SMWIA___
Y. -
Michigan Central RR__ . ______________ [€) P
Boston & Albany RR__.__________________.___ [C:) J
New York, Chicago & 8t. Louis RR_.____.______ SMWIA.__
New York, New Haven & Hartford.__._.________ I SMWIA__.
New York, Susquehanna & Western RR___._.__. SMWIA_ ..
Norfolk & Western Ry 41 SMWIA___
Norfolk Southern Ry. - SMWIA___{ IBEW_...| BRCA___.

See footnotes at end of table,
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Norfhem i’aciﬁc i‘!y

Northwestern Pacific RR
Pennsylvania RR

Pennsylvania Reading Seashore Ln
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie RR
Pittsburgh & Shawmut RR
Pittsburgh & West Virginia Ry
Reading Co. . oo ee.
Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac RR.
St. Louis-San Francisco Ry

St. Louis Southwestern Ry__.________.______...._.
San Diego & Arizona Eastern Ry...
Seaboard Air Line RR
Soo Line RR. CO..c_oooueo o ____
Southern Pacific Co.(Pacific Lines).._.....__..._.
Southern Pacific Co. (Texas and Louisiana Lines).
Southern Ry . - ool
Georgia, Southern & Florida. . .. __._.______..
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 & Pacific Ry
Texas Mexican Ry

SMWIA__
SMWIA__

IBEW._..

IBEW.____
URRWA_

IBEW..._

BRCA....

BRCA____
URRWA.

BRCA....
URRWA._

BRCA_...
BRCA___.
BRCA....

URRWA.

ARSA. ...

# Included in System Agreement.

* Carriers report no employees in this craft or class.
X Employees in this craft or class but not covered by agreement.
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TasLe 10.—Employee representation on selected air carriers as of June 30, 1966—Continued

Clerical,
Steward- | Radio and office,
Airline Pilots Flight Flight Flight esses and teletype | Mechanics stores, Stock and
engineers | navigators |{dispatchers] pursers operators fleet and stores
passenger

service
Allegheny Airlines, In¢.. o - ALPA____
American Airlines, Inc._- — APA_____
Bonanza Airlines. ._ JR RN ALPA_.__
Broniff Airways, Inc. ... ALPA._._
Central Airlines_ ... ... ALPA____
Continental Airlines, Ine. - ... __._.._ ALPA_.__
Delta Air Lines, In¢. oo oo . ALPA_.__
Eastern Air Lines, In¢_ .ol ALPA____
Flying Tiger Lines, Ine.__._____.____.____ ALPA____
Frontier Airlines_ o ALPA..__
Los Angeles Airways._._ . ALPA____
Mohawk Airlines, In¢. .o ALPA..__
National Airlines, Ine. .. ____.__ ALPA_ ___
North Central Airlines, Ine..__.._____ ALPA_ __.
Northeast Airlines, Ine_ . _____________ ALPA____
Northwest Airlines, Inc. ALPA_._.
Ozark Air Lines_ _._____ ALPA_.__
Pacific Air Lines, Ine. .- ____..__ ALPA.____
Pan American World Airways, Inc... ALPA_ ___
Piedmont Aviation, Ine....._____..____ ALPA_. .
Riddle Airlines_ oL __ ALPA___.
Slick Airways, Inc.____. ALPA___.
Southern Airways, Inc_. ALPA_.__
Trans-Texas Airways_. .. __..______ ALPA..
Trans World Airlines, Inc._.___._______ ALPA..._
United Air Lines, Ine.._._.__._______ [
Western Airlines, Inc.. ALPA.___

West Coast Airlines | ALPA.___ ALDA .

1 Representing only a portion of the eraft or class.
2 Included in C.0.S.F. & P.S.
b 3 There is an agreement on file with the Board providing that Continental Airlines recognizes ALPA as the exclusive bargaining agent for all flight deck operatmg crew mem-
ers.
¢+ In case R-3463 it was found that all flight deck crew members on United Air Lines, Inc., in job classifications of pilot or captain, reserve pilot, copilot and second officer or
flight engineer constitute one craft or class. Following an election ALPA was certified for thlS craft or class.
5 There is an agreement on file with the Board providing that the Second Officers Association has relinquished representation in favor of ALPA.
¢ Employees represented by Monty Ward, an individual.



. Un- Float-
Licensed; Licensed Un- licensed { Cap- | Hoist- | watch-

deck engine- | licensed | engine- | tains, ing men, | Cooks,
Railroad em- room deck room |lighters, | - engi- bridge- | chefs,
ployees em- em- em- grain neers men, | waiters
ployees | ployees | ployees | boats bridge
operators
Ann Arbor. . ___oooo._- GLLO | NMEB | SIUA SIUA  |aecoeae (31100, U SIUA
Atschiio'nf Topeka & | MMP | NMEB | IUP IUP .
anta Fe.
Baltimore & Ohig. _..___- MMP | TWU . | SIUA TWU ILA I0E MMP
C‘eIntral R.R. of Now MMP { NMEB | TWU TWU ILA IOE TWU
ersey.
Chesapeake & Ohio MMP | NMEB | SIUA UMW | e ammcmcme [ mceacaee
(P.M. Division). MMP { GLLO | NMU NMU |.. : NMU
Chicago, Milwaukee, St. | MMP | NMEB | IUP IUP  |acaeceeee IUP feecccceae IUP
Paul & Pacific,
Er(i}e-Lackawanna R.R. | MMP | NMEB | SIUA IBT T“£U- TWU { UMW
0. ILA
Grand-Trunk Western__.| GLLO | GLLO | NMU NMU oo et eeee NMU
Lehigh Valley. ---| TWU | NMEB [ TWU TWU ILA IOE TWU
Long Island_.. -{ RMU | NMEB | RMU RMU o ecmas T™WU
Missouri-Illineis.. .| MMP | NMEB | MMP | NMEB | _. -
New York Central.__.___. MMP [ TWU SIUA TWU ILA | cacaeC SIUA
New York, New Haven | MMP | NMEB | SIUA TWU ILA  |eceeeeees NMEB
& Hartford.
Norfolk Southern....._._.
Pennsylvania..__ HRE
Reading..coccomooamaoan -| NMU
Southern Pacific (Pac. IUP
Lines),
Southern. . c.oceoooeo..
Staten Island Rapid | MMP |.ooocoo .- MMP TWU i mcmmemcmfmeecmaae
Trans. :
‘Wabash___ el

Western Maryland
Western Pacific. o oooo-.

MARINE

Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employees
Great Lakes Licensed Officers Organization

Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union
International Brotherhood of Longshoremen

International Longshoremen’s Association

International Union of Operating Engineers

Inlandboatmen’s Union of the Pacific

International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots

National Marine Engineers Beneficial Association

National Maritime Union of America

Railroad Marine Union

Seafarers International Union of North America

Transport Workers Union of America, Railroad Division

United Mine Workers of America, District 50

RAILROADS

American Railway Supervisors Association

American Train Dispatchers Association

Ingrfational Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, Forgers and
elpers

Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers

Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen

Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees

Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employees

Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America

Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen

Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen

Brotherhood of Sleeping-Car Porters

Railroad Food Workers Union—TWU-AFL-CIO

Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders International Union

International Association of Machinists

International Association of Railway Employees

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

International Brotherhood of Firemen and Oilers

Local Union

International Union of Mine, Mill & Smelter Workers

Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen

Railway Employees’ Department, AFL-CIO

Railroad Yardmasters of America

Railroad Yardmasters of North America

System Association, Committee or Individual

Sheet Metal Workers International Association

Switchmen’s Union of North America

Transportation-Communication Employees Union

Transport Workers Union of America, Railroad Division

United Mine Workers of America, District 50

United Transport Service Employees
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AIRLINES
Afr Line Employees Association
Air Line Dispatchers Association
Air Line Pilots Association International
Air Line Stewards & Stewardesses Association, Int’l,
Aircraft Mechanies Fraternal Association
Allied Pilots Association
Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express & Station Employees
Communication Workers of America
Flight Engineers International Association .
International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeyrs, Warehousemen & Helpers of Amerfca
Office & Professional Employees International Union, AFL~CIO
Transport Workers Union of America, Airline Division

O
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