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based upon its investigation of the issues in dispute.
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Duorey E. Wurring, Chairman.
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INTRODUCTION

This Emergency Board was established by Executive Order No.
10643, dated November 7, 1955, pursuant to the provisions of section
10 of the Railway Labor Act, to investigate and report upon disputes
between substantially all of the class I railroads designated in lists
attached to the Executive order, and certain of their employees rep-
resented by the cooperating nonoperating railway labor organiza-
tions designated in lists attached to the Executive order. The Ex-
ecutive order and the lists referred to are attached as Appendix A.

The railroads involved operate approximately 95 percent of the
Nation’s railroad mileage. The employees represented by the organi-
zations involved constitute approximately 70 percent of the employees
of such railroads.

Hearings were held by the Board in Chicago, Ill., commencing on
November 9, 1955, and ending on November 30, 1955. The appear-
ances there in behalf of the railroads and the railway labor organiza-
tions involved are set forth in Appendix B.

After the conclusion of the hearings and upon stipulation of the
parties the President extended the time for filing of this report to
December 12, 1955. The letter of extension is attached as Ap-
pendix C.

ORIGIN OF THE DISPUTES

On April 2, 1955, the railway labor organizations designated in List
D of Appendix A served a 30-day notice pursuant to the provisions
of the Railway Labor Act, as amended, upon the railroads designated
in List C of Appendix A to modify provisions of a Memorandum of
August 21, 1954, so as to require the Carriers to pay the full cost
(up to $6.80 per month per employee) of hospital, medical, and sur-
gical insurance and protection, which cost is paid in equal shares by
the employee and his employer railroad under the health and welfare
plan established pursuant to that memorandum.

On August 1, 1955, the railway labor organizations designated in
List B of Appendix A served a 30-day notice pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Railway Labor Act, as amended, upon the railroads
designated in List A of Appendix A to change and increase all exist-
ing rates of pay by the addition thereto of 25 cents per hour.

(1)
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On September 15, 1953, the railway labor organizations began cir-
culation of u strike ballot among the employees they represented.
Thereafter the National Mediation Board attempted to resolve the
dispute by mediation. That Board proffered arbitration which was
accepted by the railroads but rejected by the railway labor organiza-
tions. This Board was thereafter established, which has the effect
of maintaining the status quo until 30 days after the Board submits
its report.

During the course of the hearings this Board conferred with repre-
sentatives of the parties separately to explore the possibility of resolv-
ing the disputes by agreement but it became evident that the differ-
ences were so wide and the positions of the parties so adamant that
mutual agreement was then impossible.

THE WAGE INCREASE ISSUE
A. HISTORY OF THE WAGE MOVEMENTS

An adequate understanding of the present wage dispute for non-
operating employees requires a brief description of the wage move-
ments in the railroad industry primarily from 1937 to the latest wage
changes of October 1955. Prior to 1937 no wage movements occurred
with sufliciently wide application in the railroad industry to charac-
terize them as national in scope. DBeginning in 1937 the various or-
ganizations jointly or severally sought and obtained flat, across-the-
board hourly wage increases which, though they varied slightly in
timing, by 1947 resulted in practically uniform total wage increases
tor all classjfications of employees, nonoperating and operating alike.

1. 40-hour conversion complewities—The wage movements which
have occurred subsequent to 1947 (the first as of October 1948) have
been complicated by the fact that hourly wage increases have been
granted to various classes and groups of employees (nonoperating
and yard operating employees) at varying times to permit them to
convert from 48-hour weeks to 40-hour weeks without significant losses
in take-home pay. The amounts of the flat hourly across-the-board
wage increases in the period of 1948 to 1955 for the various groupings
of railroad employees have been basically alike for all groups of em-
ployees covered by such increases, but the adjustments for conversion
to 40-hour weeks have necessarily varied because they have based on
an amount equivalent to 20 percent of each employee’s base rates in
1948. These complexities, which continued until October 1953, are
noted in the following table and are commented upon in further
detail immediately after the table.
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A description of the several wage movements is facilitated by the
following table which sets forth the flat across-the-board wage in-
creases and the several conversion adjustments (parenthesized) where
applicable. Explanations of these several wage movements follow
the table.

Increases in hourly rules of railroad employees, 1948-55

Nonoper- | Yard oper- | Road oper-
a oAb of i g ating em- | ating em- | ating em-
LEffective date of increaso ployees ployees ployees

(73 classes) | (8 classes) | (14 classes)

Cents Cents Cenis
October 1948 . e immeiacaan 7.0 10.0 1.0
September 1049, . L. ciemeoans 123.8)

OcCtober 1050 . - - e e

January 196 .. iiimiaeaoo
February 1061 _ il
March 1951
March 1952

Decernber 1953.
January 1985 . . . oo

October 1955

B 1 38.5 55.0 85.0

I Average increase due to conversion to 40-hour week. Not an across-the-board increase.

? Prepayment toward conversion to 40-hour week as caleulated by Emergency Board No. 110 and adopted
by earriers and yard operating organizations in October 1955, Originally negotiated as an acrosz-the-board
increase, but subsequently removed from that category by negotiations.

3 Conversion factor negotiated for, and applicable only to, conversion to 40-hour week. Not an seross-

the-board increase.
¢ Cents-per-hour value of health and welfare benefit costs assumed by carriers. Listed here as equivalent

to an across-the-board increase.

8 Applicable to road operating cinployees except conductors and engineers.  Additional skill differential
of 2 percent for engineers not included.

¢ Across-the-board increases in iteu of health and welfare benefits.

7 Final adjustment necgotiated in October 1955 by organizations and carriers for conversion to 40-hour
week on base of 1948 rates,  Amount shown is approximate for firemen only. Not an across-the-board
increase.

2. The 1948 mowement.—The 1948 movement had in common u
request by all organizations for a flat across-the-board wage increase.
In addition, the organizations representing nonoperating employees
requested a 40-hour workweek with maintenance of 48 hours of pay.
The road and yard service employees received a 1948 wage increase of
10 cents per hour effective October 16, 1948, but the demands of the
nonoperating employees were referred to Emergency Board No. 66:

The recommendations of IEmergency Board No. 66 were that o 7
cents per hour wage increase should be eflective as of October 1, 1948,

AT 055 —2
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and that a 40-hour week should be established as of September 1, 1949,
with a 20-percent increase in all hourly rates that were effective just
prior to October 1, 1948. The March 19, 1949, agreement of the
nonoperating organizations and carriers that adopted these recom-
mendations established a 40-hour workweek for the large majority of
nonoperating employees (effective September 1, 1949), made whole
the wages of all employees reduced from 48 to 40 hours per week
(except for the accompanying offset of 3 cents per hour of the 1948
general increase), and provided time and one-half for all hours
worked in excess of 40 hours for the large bulk of nonoperating
employees reduced to 40 hours.

3. The 1949-50 movement.—The 1949-50 wage movement was
opened with a request by a number of operating organizations for a
40-hour workweek for yard operating employees fashioned after that
of the nonoperating employees. Other operating organizations fol-
lowed suit, and a flow of requests for wage increases was also insti-
tuted in early 1950. These many requests of the operating organiza-
tions, together with requests of the carriers for rules changes, became
the subject of lengthy negotiations that extended into May 1952.
The final settlement agreed to for road operating employees was for
an across-the-board wage increase of 1214 cents per hour (in three
steps), a cost-of-living adjustment (based on the BLS Consumers
Price Index) to begin as of April 1951, and a moratorium on wage
proposals until October 1,1953. (Exception was made in the morato-
rium for the raising of the question of an annual improvement factor
if later permitted by wage stabilization controls.)

The settlement for the yard operating employees, who were given
the option of going on a 40-hour workweek, was for an across-the-
board increase of 27 cents per hour (in three steps), plus the same cost-
of-living increases and moratorium on wage demands as were appli-
cable to the road operating employees. This 27 cents per hour wage
increase was to be effective for the 5-day, 6-day, and 7-day workweeks
for all yard operating employees. In addition, a 4 cents per hour
increase was negotiated for application only upon conversion to a
40-hour workweek.

4. The 1951 wage movement.—In the interim while the negotiations
were being conducted between the several operating organizations
and the carriers, the cooperating organizations representing the non-
operating employees requested a 1951 wage increase in the amount
of 25 cents per hour. Negotiations led to the establishment of a wage
increase of 1214 cents per hour for all nonoperating employees as of
March 1, 1951. Additionally, an arrangement was instituted for
cost-of-living adjustments with a slightly changed base than used
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for yard service and road operating employees. The Agreement en-
compassing these changes also contained a moratorium on new wage
rate proposals until October 1, 1953.

5. The 1952 wage movement—In 1952 all of the principal railroad
organizations requested cents-per-hour wage increases under the lim-
ited wage reopening clauses contained in their 1951 and 1952 agree-
ments. The five organizations representing operating employees
joined with the organizations representing the nonoperating employ-
ees in presenting a common request for a wage improvement factor to
Dr. Paul N. Guthrie, who was appointed by the President of the
United States to determine whether any further wage increases were
justified in the 1952-53 period. On March 19, 1953, Dr. Guthrie
awarded a 4 cents per hour across-the-board wage increase for all
railroad employees represented by all of the organizations, effective
December 1, 1952.

6. The 1953-54 wage-rules movement.—The 1953 movement was
characterized by requests from the various organizations for wage in-
creases and rules changes. This movement was initiated on May 22,
1953 by the 15 nonoperating organizations which sought rules changes
on such things as increased vacation benefits, paid holidays, premium
pay for Sunday and holiday work, health and welfare insurance bene-
fits and free transportation. At the time this request was made of the
carriers the matter of wage changes was not raised because of the
moratorium thereon until October 1, 1953. The rules changes were
presented to Emergency Board No. 106 which recommended the adop-
tion of a number of them at a cost estimated at approximately 514
cents per hour in excess of the cost of the rules changes granted to the
operating employees at about the same time.

The final settlement which adopted the recommendations of Emer-
gency Board No. 106 for nonoperating employees canceled the cost-
of-living provisions contained in the 1951 agreements and incorpo-
rated into the basic rates the 13 cents per hour in accumulated cost-of-
living increases. The health and welfare arrangements adopted by
the parties, with the cost thereof shared equally by the employees and
the carriers, resulted in an average cost to the carriers of 2 cents per
employee-hour. This figure is included in the foregoing table for
reasons enunciated later.

Prior to the time that Emergency Board No. 106 made its report,
and on October 1, 1953, the organizations representing operating em-
ployees served various demands for wage increases on the carriers.
In some cases changes in rules were also sought. Between December
1953 and April 1954, settlements were reached with most of these
organizations providing for a wage increase of 5 cents per hour across-
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the-board, increases in vacations from 2 weeks to 3 weeks for employ-
ees with 15 years or more of service, and incorporation into base rates
of the cost-of-living increases in the amount of 13 cents per hour.

In the 1953-54 wage-rules movement one request was made for an
increase in the basic rates applicable to conversion from a 48-hour to
a 40-hour workweek. This request, by the B. L. F. & E., was the sub-
ject of extensive negotiations which were culminated in presentation
of the issue to Emergency Board No. 110. The report of that Board,
issued at approximately the time that the 1935 wage movement was
tirmly begun, served as the base for the solution of the residual aspects
of the conversion issue for operating employees. Reference to this
point is made under the 1955 wage movement heading.

1. The 1955 wage-rules movement.—This movement has included
demands both for wage increases and rules changes by the several
organizations, Two operating organizations representing yard em-
ployees (the BRT and SUNA) included in their demands requests
for increases in the basic daily rates applicable to conversion to a
40-hour week. Other requests by these two organizations were sub-
sequently settled but the issue concerning increases in the conversion
rates was held over for further handling in whatever manner might
be effectuated as a result of the continuing negotiations hetween the
-arriers and the B. L. F. & E.

Emergency Board No. 110 recommended that the parties adopt for
the employees represented by the B. I.. I. & L. the principles that
IEmergency Board No. 66 had propounded for the conversion of non-
operating employees to a 40-hour week with payment of 20 percent of
their 1948 basic rates as a conversion factor. FEmergency Board No.
110 determined that the 23 cents per hour wage increase for yard
operating employees represented by the B. L. F. & I., and instituted
on October 1, 1950, had included 1414 cents per hour as a prepayment
toward conversion to a 40-hour week. (The 23 cents per hour wage
increase of October 1950 is divided into two parts in the foregoing
table to differentiate the conversion prepayment from the across-the-
board increase.) This prepayment, plus the March 1952 conversion
factor of 4 cents per hour, was determined by the Board to represent
a total of 1814 cents per hour which should be deducted from a 20
percent conversion factor applied to the 1948 base rates for each
classification of employees represented by the B. L. F. & E. that
would decide, nationally, to convert to a 40-hour week.

The B. I. F. & E. and the carriers adopted the Board’s recom-
mendations, with certain minor changes, as of October 1, 1955. In
doing so, they agreed that the 1814 cents per hour conversion pay-
ment already existing, when deducted from 20 percent of the 1948
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average base rate for yard firemen, yielded a conversion factor of
approximately 814 cents per hour. To this conversion factor they
added to a total of 8% cents per hour by veallocating the 6l4-cent-
per-hour general wage increase between yard and road firemen and
by making 6 cents per hour of such increase for yard firemen applica-
ble only upon conversion. The total conversion factor of 17 cents
per hour, applicable to yard firemen and used for illustration only, is
incorporated in the foregoing table. Additional conversion increases
of this sume nature were adopted by the carriers and the BRT and
SUNA as of October 1, 1955. The conversion factors for the two
latter organizations were in lesser sums because all members of such
organizations are to convert to a 40-hour week and no optional feature
is to be present as is true in the case of firemen.

The 1955 movement has likewise included requests for wage in-
creases by all of the organizations. The various operating organiza-
tions requested wage increases for the employees they represent both in
yard and road operations. At various times during October 1955
agreements were reached between several of the operating organiza-
tions and the carriers for wage increases for all yard operating and
road operating employees, except conductors. Across-the-board
wage increases in the amount of 614 cents per hour were negotiated
for all such employees. (The wage increase for engineers was ex-
pressed in the form of a percentage of base rates.) Inaddition a wage
increase of 4 cents per hour was negotiated in lieu of a provision for
health and welfare benefits for these operating employees. Agree-
ments embodying these wage understandings, effective October 1,
1955, provide that in the event the several organizations determine
to seek arrangements for health and welfare benefits with the carriers
to pay the full costs, the latter 4 cents per hour wage increase will be
set aside and be made applicable to the provision of such benefits.

The October 1, 1955 wage increase for engineers has included a
2-percent skill differential. Since this type of special rate adjust-
ment for a particular craft has not heretofore been considered a part
of a general wage change, this increase has not been included in the
foregoing table. Additionally, it should be recognized that the table
does not include any 1955 wage increase for conductors inasmuch as
that matter is pending as of the date of compilation of this report.

On August 1, 1955, the cooperating organizations representing
nonoperating employees served notice on the carriers of a proposed
wage increase of 25 cents per hour to be applied as of September 1,
1955, to all employees on whose behalf the proposal was made. The
parties have agreed that any wage increase arising out of this proposal
should be effectuated as an across-the-board cents-per-hour increase.
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B. POSITIONS OF THE ORGANIZATIONS—WAGE INCREASE ISSUE

1. Relative wage movement through September 1949.—The organi-
zations observe that the last Emergency Board to pass on what non-
operating wage rates should be relative to other wage rates dealt with
both the 40-hour week issue and the matter of a wage increase. Since
that Board recommended that these employees be given a 40-hour
week, with no loss in take-home pay as a result of the reduction of
hours per week from 48 to 40, it was felt that the actual wage increase
should be minimized to cushion the impact of the hours reduction.
Consequently, the Board, instead of recommending an increase of
from 10 to 13 cents per hour, effective October 1, 1948, recommended
an hourly increase of 7 cents.

The organizations now contend that the conversion to the 40-hour
week did not result in any appreciable increase in unit labor costs. In
fact, within a short time after the conversion to the 40-hour week, the
Interstate Commerce Commission found that unit labor costs had not
increased at all. As a result of this at least 3 cents per hour, if not
6 cents per hour, was lost to the nonoperating employees at the time
of the 1948 settlement. And this, it is claimed, has never been made
up in any subsequent wage settlement.

The organizations further contend that their wages should not be
compared with wage rates of production workers in all manufacturing
industries, as the carriers insist upon doing, but with those of durable
goods workers, which the organizations feel is more nearly comparable.
Emergency Board No. 66 accepted the durable goods industry for
purposes of comparison with these employees. That Board specifi-
cally rejected all-manufacturing comparison for the nonoperating
employees.

In July 1933, before either the nonoperating employees or those in
other industries had the 40-hour week, it is claimed that the non-
operating employees had an 8-cents-per-hour wage differential in
their favor in comparison with the durable goods workers. That
is the wages of these employees were 18.4 percent higher than those
of the employees in durable goods. The adoption of the 40-hour week
for the durable goods workers during the year following July 1933
put the hourly earnings of those employees above those of the non-
operating employees. The 7-cents-per-hour increase given to the non-
operating employees in 1948 failed to restore the latter to their former
relationship to the durable goods workers. After both had been
put on the 40-hour week, it is claimed that the increase given the
nonoperating employees left them only 2.4 percent ahead of the durable
goods workers, whereas before either had the 40-hour week the non-
operating employees had an 18.4 percent advantage. In short, had
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the nonoperating employees been allowed an additional 6 cents per
hour in 1948, the 1944 differential of 18.4 percent in their favor would
not have been fully made up.

2. Wage changes from September 1949 through December 19589.—
The organizations further show that early in 1951 they and the car-
riers negotiated an increase of 12.5 cents per hour, with an escalator
provision geared to the BLLS Consumers Price Index, and a provis-
sion for a possible increase based on the “improvement factor.” TFol-
lowing this the Guthrie Award granted a 4-cents-per-hour produc-
tivity wage increase effective December 1, 1952. Thus, the relative
position of the nonoperating employees set up in 1948 and 1949 was
preserved through December 1952.

After the conversion to the 40-hour week, nonoperating employees’
average straight-time hourly earnings were 108 percent of those of
production workers in all manufacturing industries, the group which
the carriers think comparable. After the increase of December 1,
1952, the figure was 108.2 percent, with a cents per hour change of
only 2.6. Compared with the production workers in durable goods
industries nonoperating earnings were 102.4 percent of those in dur-
able goods in September 1949 and 102.1 percent in December 1952.
The cents per hour differential changed only one-tenth of a cent during
this same period. And the relative position of nonoperating earn-
ings among groups of manufacturing industries changed during this
period from 6th place to Tth place. In short, the organizations in-
sist that it makes little difference whether one uses the figures which
prevailed in 1949, after the 40-hour-week agreement, or those of
December 1952, as a basis. The negotiations of 1951 and the award
of 1952 both tended to maintain the relationship of nonoperating
wages and other industrial wages.

3. Wage changes in 195} and 1955.—1t is the position of the organi-
zations that while the nonoperating employees sustained a net loss of 1
cent per hour in earnings between 1952 and 1954, employees in other in-
dustries were advancing their wage rates, and during 1955 this trend
has increased at an accelerated rate. It is the contention of these
organizations that, compared with the more comparable durable
goods workers, the nonoperating employees’ earnings declined during
the 2 years prior to 1955 from 3.5 cents per hour higher than those
of durable goods workers to 10 cents per hour lower, a relative loss
of 13.5 cents per hour. Most of this change of relative position
occurred between December 1952 and December 1954,

During the period from September 1949 to December 1954 the non-
operating employees fell from 6th place to 13th place among indus-
trial workers. And during this 5 years only the earnings of these
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employees had any substantial change of relative position among
earnings groups. To restore the nonoperating employees to their
former relative positions as of December 1954 would, the organiza-
tions contend, require an additional 13 or 14 cents per hour.

But it is further claimed that this wage disparity did not end there.
The increases so widely given during 1955 to employees in other
major industries have increased the wage disparity approximately
15 cents per hour more. The United States Steel wage settlement
averaged 15 cents per hour, with an 11.5 cents per hour minimum
and 27 cents per hour maximum. The automobile industry has added
36.7 cents per hour between September 1949 and 1952, and has recently
acdded another 17 cents per hour, or a total of 53.7 cents, 23 cents per
hour more than the operating employees have received in the same
period. And these figures do not include certain fringe benefits given
to the employees in the automobile industry.

Attention is further called to the fact that the major meat packing
companties have recently given 14 cents per hour increases, after hav-
ing given increases in each of the 2 previous years. It is noteworthy
also that they have added further health and welfare benefits. It
is the contention of the organizations that, whereas in September
1949 the minimum rate in meatpacking was 1.5 cents per hour lower
than the nonoperating rate, it is now 23 cents per hour higher. That
1s, the nonoperating employees’ minimum rate is now relatively 24.5
cents per hour behind that in the meatpacking industry.

The organizations further maintain that other major companies or
bargaining groups show substantially greater increases since 1949
than have been given to the nonoperating employees. These em-
ployees have fallen behind aluminum employees by as much as 39.5
cents per hour. When compared with agricultural machinery em-
ployees the relative loss of position of the nonoperating employees is
21.5 cents per hour. In the shipbuilding industry the two major seg-
ments are 27 cents per hour and 24.5 cents per hour ahead of these
nonoperating employces. Employees in the rubber industry have had
27.5 cents per hour more in wage increases. The petroleum industry
employees have a 30 cents per hour advantage over the nonoperating
employees. Coal mining employees have a 37 cents per hour advan-
tage. Trucking industry employees have been given 30 cents per hour
more than the nonoperating employees in this short period of time.
Even the trausit industry, perhaps the most depressed of all, has done
better by its employees than the railroads have with the nonoperating
employees. The nonoperating organizations claim that they have had
a relative decline of 21 cents per hour below transit employees.
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Thus the organizations feel justified on the basis of inter-industry
wage comparisons in making the appeal for an additional 25 cents
per hour, plus the added health benefits.

4. Social and economic progress—The organizations point to the
great progress in our expanding economy and the necessity for all
people to share in this growth in order that the growth continue.
Failure to permit an appropriate increase in the economic means of
consuming the products of our expanded productive capacity is to shut
off the thing which stimulates its growth. Rising living standards
for the populace as a whole is not only an economic necessity but also
concomitantly has socially desirable results. Better living standards
with better nutrition and living quarters, more funds and time avail-
able for education, research, recreation, and medical attention all
result in less illness, less absenteeism, and in a higher level of produc-
tivity on the part of the individual employee.

Certain carrier witnesses have criticized the use of productivity as a
measure of what wage earners should receive, claiming that increased
productivity results not from more physical effort or greater skill but
from capital improvements and managerial ingenuity. This state-
ment the organizations challenge. Modern machines—whether con-
struction equipment, high-speed office machines, or intricate signaling
devices—still require men to operate them, men with greater skill,
ability, and responsibility than when the work was performed by hand.
A man who operates a power weed cutter, while he may put forth less
physical effort, has more responsibility and more skill than the man
who cuts weeds with a scythe. And so it goes in the use of all the
modern equipment, whether in the office or on the road.

Between 1929 and 1952, productivity per employee in the railroad
industry increased more than in almost any other industry, the organ-
izations contend. Heavier and faster trains and more intensive utili-
zation of fixed plant and equipment has made for more efficient use of
manpower. According to a recent survey railroad output had in-
creased almost 60 percent between 1920 and 1954, with 36 percent
fewer employees, 49 percent fewer locomotives, 24 percent fewer freight
cars, and 38 percent fewer passenger cars. Today there are only 62.1
percent as many railroad employees as 35 years ago and the actual
man-hours are probably about 57 percent of the earlier figure. During
this same period both revenue freight ton-miles and revenue passenger-
miles per employee have shown tremendous growth.

Since 1921, the organizations point out, traffic units have increased
182 percent per employee and 203.5 percent per man-hour, and in
recent years the increase in productivity per man-hour has averaged

369510—55—-3
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better than 4 percent per year, which is well ahead of the overall
annual average rate of productivity increase. In the new develop-
ments of the future, it is expected that the railroads will continue to
advance as they have in the recent past.

5. Financial considerations—The organizations do not question
certain facts concerning the increased competition from other modes
of transportation. However, they point out that new types of trans-
portation service have expanded the total demand for transportation.
While the railroads have lost certain former business to the newer
modes of transportation, their volume of business in recent years has
been the greatest in the history of the railroad industry.

The year 1955 is expected to be financially one of the most successful
in the entire history of railroading. In fact, the past 15 or 20 years
have been good years for the railroads, as well as for other industries,
and some of the postwar years have been the most profitable up to this
time. Even the “bad” year of 1954 showed profits for the railroads
near the highest on record.

The reason the railroads are paying lower dividends today than in
the years from 1925 to 1929, is that they are investing more of the
profits in building up the equities of the stockholders. This is not
only characteristic of the railroads but also of many other American
firms now doing a booming business. Therefore, the organizations
insist that the carriers’ claim that they are financially unable to pay
higher wages to the nonoperating employees is without any founda-
tion in fact.

C. POSITION OF THE CARRIERS—WAGE INCREASE ISSUE

1. Nowage increase is justified—The carriers contend that the wage
demands now before us should be denied in toto. It is their position
that the wages of these employees are already on a par with those of
comparable skill and ability in other industries; hence no increase is
due the nonoperating employees at this time.

Because it has been the policy of the carriers for many years to offer
uniform and nondiscriminatory treatment to all classes and crafts of
railroad employees in matters involving general wage adjustments,
and in all other matters with respect to which all classes and crafts
were similarly situated, the carriers offered the employees before this
Board a “package” settlement equivalent to the 10.5 cents per hour in-
creases which had been given to the operating employees. This offer
would have cost the carriers $186,000,000 annually. The offer was
rejected by the nonoperating employees and expired October 81, 1955.

The carriers contend that the “package” offer rejected by these em-
ployees in no way indicates what they are entitled to in this case. The
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amount of the offer was determined by the policy of the carriers to give
uniform and nondiscriminatory general wage increases to all classes
of railroad employees and, if accepted, would have placed nonoperat-
ing employees well ahead of workers in outside industry. The or-
ganizations have elected to have the merits of their demand determined
by comparison with the wages of workers in outside industry rather
than the wages of other railroad workers. And the carriers insist that
judged by outside industry, the demand has no merit.

2. Job content, working conditions, and fringe benefits justify com-
parison with workers in all industry.—It is the contention of the car-
riers that the nonoperating employees consider their jobs desirable,
and they do not feel that they are underpaid. This is shown by the
average length of service of railroad employees as compared with
employees in other industries. Of new employees hired during 1955
on one railroad where a study was made, the quit rate was only 4.2
percent as against a rate of 15.7 percent for manufacturing industries
generally.

The carriers show that these employees enjoy fringe benefits not
common to employees in other industries. They have such things as
free transportation, unemployment insurance, death and survivors’
benefits, pensions, liberal vacation allowance, more holiday allowance
than prevails in other industries, and hospital, medical, and surgical
benefits which are better than in most industries. In addition to all
of this there is the Washington Job Protection Agreement of 1936,
the Transportation Act of 1940, and the protective orders of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission which afford railroad employees protec-
tion not found in other industries.

With respect to job content, the carriers contend that the general
level of skill, effort, and responsibility required of nonoperating em-
ployees as a group is no greater than the skill, eflort, and responsibility
required of production workers in all manufacturing industries. Nor
do the demands of the employees in this case advocate wage adjust-
ments based on any increase in job content or higher skills. In fact,
the demand is the same for the unskilled as for the higher skilled
employees in the group.

3. Wage and earnings comparisons.—The carriers insist that the
most appropriate wage comparison of the nonoperating employees is
with the workers in all manufacturing industries and not with those in
the durable goods industries. Historivally the average straight-time
hourly earnings of nonoperating employees have been at approxi-
mately the same level as those of production workers in all manufac-
turing industries. Page 6 of Carriers’ Exhibit 2 shows that for the
past 33 years there has been a close relationship between the wages of
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nonoperating employees and production workers in all manufacturing
industries. The same table shows that there has been no such close
relationship with the earnings of employees in durable goods indus-
tries. In fact, during 23 years for which figures are available for
durable goods industries, nonoperating employees have been below
durable goods workers 18 of the 23 years, it is claimed.

In short, the carriers insist that the base periods suggested by the
organizations are not representative or typical and should not be used
in making wage comparisons. The use of July 1933 as a base period
does not, give a true picture, since at that time all industry was in an
extremely depressed state and it is the one point in the past 23 years
at which all railroad employees stood highest in their wage relation-
ship. Likewise, the carriers insist that the use of September 1949,
immediately following the conversion to the 40-hour week, is not a
proper base period for comparing the wages of the nonoperating em-
ployees with those in other industries.

Whage comparisons, the carriers contend, should not be made at a
particular day, week, or month, but should be based upon a period of at
least one year. The carriers insist that the period from 1922-26, and
the year 1936, are more truly representative base periods. The period
1922-26 was the first 5 full years for which wage statistics, as cur-
rently published by the ICC, are available. This also represents the
period when the United States Railroad Labor Board attempted to
establish some equitable relationship between wages of railroad em-
ployees and those in outside industry. This period has also been used
by these same organizations in prior wage cases before arbitration
boards and emergency boards. And 1936 has likewise been used in
previous cases by both the carriers and the organizations.

By using these “fair” base periods for comparison with outside in-
dustry, the carriers contend that the wages and earnings indicate that
the nonoperating employees are not entitled to a wage increase. Con-
sumers’ prices have been relatively stable for the past 314 years. The
real wages of the nonoperating employees are said to be at the highest
levels in history. TFor the first 7 months of 1955 the real straight-time
hourly earnings of nonoperating employees increased 49.9 percent
from 1939. During the same period the increase for all manufac-
turing industries was 50 percent. During the 1922-26 period produc-
tion workers enjoyed a 1-cent-per-hour advantage in their real average
straight-time hourly earnings, but if one takes the period from 1921 to
1936, the average favored the nonoperating employees by about 2 cents
per hour. And, according to the carriers’ contentions, during the first
7 months of 1955, the excess of the real earnings of nonoperating em-
ployees over all manufacturing production workers was 1 cent per
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hour. Thus, throughout the years the average earnings of the non-
operating employees have had a close relationship to the earnings level
of employees in the all-industry group and that relationship still
exists.

Briefly stated, the carriers insist that wage comparisons based upon
such dates as July 1933, September 1, 1949, and December 1, 1952,
are in no sense representative periods. On the contrary, these were
the unusual points over the past quarter century and not the typical
ones. And the carriers maintain that any appreciable increase in the
wages of the nonoperating employees at this time would only disturb
the long-prevailing pattern of wage relations.

4. Increased productivity no basis for wage increase—The factor
of productivity, the carriers claim, is the result of capital improve-
ments in the form of labor-saving machinery or equipment to which
the employees add little if anything. Therefore, it is said that these
employees cannot justify their wage demands on the basis of increased
productivity. While wages, including payroll taxes, increased 234
percent over those prevailing from 1921 to 1925, the carriers point
out that traffic units increased only 173 percent and gross ton miles
increased only 157 percent. Therefore, one does not see in this com-
parison any sound reason for a wage increase based upon increased
physical effort or skill. Furthermore, it is claimed that railroad
employees have participated fully in productivity gains.

5. The carriers’ inability to pay higher wages—It is the position
of the carriers that the financial condition of the railroads is sub-
standard. The decline of this industry began before World War I,
and it has continued. While railroad gross revenues have increased
51 percent since the period 1925-29, yet the margin of profit has so
deteriorated during the intervening years that net operatmg income
decreased 25 percent by 1954. Thls smaller income is also in de-
preciated dollars. Carriers’ Exhibit 11, page 5, shows that in terms
of cents per dollar of gross, net railway operating income was lower
in the past 5 years than during the depression years. The rate of
return on investment, which averaged 5.11 percent from 1925 to 1929,
was only 3.28 percent in 1954, or 3.51 percent based on ICC valuation.

Deferred taxes and deferred maintenance puts the carriers in a
dangerous situation so far as the future is concerned. The rapidly
deteriorating state of railroad assets due to deferral of replacements
leaves the railroads with some 4,000 locomotives to be replaced at a
cost of some $600 million. Since 68.6 percent of the total fleet of
passenger cars is over 25 years old, and each new car costs some
$200,000, at least $125 million annually is needed for replacements.
The greatest replacement need at this time is for freight cars which
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will cost at least $800 million per year. The total annual replacement
need is estimated at $1,550 million.

6. Competition from other forms of transportation prevents passing
on increased costs.—The carriers state that in 1929 the railroads ac-
counted for 5.2 percent of the national income. In 1954, they
accounted for only 2.2 percent, or a 60-percent loss of position. Some
of this loss was to competing forms of transportation. During the
period 1930-34, the railroads performed 73.5 percent of all intercity
freight services. In 1954 only 50.5 percent of intercity freight service
was performed by these railroads. The highway motor carriers have
not only taken a substantial part of such freight handling, but also
they have taken the part which is higher-rated. That which the
trucks handle pays them 6 cents per ton-mile compared with an
average of less than 1.5 cents per ton-mile paid by railroad shippers.

In the area of passenger traflic, that part of the intercity traffic
handled by the railroads has declined to 39.8 percent in 1953, and
38.3 percent in 1954. The airlines revenues from passenger service
are now substantially higher than those of the railroads. And,
whereas the railroads get an average of 2.6 cents per passenger-mile,
the airlines receive approximately twice that amount.

The prospects for the future are that the competing modes of trans-
portation may continue to get the higher-paying freight and pas-
senger service and leave the lower-rated freight and passenger traffic
to the railroads.

7. Railroads should not be compared with the more prosperous in-
dustries—Even though the railroads have had some expansion in
the volume of business, the carriers show that they have found it
increasingly diflicult to match the generally expanding volume of the
economy. In the 1919-52 period railroads had only a 49-percent
increase in volume of business compared with 282-percent increase for
petroleum and coal, 314 percent for machinery, 294 percent for rubber,
233 percent for durable goods, 219 percent for manufacturers and 189
percent for iron and steel.

In 1954, class I railroad wages and salaries accounted for 51.8 per-
cent of total revenues of that industry, as compared with 23.5 percent
for all manufacturing, and 5 percent for petroleum and coal.

In short, the carriers contend that railroad earnings are inadequate ;
wage costs have steadly increased and have siphoned off the benefits
of capital improvement programs; railroads have not fully partici-
pated in the expansion of our economy ; currently improved earnings,
achieved by deferring expenditures, are still inadequate ; impending
increased costs may wipe out the temporary gains of 1955 ; competitive
forces, aided by public subsidy, have seriously eroded railroad traffic
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and revenues and have limited the ability of the railroads to recoup
by raising rates and fares; and finally, the railroads are not paying
substandard wages and are in no position to meet further wage
Increases. .

D. FINDINGS OF THE BOARD—WAGE INCREASE ISSUE

1. Relationship of railroad earnings to outside industry earnings.—
Masses of statistics have been presented to this Emergency Board by
the carriers and the organizations seeking to support the use of par-
ticular wage series and base dates which best reflect the respective
parties’ interpretation of a proper resolution of their existing wage
dispute. As previously noted, the carriers urge that comparisons be
made between the wage data for nonoperating employees and pro-
duction workers in all manufacturing industries (published by the
Bureaun of Labor Statistics), and that the base period for such com-
parisons be for an extended period of time in the early 1920’s or for
the year 1936. The organizations argue that the wage comparisons
should be made with the wages of durable goods workers (published
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics), and that the base period for the
comparisons be at particular points of time between 1949 and 1952
immediately following the institution of wage increases and during
the period that the 40-hour workweek has been effective for non-
operating employees.

While there is much to be said for the positions of each of the par-
ties in this regard, there are points at which this Board finds reasons
to differ with the arguments of both. If the Board were convinced
that the resolution of the present wage issue properly requirved a com-
plete reappraisal of the wage comparisons that should be made be-
tween the nonoperating employees and those in outside industry the
Board would embark on such a mission. But, the Board is of the
conviction that the resolution of the present wage dispute lies within
the realm of intraindustry wage comparisons, i. e., between employees
within the railroad industry, and thus does not feel impelled to make
any detailed appraisal of wage rate comparisons between these non-
operating employees and those in outside industry. For its limited
purposes of viewing its suggested recommendations, made on an intra-
industry basis, against the wage levels in outside industry the Board
deems it appropriate only to make the following comments as respects
its reactions to the positions of the parties concerning the relationship
of earnings of railroad nonoperating employees with the earnings of
employees in outside industries.

Wage comparisons between the nonoperating employees and those
in all manufacturing industries were quite appropriate in the years
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between 1922 and 1941, or until approximately the effective time of the
Federal wage-and-hour law. Beginning about 1941 and until 1949
when the nonoperating employees were placed on a 40-hour work-
week, such wage comparisons have not been of real significance because
the railroad employees had been working on 48-hour weeks and those
in outside industry had been dominantly on 40-hour weeks. Com-
parisons of average hourly earnings (straight-time or inclusive of over-
time allowances) are not dependable, even between industries of the
same basic worker composition, when one of those industries is on a
48-hour week and the other is on a 40-hour week. Pressures for hourly
wage increases for the 48-hour employees are very often limited or af-
fected by the excess in hours worked as contrasted to the 40-hour em-
ployees who must look for larger hourly rate increases to compensate
them for higher living costs, wage improvement factors, etc.

Wage comparisons for nonoperating employees that are based on
relationships existing two or three decades ago likewise leave much to
be desired. The organizations of nonoperating employees and the
carriers have seen a “great many engines go under the bridge” during
their years of wage and rules change negotiations and it must be con-
cluded that somewhere along the line they have arrived at agreements
that reflect their understandings as to what is a just and proper wage
comparison between the employees in the railroad industry and those
in outside industry. When in the course of their negotiations (with
or without the use of Emergency Boards) they arrive at understand-
ings concerning new wage levels, the comparisons then resulting be-
tween the wage rates of railroad employees and those in outside in-
dustry reflect a “meeting of the minds” which must be viewed as
having significant meaning. Those understandings, by their nature,
are mutually arrived at, and do not represent a unilaterally deter-
mined wage rate relationship.

In the years prior to 1941, existing wage data reflect an effort on
the part of the carriers and the organizations of nonoperating em-
ployees to equate the earnings of nonoperating employees fairly closely
with the earnings of employees in all manufacturing industries. Be-
tween 1941 and 1949 these attempts at equality were disturbed because
of the differences between the nonoperating employees’ 48-hour weeks
and the dominant 40-hour weeks in outside industry.

Subsequent to the introduction of the 40-hour week for nonop-
erating employees (September 1949) wage rate comparisons between
nonoperating employees and those in outside industry have been made
with much greater attention to the earnings of durable goods workers
than those in all manufacturing industries. Certainly that was a key
comparison made by Emergency Board No. 66 in recommending the
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institution of the 40-hour week for nonoperating employees with a
20-percent increase in base rates to compensate them for the reduction
in their workweek from 48 hours. The February 1951 negotiated
wage increase of 12.5 cents per hour, the escalator cost-of-living wage
increases between April 1951 and October 1953, and the 4-cents-per-
hour wage increase awarded in the Guthrie Arbitration in December
1952, had the effect of maintaining a much closer relationship between
the wage rates of the nonoperating employees and those of durable
goods workers than they did with the workers in all manufacturing
industries.

This Board is not persuaded that these several wage rate relation-
ships were happenstance or the result of blind bargaining. Neither
is the Board convinced that the passage of time between December
1952 and December 1955, with no flat wage increases for nonoperating
employees, has been intentionally directed toward reestablishing any
formerly existing relationship between the wage rates of the non-
operating employees and those in all manufacturing industries. The
parties are too experienced in wage negotiations for either of these
to have occurred.

On the other hand the Board is of the opinion that any direct wage
rate comparison between nonoperating employees and those in outside
industry (i. e., excluding an intraindustry wage rate change deter-
mined in amount to equalize a wage rate change previously adopted
for operating employees) that considers only the earnings of durable
goods workers is not altogether appropriate. If that were the basis
for the Board’s determination in this case it might well make certain
adjustments either in the wage series of all manufacturing workers
or those for durable goods workers. More completely equitable wage
comparisons with nonoperating employees would probably require the
exclusion from the all manufacturing workers wage series of in-
dustries employing dominant numbers of women (tobacco, textile,
and apparel as examples). More proper wage comparisons with dur-
able goods workers might well require the exclusion of industries
employing a dominant number of skilled persons (primary metals,
machinery, and transportation equipment, as examples). But, inas-
much as the Board in this instance deems it appropriate to recom-
mend a wage rate increase based on intraindustry comparisons it is
not necessary, for the Board’s purposes, that any such perfections be
made in these wage series.

2. Relationship of earnings between nonoperating and operating
employees—The record presented in this case is replete with evi-
dence of the parties’ conscious attempts, in more than a decade and a
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half beginning in 1937, to equalize wage rate increases between non-
operating and operating employees. This principle has been succinctly
expressed by the carriers’ counsel in this case in the following state-
ment:

* * % jt has been the policy of the carriers for many years to offer uniform
and nondiscriminatory treatment to all classes and crafts of railroad employees
in matters involving general wage adjustments, and in all other matters with
respect to which all classes and crafts were similarly situated, * * *.

In characterizing its 1955 offer of a 1014-cents-per-hour wage in-
crease made to its nonoperating employees in the present case, an
offer subsequently withdrawn by the carriers because it was not ac-
cepted under its terms by October 31, 1955, the carriers said:

* * * this offer was consistent with and in fact was made pursuant to the long
established policy of the carriers to grant uniform and nondiseriminatory gen-
eral wage increases to all classes of railroad employees.

The evidence presented by the organizations and the carriers in-
cludes many past instances in which the above policy was followed
in determining the amount of wage increase to be granted those crafts
of employees which were the Jast ones on which agreement was reached
at the end of particular wage movements. While the timing of these
wage increases has varied, and special adjustments have sometimes
been granted concurrently to specific erafts for particular reasons,
the eventual result that has been attained thus far (since wage move-
ments in the railroad industry became national in scope beginning in
1937) has been a like total amount of general wage increases for each
craft and groups of crafts, operating and nonoperating alike. The
results of the application of this principle are reflected in the table
presented in a prior part of section III of this report.

Application of the principle of uniform wage increases for all classes
of railroad employees has not taken the form of a blind following of
precedent as soon as the wage increase for one craft has been estab-
lished at the beginning of any particular wage movement. Emer-
gency Board No. 66, for instance, noted that it would not follow the
principle of uniformity of wage changes when it was concerned with
the nonoperating employees who represented the large bulk of the
industry’s employees and was faced with a wage increase accepted by
the minority of the industry’s employees in the operating crafts. It
noted, therefore, that it would not limit its 1948 recommendation in
that case to the institution of a uniform hourly wage increase equiva-
lent to that granted the minority of the railroad employees in the
operating crafts and thus cut off the nonoperating employees from
attaining the 40-hour workweek goal to which it deemed them other-
wise entitled. In adopting the recommendations of that Emergency
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Board the parties deviated from the principle of uniform wage rate
increases between various crafts of railroad employees (the operat-
ing employees received 10 cents per hour in 1948 and the nonoperating
employees received 7 cents per hour) as a means of providing the
carriers with a cushion to soften the impact of an increase of 20 per-
cent in 1948 base rates connected with the September 1949 conversion
of such employees to a 40-hour week.

The 1949-51 wage movements, when finally consummated after
negotiations that extended for some crafts to May 1952, led to the
adoption of a wage increase of 12.5 cents per hour for each group of
railroad crafts. These several movements were complicated, insofar
as the yard operating employees were concerned, by wage increases
that were negotiated in major part to compensate for the introduc-
tion of 40-hour workweeks for those crafts. The carriers and the
several organizations representing these employees have finally elim-
inated these complexities by agreeing in their October 1955 negotia-
tions that 14.5 cents per hour of the 27 cents per hour wage increase
granted the yard operating employees in the 1950-52 period took the
form of a prepayment for conversion to a 40-hour workweek (as found
by Emergency Board No. 110). They also agreed that the residual
amount of wage increase granted those employees (12.5 cents per hour)
as an across-the-board increase, that had no connection with conver-
sion to a 40-hour week, was the same as granted in that period to the
nonoperating and road operating employees. Thus the parties have
themselves made computations, on an historical basis in this instance,
to support the principle of uniform wage increases for all crafts of
railroad employees.

The cost-of-living increases between April 1951 and October 1953
have likewise been uniform for all crafts. They have totaled 13 cents
per hour and have uniformly been incorporated into the base rates
for each craft following the termination of the escalator clauses in
each agreement.

The December 1952 Guthrie Arbitration Award, though not con-
cerned with all of the criteria that customarily are considered as part
of a general wage case, also recognized the propriety of instituting a
uniform wage increase for all crafts of railroad employees. In this
case the Award was for a 4-cent-per-hour improvement factor for all
employees.

Other apparent deviations from the principle of uniform wage
changes for all crafts of railroad employees have been made from time
to time but in each instance has been caused by an aspect of change
in the method of wage payment for such craft, or for some other com-
parable reason. For instance, graduated rates of pay (on the basis
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of locomotive weight on drivers, train length, etc.) have been adopted
for several crafts to take the place of former single rate payment.
Differential adjustments for engineers and yard conductors have also
been established. In each specialized case the wage adjustment, which
often coincided in time with an across-the-board wage increase, re-
flected an element of skill, effort, responsibility, hazard or working
conditions of the particular craft of employees affected. But, in each
such case the principle of uniform across-the-board wage increases has
been recognized and followed by the parties.

The October 1955 wage increase for yard and road firemen might
be considered as a departure from the principle of uniform wage
increases for all crafts of railroad employees, at least to the extent
that the yard service employees represented by the B. L. F. & E. have
received a slightly higher wage increase in 1955 than the road service
employees represented by that organization. However, the October 14,
1955, agreement with the B. L. F. & E. shows this variation was con-
nected with the conversion of the yard service employees to a 40-hour
workweek (the road service employees are not concerned with a
40-hour workweek) and that the whole was stated to be the equivalent
of a 1014-cents-per-hour across-the-board wage increase. Consequently
the Board in this case does not construe the variation in treatment of
yard service employees in connection with the October 1955 wage in-
crease as a departure from the principle of uniform wage increases for
all classes of railroad employees.

The record in this case, then, clearly supports the conclusion that,
except for the very recent wage increase history of the nonoperating
employees, uniform wage rate increases for all crafts of railroad
employees has been the practice since national wage movements began
in the railroad industry in 1937. Wage rate relationships have been
consistently on an intraindustry basis since that date.

3. The 1955 wage increase should be based on principle of uniformity
of wage increases in the railroad industry—The Board concludes
that the principles expressed in the preceding subsection of this report
represent the appropriate basis for its recommendations of settlement
of this wage issue. The principle of uniformity of wage increases
between the several crafts of railroad employees should be applied
in this case with a “catch up” for two situations in which the non-
operating employees have fallen behind the general across-the-board
wage increases granted to other railroad employees since 1948. A
“catch up” for these two situations added to the general across-the-
board wage increase applicable to most other railroad employees as
of October 1, 1955, would result in an equalization of wage increases
between the several crafts of railroad employees should be applied
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and the Board would consider the principle of uniform wage rate in-
creases to be fulfilled thereby.

The first point at which the principle of uniformity of wage increases
has been deviated from insofar as nonoperating employees are con-
cerned in the 1948-55 period was the 1948 wage increase. The 7
cents per hour wage increase the nonoperating employees received in
1948, as previously noted, was set at 3 cents per hour less than the
10 cents per hour wage increase for operating employees as a partial
offset to the wage cost impact caused by the addition of 20 percent
of base rates to compensate nonoperating employees for losses they
would otherwise have experienced in changing from 48-hour to 40-hour
weeks in September 1949. This departure from the principle of uni-
formity of wage rate increases was mutually agreed upon for reasons
deemed by the parties as sound and sufficient at the time of the con-
version. Thus there could be no supportable contention that any in-
equity occurred until some other craft or group of crafts would
convert to a 40-hour week without the loss of 3 cents per hour in a then
pending uniform wage increase. If conversion to a 40-hour workweek
in some craft or crafts would be accomplished by the same offset
of a pending uniform wage increase there would be no reason to
conclude that the nonoperating employees suffered any inequity in
relation to the employees in that craft.

But the final consummation of the negotiations for the wage adjust-
ments to accompany the conversion to 40-hour workweeks by the
several yard operating crafts (completed in October 1955) did not
result in any offset of 3 cents per hour against pending uniform wage
adjustments for such crafts. Of course, in the period between the
1951 or 1952 dates on which some employees in the yard operating
crafts converted to 40-hour workweeks and the October 1, 1955, date
on which the final conversion wage factor was negotiated for such
crafts, the employees in the yard operating crafts who had been on
40-hour weeks had worked under a wage inequity as compared with
the nonoperating employees because their original conversion factor
was considerably below the conversion factor granted to nonoperating
employees. But, as of October 1, 1955, that inequity was removed and
the full across-the-board wage increases enjoyed by all other railroad
employees in the 1950-52 period, together with the full conversion
adjustment granted the nonoperating employees, were made available
to the yard service employees upon conversion to a 40-hour workweek.
Since the 3 cents per hour conversion wage offset of the nonoperating
employees was not finally made applicable to the yard operating
employees, the Board here concludes that the nonoperating employees
should now be entitled to a “catch up” of the 3 cents per hour con-



24

version wage offset they experienced in 1948, but which did not become
an actual wage inequity until October 1,1955.

The second situation in the wage change pattern for nonoperating
employees that has caused them to suffer aninequity as contrasted to the
operating employees was the wage increase of 5 cents per hour granted
to operating employees in December 1953. The organizations repre-
senting the nonoperating employees had directed their initial demands
that year to rules changes in such matters as more extended vacations,
holidays with pay, premium pay for Sunday work as such, a health
and welfare plan, and increased free transportation. Delays in the
processing of these demands caused the 1953 wage settlements for
operating employees (in the amount of 5 cents per hour) to be con-
summated before the nonoperating employees’ demands for “fringes”
could be resolved. As a consequence the operating employees received
an across-the-board wage increase of 5 cents per hour while the non-
operating employees received no flat wage increase. While the non-
operating employees did receive a number of paid holidays as of
August 1954 (estimated to cost the carriers an average of 314 cents
per hour), and were likewise covered by a jointly financed health and
welfare plan as of January 1955 (at a cost of 2 cents per hour for the
Carriers and 2 cents per hour for each employee covered), their wage
rates were not increased in the 1953-54 period. Insofar as the prin-
ciple of uniform wage increases for all crafts of railroad employees
is concerned, then, the nonoperating employees experienced an inequity
of 5 cents per hour as of December 1953. That inequity, however, has
been offset to the extent of 2 cents per hour for the reason next noted.

The October 1955 wage settlements consummated for the several
crafts of operating employees all include understandings to the effect
that 4 cents per hour of the 1955 wage increase is “in lieu of” a carrier-
financed health and welfare plan not now applicable to such employees.
The Agreements embodying these wage increases all record a supple-
mentary understanding that in the event a carrier-financed health and
welfare plan is later negotiated this 4 cents per hour wage increase
(or such portion thereof as may be required to finance a plan adopted
by mutual agreement) will be automatically converted for the pay-
ment of such plan. Thus the carriers and operating organizations
clearly substituted a 1955 wage increase in settlement of the health
and welfare issue then pending between them. When they did so,
and set the substitute wage increase figure at 4 cents per hour for
operating employees, the 2 cents per hour cost to the carriers of the
present jointly financed health and welfare plan for nonoperating
employees likewise took on a wage increase connotation insofar as
the principle of uniformity of wage increases is concerned.
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The cost of the paid holidays granted to the nonoperating employees
in August 1954 does not carry this same wage connotation. This is
so because this “fringe” benefit has not been generally applicable to all
employees and no attempt has been made to set aside part of the 1955
wage increase of any operating craft as being “in lieu of” paid
holidays. Neither does the record divulge any other instance since
1948, during which other rules changes (embodying fringes) have
been negotiated for various crafts, in which offsets to wage increases
have been made for rules changes or fringes not made generally
applicable to all employees. Furthermore, this Board notes that
Emergency Board No. 113 did not suggest an offset of the 1953 5-cent-
per-hour general wage increase, received by the employees before that
Board, against the paid holidays and health and welfare benefits it
recommended. Therefore, the Board concludes here that there is no
reason to offset part or all of the 314 cents per hour cost of paid
holidays against the uniform wage increases to which the nonoperating
employees are otherwise entitled.

The basic wage increases granted by the carriers to the operating
employees in the 1953 and 1955 wage movements have totaled 15.5
cents per hour (5 cents as of December 1953 and 10.5 cents as of
October 1, 1955). The 2 cents per hour cost of the 1954 health and
welfare plan is the only equivalent wage increase received thus far
by the nonoperating employees in the 1953 and 1955 wage movements.
Recognition of the principle of uniformity of wage increases for all
crafts of railroad employees requires that the difference of 13.5 cents
per hour be considered an inequity presently faced by the nonoperating
employees.

The two situations noted above that have given rise to wage in-
equities against the nonoperating employees total 16.5 cents per hour.
The Board concludes that a wage increase “package” of 16.5 cents per
hour is now necessary to place the nonoperating employees on an
equal basis with other railroad employees insofar as the principle of
uniform wage increases is concerned. If a wage increase of this sum
is made available to these nonoperating employees their total across-
the-board wage increases for the 1948-55 period will be 55 cents per
hour, i. e., exactly equal to the total across-the-board wage increases
granted in the same 1948-55 period to operating employees from whom
1955 wage agreements have been consummated (except for the 1955
skill differential for engineers).

If a “package” wage increase of 16.5 cents per hour is granted to
the nonoperating employees (in steps of 14.5 cents and 2 cents for
reasons presented in section IV of this report) the resulting average
hourly wage level for the 73 classes of nonoperating employees (as of
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March 1, 1956) will probably fall somewhere between the average
hourly wage level for all manufacturing workers and durable goods
workers, closer to the latter than to the former. The Board does not
mean to suggest that it would have concluded that the particular
relationship that may thus result would have been the proper one for
it to recommend in the absence of any 1948-55 across-the-board wage
pattern for railroad employees. But, the Board is of the opinion that
the resulting wage rate relationship of nonoperating employees with
those in outside industry, following the principle of uniform wage
increases for all erafts of railroad employees as it has done here, is
not an improper one under all of the facts and circumstances of this
case. Furthermore, the Board concludes that the recommended in-
crease is the largest which can be reasonably justified on the basis
of any of such comparisons.

4. Ability to pay and retroactivity—The Board is in agreement
with the carriers’ contention that “ability to pay” must be a con-
sideration in the determination of the amount of any wage increase.
This principle is especially important when any attempt is made to
compare the earnings levels of railroad employees with those in out-
side industries. Importance then attaches to the extreme problems
the railroads face from such directions as growing competition aided
by public subsidy, inability to increase returns substantially through
rising rates and fares, reducing volume of freight and passenger
revenues as contrasted to the growing volume of transportation serv-
ices used in this country, inadequacy of earnings for many (though
not all) railroads, etc. But, the factor of ability-to-pay does not have
the same significance in a recommendation of a wage increase based on
an intra-industrial uniform wage increase principle as it would in a
recommendation based upon an interindustry wage comparison.

The Board has been apprised of no precedent wherein any craft
in the railroad industry has been deprived of an across-the-board
wage increase, granted other crafts, on the grounds that the railroads
did not possess ability-to-pay to a sufficient degree to make uniform
such a wage increase. However, the record does indicate certain situa-
tions in which wage increases have been delayed for particular crafts,
and it is highly probable that the carriers’ ability-to-pay the prevail-
ing wage increase to such craft or crafts (particularly on a retroactive
basis) was sufficiently in question to dictate such delavs.

In the present case the Board is persuaded that there is no real
question of the carriers’ ability-to-pay a 1614 cents per hour “pack-
age” increase to the nonoperating employees in the amount of 1414
cents per hour as of December 1, 1955, and 2 cents per hour as of March
1, 1956. But, the Board does feel that on the basis of the record there
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is a question of the carriers’ ability-to-pay the complete wage increase
effective retroactively to the September 1, 1955, date requested by the
Organizations or the October 1, 1955, date on which the 1955 wage
increases of a large number of operating employees have been made
effective. The Board’s determination to recommend no retroactivity
of the 1955 wage increase for nonoperating employees prior to Decem-
ber 1, 1955, is based on its conclusion that the carriers do not possess
the ability-to-pay such a wage increase retroactively to any earlier
date. Moreover, the Board’s recommendation in this regard is not in-
consistent with the prior practices of the parties in selecting effective
dates for wage increases.

5. Special considerations applicable to dining car employees—The
employees represented by the Hotel and Restaurant Employees and
Bartenders International Union, one of the organizations involved in
the wage issue, received the 5 cents per hour wage increase generally
effective in December 1953. As a consequence that 1953 wage increase
to other crafts did not create any inequity as to such employees.
Therefore, the recommended “package” wage increase of 1614 cents
per hour must be reduced by 3 cents per hour for such employees, 1. e.,
the extent of the inequity found to exist against the nonoperating
employees by virtue of the December 1953 wage increase. Since these
employees have subsequently requested a carrier-financed health and
welfare plan, 4 cents of the 1314 cents per hour here recommended
for these employees must be applied to the payment of the cost of any
such plan to preserve the principle of uniformity of wage increases.

HEALTH AND WELFARE ISSUE
A. HISTORY OF THE DISPUTE

On May 22, 1953, fifteen nonoperating railway labor organizations
served upon most railroads of the nation a proposal for negotiation
of a comprehensive health and welfare plan for employees and their
families to be financed by the carriers, and other fringe benefits. The
carriers contended that such matter and others then proposed were
not negotiable subjects under the Railway Labor Act, as amended, and
initiated a proceeding in the courts seeking an adjudication that such
matters were not subject to negotiation under the act.

Meanwhile the dispute progressed and Emergency Board No. 106
was established pursuant to the act to investigate the same and report
thereon. That Board recommended, among other things, that a lim-
ited liability, jointly contributory health and welfare plan should be
established. The parties entered into an agreement dated August 21,
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1954, covering the several matters considered by that Board. That
agreement provided in part as follows:

ARTICLE III—HEALTH AND WELFARE BENEFITS

The health and welfare proposal will be disposed of in conformity with the
terms of the memorandum dated at Chicago, 111, August 21, 1954,

It also provided that it would remain in effect until changed or
modified in accordance with the provisions of the Railway Labor Act,
as amended.

The memorandum referred to reads as follows:

MEMORANDUM

The Health and Welfare proposal of the organizations parties hereto served
upon the carriers on or about May 22, 1953, upon which recommendations were
made by Emergency Beard No. 106 in its report dated May 15, 1954, will be
disposed of in conformity with the following principles:

1. (a) The committees will meet with representatives of the insurance
companies for the purpose of agreeing upon all of the details essential to
the making of a complete agreement and master contract. This includes
an understanding with the insurance companies which will bind them to
provide uniform henefits at uniform cost on all of the carriers parties to
this agreement.

(b) The committees will jointly designate the insurance companies parties
to the understanding reached under subsection (a).

(¢) The individual carriers will select one or more insurance companies
from those referred to in subsections (a) and (b) hereof for the purpose
of making effective the contract referred to in subsection (a).

2. There will be uniform benefits and uniform contributions.

3. All employeces subject to this agreement after having been employed a
sufficient length of time to become eligible to participate in the health and
welfare benefits, herein referred to, will be required by payroll deduction to
contribute the amount stipulated in paragraph 4 hereof.

4. Each participating employee will contribute $3.40 a month and the
carrier will match this contribution.

5. Contributions collected from the employees and paid by the carrier
will be remitted, to the insurance company or companies selected, in the
manner provided in the master contract.

6. The committees representing the parties will work out all details as
may be necessary to provide a complete agreement.

7. A committee representing the railroad companies and a committee rep-
resenting the organizations parties hereto will meet with representatives of
the insurance companies after the end of each actuarial year for the purpose
of making finaneial adjustments of dividend accruals so as to assure the con-
tinuation of uniform benefits and uniform contributions.

8. These principles do not apply on properties where hospital associations
are in existence. On these properties the carrier will assume 50 percent of
the hospital dues required to be paid by the employees who are represented
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by the organizations parties hereto not to exceed $3.40 per month per
employee, subject to future review of prevailing conditionus by representatives
of the parties.

9. As a matter entirely disassociated from any agreement that might be
reached, the committees agree to discuss the comment of the Emergency
Board appearing at pages 44 and 45 of its report which reads:

The above recommendations are not meant to suggest that arrange-
ments would be inappropriate whereby in conjunction with the benefits
proposed employees might purchase at their own expense similar types
of benefits for their dependents and the Board feels that such arrange-
ments would be desirable and appropriate.

10. The committees referred to in paragraph 6 shall be named by the
parties immediately upon the execution of this memorandum.

The committees referred to in this memorandum will meet within ten
days from the date of this agreement and proceed with the duties set forth
herein.

Nore.—Insurance companies referred to hereinabove may include Blue
Cross, Blue Shield.

Signed at Chicago, I1l., this 21st day of August 1954.

Pursuant thereto, on January 18, 1955, the parties entered into a
policy contract with the Travelers Insurance Co. That policy contract
provided for the deduction of the monthly contributions of the em-
ployee from his wages and remittance by each carrier to the insurance
company of both employee and carrier contributions, as well as the
benefits accorded and other material matters. It also provided, sec-
tion9 (a):

The policy contract shall become effective at 12:01 a. m., eastern standard
time, on the date of its execution and shall remain in full force and effect subject
to the provisions of section 8 of this article, until the expiration of one year
beginning with the first day of the second full month following the execution of
the poliey contract.

On April 2, 1935, the organizations designated in List D of Ap-
pendix A gave notice to the carriers designated in List C of Appendix
A of their desire to amend the agreement of August 21, 1954, effective
May 2,1955, as follows:

Amend paragraphs 3, 4, and 5 of the memorandum attached to said agreement
to read as follows:

3. All employees subject to this agreement after having been employed a
sufficient length of time to become eligible to participate in the health and
welfare benefits, herein referred to, will be considered participating em-
ployees referred to in paragraph 4 hereof.

4. The carrier will contribute $6.80 a month for each participating em-
ployee.

5. Contributions paid by the carrier will be remitted to the insurance
company in the manner provided in the master contract.

Amend paragraph 8 of said memorandum by substituting “100 percent” for
“50 percent” and by substituting “$6.80" for “$3.40.”
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B. POSITION OF THE ORGANIZATION—HEALTH AND WELFARE
ISSUE

The organizations contend that comprehensive compilations of in-
formation regarding health and welfare plans are usually 2 or 3 years
in arrears of current developments; that the information before Emer-
gency Board No. 106 was already obsolete; that the employees were
even then entitled to such a plan paid for by the carriers unless they
were to be denied working conditions becoming increasingly prevalent
throughout the rest of industry; that the trend to employer paid
health and welfare plans was increasingly apparent at the time of
the L. & N. Railroad arbitration in May of 1955 and the arbitrator
awarded a plan identical to that here involved with all costs paid by
the carrier; and, that the later information now available shows a
continuing trend toward employer-paid plans and conversion of prior
joint contribution plans to employer-paid plans in American industry.

The organizations further contend that the position of the carriers
on this issue is unsound ; that the carriers’ contention, that this issue
is not negotiable, defies rational analysis because they have negotiated
the plan and in the current negotiations they offered to assume the
full payment as limited by the request; that their contention that the
issue is not negotiable at this time is predicated upon the term of
the insurance policy but the agreement of August 21, 1954, settling
the then pending issues, provides for modification in accordance with
the procedures of the Railway Labor Act, which have been followed;
that in any event the recent offer to pay the full cost, as requested,
indicates there would be no problem in modifying the insurance policy
and that offer shows the carriers can hardly be serious in that con-
tention; and, that their contentions relative to the necessity or desira-
bility of employee participation are inapplicable because the proposal
is for payment of a fixed amount.

C. POSITION OF THE CARRIERS—HEALTH AND WELFARE ISSUE

The carriers contend that the health and welfare plan is not sub-
ject to reopening until March 1, 1956; that such plan was not estab-
lished by the agreement of August 21, 1954, disposing of other issues
but by a separate memorandum not incorporated into that agree-
ment; that such memorandum was not executed pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Railway Labor Act because it makes no reference
thereto, and during the negotiations thereon the parties were engaged
in litigation involving the question of bargainability of the health
and welfare plan under that act, which the carriers then refused to
dismiss; that such separate memorandum was an agreement to make
a contract with a statement of the principles binding the parties in
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their subsequent negotiations thereunder ; that such memorandum was
fully performed by the execution of the contemplated contract, Group
Policy Contract No. GA 23000, and was merged into and replaced
thereby ; and that the specific term of that contract binds both parties
until March 1, 1956.

The carriers further contend that apart from that legal question
the demand is without merit; that the adoption of an employer
financed plan would secure for these employees nothing but an increase
in that portion of their wages paid in the form of fringe benefits;
that these employees already receive a greater measure of fringe bene-
fits than do workers in other industries ; that to convert this particular
plan into a noncontributory plan would be detrimental to the best
operation of the plan and contrary to the practices of other employers
with plans similar to the railroad plan; and, that Emergency Board
No. 106 and Emergency Board No. 113 both recommended that the
health and welfare plan be contributory on the merits of the proposals.

D. FINDINGS OF THE BOARD—HEALTH AND WELFARE ISSUE

The group policy contract agreed upon by the parties in accordance
with the provisions of the memorandum of August 21, 1954, is a term
contract which cannot be modified prior to March 1, 1956, except by
agreement of all parties. The parties have executed other term con-
tracts, for example the vacation agreement, and recognize the binding
effect thereof under the provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as
amended.

The organizations appear to recognize that but contend that their
request is not to modify that term contract but to modify the agree-
ment of August 21, 1954, which specifically permits modification in
accordance with the provisions of the Railway Labor Act, and also
to modify the memorandum executed the same day which underlies
the group policy contract.

The agreement, of August 21, 1954, contains all details of the modifi-
cation of the vacation agreement, establishes paid holidays and all
conditions relating thereto and specifies various rules changes agreed
upon. With respect to health and welfare it does no such thing, but
merely recites that the “IHealth and Welfare Proposal” will be dis-
posed of in conformity with the terms of the memorandum. The
language of the memorandum clearly shows the reason for such differ-
ent treatment of the subject. It merely sets forth the principles
which would govern the parties in the “making of a complete agree-
ment and master contract.” That contemplated complete agreement
and master contract was agreed upon. It is Group Policy Contract
No. GA 23000.
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Thus, the effect of the April 2, 1953, request of the organizations
would be to change the provisions of a term contract prior to the date
such may be done in accordance with the terms of that contract. The
fact that the parties might modify the contract by agreement does not
justify a recommendation granting a request for such modification
by one of the parties alone.

In making that finding the Board has not overlooked the fact that
paragraph 8 of the memorandum is the only written agreement relat-
ing to Hospital Association railroads, but notes the subsequent verbal
agreement to start their contributions at the same time as provided by
the group policy contract and the disclaimer by the organizations of
any desire for disparate treatment of them.

Thus it is apparent that the agreement of August 21, 1954, did not
dispose of the health and welfare proposal nor establish its terms, but
merely recited that such proposal would be disposed of in accordance
with a memorandum of principles to guide the parties in making a
complete agreement thereon. Hence the provision of that agreement
relating to modification of its terms in accordance with the procedures
of the Railway Labor Act cannot be considered applicable to the terms
of the health and welfare plan and we think it would be wholly inap-
propriate to disregard the ultimate term agreement effectuating the
health and welfare plan in our recommendation upon the dispute
arising from the notice of April 2, 1955.

However, there are two circumstances which make it proper to
recommend that this issue be settled by agreement of the carriers to
assume payment of the present employee contribution on March 1,
1956. The carriers offered a package settlement in this case consisting
of a wage increase and assumption of the full health and welfare
cost (up to $6.80 per month per employee), and the settlements made
with operating groups of employees in 1955 included a 4-cent-per-hour
wage increase in lieu of the full cost of a health and welfare plan
comparable to that of these nonoperating employees. Equality of
treatment among the several classes of railroad employees, which the
carriers assert is their policy, requires such a recommendation.

This recommendation may require changes in the group policy con-
tract, which effectuated the health and welfare plan. Any such
changes should be accomplished readily by the parties within the
time interval involved.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD

The Board finds and recommends that the disputes herein con-
sidered should be resolved as follows:
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A. WITH RESPECT TO THE GENERAL WAGE INCREASE ISSUE

That a general across-the-board wage increase of 14.5 cents per
hour be made effective as of December 1, 1955, for employees repre-
sented by the organizations designated in List B of Appendix A
except those represented by the Hotel and Restaurant Employees
and Bartenders International Union, and that for those employees a
general across-the-board wage increase of 13.5 cents per hour be made
effective as of December 1, 1955, except that if those employees pursue
pending notices for carrier-financed health and welfare benefits to
agreement, 4 cents per hour of such increase shall be automatically
converted for payment thereof.

B. WITH RESPECT TO THE HEALTH AND WELFARE ISSUE

That the carriers assume and pay the full cost (up to $6.80 per
month per employee) of the health and welfare plan effective March 1,
1956, for employees represented by the organizations designated in
List D of Appendix A.

Respectfully submitted.

Doprey E. Wurring, Chairman.
G. ALLax Dasma, Jr., Member.
Joux Day Largin, Member,



APPENDIX A

ExecuTrive ORDER

CREATING AN EMERGENCY BOARD TO INVESTIGATE DISPUTES BETWEEN THE
ALBANY PORT DISTRICT RAILROAD AND OTHER CARRIERS AND CERTAIN OF
THEIR EMPLOYEES

Whereas disputes exist between the Albany Port District Railroad
and other carriers represented by the Eastern, Western, and South-
eastern Carriers’ Conference Committees, designed in List A attached
hereto and made a part hereof, and certain of their employees repre-
sented by the cooperating (nonoperating) railway labor organizations,
designed in List B attached hereto and made a part hereof, on the
subject of certain wage demands made by the employees; and

Whereas disputes exist between the Albany Port District Railroad
and other carriers represented by the Eastern, Western, and South-
eastern Carriers’ Conference Committees, designated in List C at-
tached hereto and made a part hereof, and certain of their employees
represented by the cooperating (nonoperating) railway labor organi-
zations designated in List D attached hereto and made a part hereof,
on the subject of demands of the employees for changes in agreements
covering health and welfare benefits; and

Whereas these disputes have not heretofore been adjusted under the
provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as amended ; and

Whereas these disputes, in the judgment of the National Mediation
Board, threaten substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a
degree such as to deprive the country of essential transportation
service;

Now, therefore, by virtue of the authority vested in me by section
10 of the Railway Labor Act, as amended (45 U. S. C. 160), I hereby
create a board of three members, to be appointed by me, to investigate
the said disputes. No member of the said board shall be pecuniarily
or otherwise interested in any organization of employees or any
carrier.

The Board shall report its findings to the President with respect
to the said dispute within 30 days from the date of this order.

As provided by section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, as amended,

(34)
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from this date and for 30 days after the Board has made its report
to the President, no change, except by agreement, shall be made by the
Albany Port District, Railroad and other carriers represented by the
Eastern, Western, and Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committees
or their employees in the conditions out of which the said dispute arose.

Tue Wuarre House, November 7, 1955,

LIST A

IasTirNy REGION

Akron & Darberton Belt Railroad Co.
Akron, Canton & Youngstown Rail-
road Co.
Ann Arbor Railroad Co.
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co.:
B. & 0. Chicago Terminal Rail-
road Co.
Curtis Bay Railroad.
Dayton & Union Railroad.
Staten Island Rapid 7Transit
Ruilway Co.
Strouds Creek & Muddlety Rail-
roud Co.
Bessemer & Lake Erie Railroad Co.
Boston & Maine Ratliroad.
Boston Terminal Corp.
Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal,
Jlush Terminal Railroad Co.
Canadian National Railways:
Canadian National Railways—
lines in N. E.
United States & Canada Rail-

road.

Champlain & St. Lawrence Rail-
road.

Canadian National Railways—

State of New York.
St. Clair Tunnel Cu.
Canadian Pacific Railway Co.
Central Railroad Co. of New Jersey :
New York & Long Branch Railroad
Co.
Central Vermont Railway, Tuc.
Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville
Railway Co.
Chicago Union Station Co.
Cincinnati Union Terminal Co.
Dayton Union Railway Co.

Delaware & Hudson Railroad Corp.
Delaware, Lackawanna & Western
Railroad Co.
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line Railroad
Co.
Detroit Terminal Railroad Co.
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton Railroad
Co.
Erie Railread Co.
Grand Trunk Western Railroad Co.
Indianapolis Union Railway Co.
Lake Terminal Railroad Co.
Lehigh & New England Railroad Co.
Lehigh Valley Railroad Co.
Long Island Railroad Co.
Maine Central Railroad Co.: Port-
land Terminal Co.
Monongahela Connecting
Co.
Monongahela Railway Co.
Montour Railroad Co.
Newhurgh & South Shore Railway
Co.
New York Central System:
New York Central Railroad—
full line.
New York Central Railroad—
Buffalo & East Buffalo Stock
Yards.
Grand Central Terminal.
New York Central Railroad—
west of Buffalo,
Michigan Central Railroad.
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago &
St. Louis Railway :
Peoria & Eastern Railway.
Louisville & Jeffersonville
Bridge & Railroad Co.
Boston & Albany Railroad.

Railroad
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LIST A—continued

EAsTERN REGciIoN—Continued

New York Central—Con.
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad.
Chicago River & Indiana Rail-
road: Chicago Junction Rail-
way.
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie Railroad:
Lake Erie & Eastern Railroad.
Cleveland Union Terminals Co.
Troy Union Railroad Co.
New York, Chicago & St. Louis Rail-
road Co.
New York Dock Railway.
New York, New Haven & Hartford
Railroad Co.
New York, Susquehanna & Western
Railroad Co.
Pennsylvania Railroad Co.: Balti-
more & Eastern Railroad Co.

Pittsburgh & West Virginia Railway
Co.

Pittsburgh, Chartiers & Youghio-
cheny Railway Co.

Railroud Perishable Inspection
Agency.

Reading Co.: Philadelphia Reading &
Pottsville Telegraph Co.

River Terminal Railway Co.

Toledo Terminal Railway Co.

Union Depot Co. (Columbus, Ohio).

Union Freight Railroad Co. (Boston).

Union Inland Freight Station.

Union Railroad Co. (Pittsburgh).

Washington Terminal Co.

Western Allegheny Railroad Co.

Youngstown & Northern Railroad Co.

LIST A

WESTERN REGION

Alton & Southern Railroads.

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail-
way:

Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Rail-
way.
Panhandle & Santa Fe Railway.

Belt Railway Co. of Chicago.

Camas Prairie Railroad.

Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad.

Chicago & Illinois Midland Railway.

Chicago & North Western Railway.

Chicago & Western Indiana Railroad.

Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Rail-
road.

Chicago Great Western Railway.

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul &
Pacific Railroad.

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail-
road: Joint Texas Division—
C. R. L. & P. Railroad-Fort W. & D.
Railway.

Chicago, St. Paul,
Omaha Railway.

Colorado and Southern Railway.

Colorado & Wyoming Railway.

Denver & Rio Grande Western Rail-
road.

Minneapolis &

Denver Union Terminal Railway.

Des Moines Union Railway.

Duluth, Missabe & Iron Range Rail-
way.

Duluth, South Shore & Atlantic Rail-
road.

Duluth Union Depot & Transfer Co.

Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Railway.

Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Railway.

El Paso Union Passenger Depot Co.

Fort Worth & Denver Railway.

Galveston, Houston & Henderson
Railroad.

Great Northern Railway.

Green Bay & Western Railroad:

Kewaunee, Green Bay & Western
Railroad.
Gulf Coast Lines:
Asherton & Gulf Railway.
Asphalt Belt Railway.
Beaumont, Sour Lake & Western
Railway.
Houston & Brazos Valley Rail-
way.
Houston North Shore Railway.
Iberia, St. Mary & Eastern Rail-
road.
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LIST A—continued

WEeSTERN REGION—Continued

Gulf Coast Lines—Continued
New Iberia & Northern Railroad.
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico
Railway.

Orange & Northwestern Railroad.

Rio Grande City Railway.

St. Louis, Brownsville & Mexico
Railway.

San Antonio Southern Railway.

San Antonio, Uvalde & Gulf Rail-
road.

San Benito & Rio Grande Val-
ley Railway.

Sugar Land Railway.

Houston Belt & Terminal Railway.

Illinois Central Railroad.

Illinois Terminal Railroad.

International-Great Northern Rail-
road.

Kansas City Soutbern Railway:
Arkansas Western Railway.
Fort Smith & Van Buren Rail-

way.
Kansas City,
Terminal Co.
Joplin Union Depot.

Kansas City Terminal Railway.

Los Angeles Junction Railway.

Litchfield & Madison Railway.

Louisiana & Arkansas Railway.

Manufacturers Railway.

Midland Valley Railroad:

Kansas, Oklahoma & Gulf Rail-
way.

Oklahoma City-Ada-Atoka Rail-
way.

Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway:
Railway Transfer Co. of the City
of Minneapolis.

Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste.
Marie Railroad.

Minnesota Transfer Railway.

Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad:
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad

Shreveport Gulf

of Texas.
Beaver, Meade and Englewood

Railroad.
Missouri Pacific Railroad: Mis-

souri-Illinois Railroad.

Northern Pacific Railway.

Northern Pacific Terminal Co. of
Oregon.

Northwestern Pacific Railroad.

Ogden Union Railway & Depot Co.

Oregon, California & Eastern Rail-
way.

Peoria and Pekin Union Railway.

Port Terminal Railroad Association.

Pueblo Joint Interchange Bureau.

St. Joseph Terminal Railroad.

St. Louis-San Franecisco Railway:
St. Louis, San Francisco & Texas
Ruailway.

St. Louis Southwestern Railway: St
Louis Southwestern Railway Co.
of Texas.

St. Paul Union Depot Co.

San Diego & Arizona Eastern Rail-
way.

Sioux City Terminal Railway.

Southern Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines).

Spokane, Portland & Seattle Rail-
way:

Oregon Electric Railway.
QOregon Trunk Railway.

Terminal Railroad Association of St.
Louis. ’

Texarkana Union Station Trust Co.

Texas and New Orleans Railroad.

Texas and Pacific Railway:

Abilene & Southern Railway.
Fort Worth Belt Railway.
Texas New Mexico Railway,
Texas Short Line Railway.
Weatherford, Mineral Wells &
North Western Railway.

Texas Mexican Railway.

TP-MP Terminal Railroad of New
Orleans.

Toledo, Peoria & Western Railroad.

Union Pacific Railroad.

Union Railway (Memphis).

Union Terminal Co. (Dallas).

Wabash Railroad.

Western Pacific Railroad.

Western Weighing &
Bureau.

Inspection
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LIST A

SOUTHEASTERNY REGION

Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co.

Atlanta & West Point: Western Rail-
way of Alabama.

Atlanta Joint Terminals.

Augusta Union Station.

Birmingham Southern Railroad Co.

Central of Georgia Railway Co.

Charleston & Waestern Carolina Rail-
way Co.

Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co.

Clinchfield Railroad Co.

Florida East Coast Railway Co.

Georgia Railroad.

Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad Co.

Jacksonville Terminal Co.

Kentucky & Indiana Terminal Rail-
road.

Louisville & Nashville Railroad.

Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis
Ruilway.

Norfolk Southern Railway Co.

Norfolk & Portsmouth Belt Line Rail-
road Co.

Norfolk & Western Railway Co.
Richmond, Frederickshurg & Potomac
Railroad Co.:
Richmond Terminal Railway Co.
Potomac Yard.
Seaboard Air Line.
Southern Railway:
Alabama Great Southern
way Co.
Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas
Pacific Railway.
Georgia Southern & Florida Rail-

Rail-

way.

Harriman & Northecastern Rail-
road Co.

New Orleans & Northeastern

Railroad Co.
New Orleans Terminal Co.
St. Johns River Terminal.
Tennessee Central Railway Co.
Virginian Railway Co.

LIST B

1955 Wack MovEMENT—COOPERATING RRAILWAY LaROkR ORGANIZATIONS

International Association of Ma-
chinists.

International Brotherhood of Boiler-
makers, Iron Ship Builders, Black-
smiths, Forgers and Helpers.

Sheet Metal Workers' International
Association.

International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers.

PBrotherhood of Railway Carmen of
America.

International Brotherhood of Fire-
men, Oilers, Helpers, Roundhouse
and Railway Shop Laborers.

Iirotherhood of Railway and Steam-
ship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Ex-
press and Station Employes.

Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way
Employes.

The Order of Railroad Telegraphers.

Brotherhood of Railroad Sigmalmen
nf Awmerica.

Hotel and Restaurant Fmployes and
Bartenders International Union,

LIST €

EasTErN REGION

Albhany Port District Railroad Co.

AKkron & Barberton Belt Railroad Co.

Akron, Canton & Youngstown Rail-
road Co.

Akron Union Passenger Depot Co.

Ann Arbor Lake Michigan Car Fer-
ries.

Ann Arbor Railroad Co.
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LIST c—continued

EasTERN REGION—Continued

Arvostook Valley Railroad Co.
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co.:
Baltimore & Ohio Chicago Ter-
mminal Railroad Co.

Baltimore & Ohio—New York
Terminal Region.

Curtis Bay Railroad.

Dayton & Union Railroad.

Staten Island Rapid Transit

Railway Co.
Strouds Creek & Muddlety Rail-
road.
Bangor & Arovostook Railroad Co.
Bessemer & Lake Erie Ruailroad Co.
Boston & Maine Railroad Co.
Boston Terminal Co.
Brooklyn Eastern Distriet Terminal.
Buffalo Creek Railroad.
Bush Terminal Railroad Co.
Canadian National Ruailways:
Canadian National — State of
New York.
Canadian National — Lines in
New England.

Champlain & St. Lawrence Rail-

road.

S$t. Clair Tunnel Co.

United States & Canada Railroad,
Canadian Pacific Railways in the

United States.
Canton Railroad Co.
Central Indiana Railway Co.
Central Railroad Company of New
Jersey :

New York & Long Branch Rail-

road.

Wharton & Northern Railroad.
Central Vermont Railway, Inc.
Cherry Tree & Dixonville Railroad.
Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville

Railway.
Chicago Short Line Railway Co.
Chicago, South Shore & South Bend
Railroad.
Chicago Union Station Co.
Cincinnati Union Terminal Co.
Ipayton Union Railway Co.
Delaware & Hudson Railroad Corp.

Delaware, Lackawanna & Western
Railroad Co.
Detroit & Mackinac Railway Co.
Detroit & Toledo Shore Line Railroad
Co.
Detroit Terminal Railroad Co.
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton Railroad
Co.
East St. Louis Junction Railway.
Lrie Railroad Co.
Grand Trunk Western Railroad Co.
Greenwich & Johnsonville Railway
Co.
Harrisburg Warchouse Co.
Hoboken Shore Railroad Co.
Hudson & Manhattan Railroad Co.
Indianapolis Union Railway Co.
Ironton Railroad Co.
Lake Front Dock & Railroad Termi-
nal Co.
Lehigh & Hudson River Railroad Co.
Lehigh & New England Railroad Co.
Lehigh Valley Railroad Co.
T.ong Island Railroad Co.
Maine Central Railroad Co. : I'ortland
Terminal Co.
Manistee & Northeastern Railway Co.
Maryland & Pennsylvania Railroad
Co.
Merchants Despatch Transportation
Corp.
Monongahela Railway Co.
Montour Railroad Co.
Mystic Terminal Co.
New Jersey, Indiana & Ilinois Rail-
road Co.
New Jersey & New York Railroad Co.
New York Central Systews :
New  York Central Railroad:
IFederal Valley Railroad.
New York Central Railroad—
Buffalo & Eust:
Grand Central Terminal.
Buffalo Stock Yards.
New York Central Railroad—
West of Buffalo.
Boston & Albany Railroad:
Railroad Crossing Police.
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LIST c—continued

EASTERN REGION—Continued

New York Central System—Con.
Cleveland Union Terminals Co.
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago &

St. Louis Railway :
Peoria & Eastern Railway.
Louisville & Jeffersonville
Bridge & Railroad Co.
Chicago River & Indiana Rail-
road Co.: Chicago Junction
Railway.
Indiana Harbor Belt Railroad Co.
Michigan Central Railroad Co.
Pittsburgh & Lake Erie Railroad :
Lake Erie & Eastern Railroad.
Troy Union Railroad Co.

New York Connecting Railroad Co.

New York, Chicago & St. Louis Rail-

road Co.: Wheeling & Lake Erie.

New York Dock Railway.

New York, New Haven & Hartford

Railroad Co.
New York, Susquehanna & Western
Railroad Co.

Pennsylvania Railroad Co.:

Baltimore & HBastern Railroad
Co.
Pittsburgh Joint Stock Yards.

Pennsylvania - Reading Seashore

Lines. ‘

Philadelphia Belt Line Railroad.

Pittsburgh, Allegheny & McKees
Rocks.

Pittsburgh & West Virginia Railway
Co.

Pittsburgh, Chartiers & Youghio-
gheny Railway Co.

Railroad Perishable Inspection
Agency.

Reading Co.: Philadelphia, Reading
& Pottsville Telegraph Co.

River Terminal Railway Co.

Rutland Railway Corp.

St. Louis & Belleville Electric Rail-
way Co.

Toledo Terminal Railroad Co.

Union Belt of Detroit.

Union Depot Company of Columbus,
Ohio.

Union Freight Railroad Co. (Bos-
ton).

Union Inland Freight Station (New
York)

Union Railroad Co.

Washington Terminal Co.

Western Allegheny Railroad Co.
Western Maryland Railway Co.
Youngstown & Southern Railway Co.

SOUTHEASTERN REGION

Alabama, Tennessee & Northern Rail-
road Co.
Albany Passenger Terminal Co.
Atlanta Terminal Co.
Atlantie Coast Line Railroad Co.
Birmingham Southern Railroad Co.
Birmingham Terminal Co.
Carolina & Northwestern Railway
Co.:
Blue Ridge Railway.
Danrille & Western Railway.
High Point, Randleman, Ashe-
boro & Southern.
Yadkin Railroad Co.
Central of Georgia Railway Co.
Charleston & Western Carolina Rail-
way Co.

Chattanooga Station Co.

Chattanooga Traction Co. i

Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Com-
pany (Chesapeake District) :

Pere Marquette District.

Fort Street Union Depot.
Columbia Union Station Co.
Durham Union Station Co.

Florida East Coast Railway Co.

Frankfort and Cincinnati Railroad
Co.

Fruit Growers Express Co.

Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad Co.

Interstate Railroad Co.

Jacksonville Terminal Co.

Kentucky & Indiana Terminal Rail-
road.
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LIST ¢—continued

SOUTHEASTERN REGION—Continued

Macon, Dublin & Savannah Railroad
Co.

Macon Terminal Co.

Memphis Union Station Co.

Meridan Terminal Co.

Norfolk & Portsmouth Belt Line Rail-
road Co.

Norfolk & Western Railway Co.

Norfolk Southern Railway Co.

Norfolk Terminal Railway Co.

Richmond, Fredericksburg & Poto-
mac Railroad Co.:

Potomac Yard.

Richmond Terminal Railway Co.
Savannah Union Station Co.
Seaboard Air Line Railway Co.:

Tampa Union Station.
Southeastern Demurrage & Storage
Bureau.
Southern Railway:

Alabama Great Southern Rail-

way Co.

Southern Railway—QContinued
Cincinnati, New Orlcans & Texas
Pucific Railway.
Georgia Southern & Florida Rail-

way.

Harriman & Northeastern Rail-
road Co.

New Orleans & Northeastern
Railroad.

New Orleans Terminal Co.
St. Johns River Terminal Co.
State University Railroad Co.
Woodstock & Blockton Railway
Co.
Tennessee Central Railway Co.
Valdosta Southern Railroad Co.
Virginian Railway Co.
Winston-Salem Southbound Railway
Co.
Winston-Salem Terminal Co.

WESTERN REGION

Alameda Belt Line.
Alton & Southern Railroad.
American Refrigerator Transit Co.
Arkansas & Memphis Bridge & Ter-
minal Co.
Ashley, Drew & Northern Railway.
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail-
way:
Dining Car Department.
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Rail-

way.

Newton, Kansas, Laundry Work-
ers.

Oklahoma City Stock Yards
Agency.

Panhandle & Santa Fe Railway.
Tie & Timber Treating Plant:
Somerville, Tex.
Albuquerque, N. Mex.
Atchison Union Depot & Railroad
Co.
Belt Railway Co. of Chicago.
Burlington Refrigerator Express.

Butte, Anaconda & Pacific Railway.

Camas, Prairie Railroad Co.

Central California Traction Co.

Chicago & Calumet River Railroad.

Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad.

Chicago & Illinois Midland Railway.

Chicago & North Western Railway.

Chicago & Western Indiana Railroad.

Chicago Car Interchange & Inspec-
tion Bureau.

Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Rail-
road.

Chicago Great Western Railway Co.

Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pa-
cific Railroad.

Chicago, North Shore & Milwaukee
Railway. ’

Chicago Produce Terminal Co.

Chicago Railroad Freight Collection
Association.

Chicago Railways Hotel Ticket Of-
fices.
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LIST c—continued

WESTERN ReGioNn—Continued

Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail-
way : Peoria Terminal Co.

Chicago, St. P’aul, Minneapolis &
Omaha Railway.

Chicago, West Pullman & Southern.

Colorado & Southern Railway.

Colorado & Wyoming Railway Co.

Copper Range Co.

Dallas Car Interchange & Inspec-
tion Bureau.

Davenport, Rock Island
Western Railway.

Denver & Rio Grande Western Rail-
road.

Denver Joint Car Interchange & In-
spection Bureau.

Denver Union Stock Yards Co.

Denver Union Terminal Railway,

Des Moines Union Railway.

Duluth & Superior Bridge Co.

Duluth Union Depot & Transfer Co.

Duluth, Winnipeg & Pacific Railway.

East Portland Freight Terminal.

Eldorado & Wesson Railway Co.

Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Railway.

El Paso Union Passenger Depot.

Escanaba & Lake Superior Railroad.

Fort Dodge, Des Moines & Southern
Railway Co.

Fort Worth & Denver Railway Co.

Galveston, Houston & Henderson
Railroad Co.

Galveston Wharves.

Great Northern Railway.

Green Bay & Western Railroad:
Kewaunee. Green Bay & Western
Railroad Co.

Gulf Coast, Lines:

Asherton & Gulf Railway.,
Asphalt Belt Railway.
Beaumont, Sour Lake & Western.
Houston & Brazos Valley.
Houston North Shore Railway.
Iberia, St. Mary & Eastern Rail-
way.
New Iberia & Northern Railroad.
New Orleans, Texas & Mexico.
Orange & Northwestern Railroad.

& North

Gulf Coast Lines—Continued

Rio Grande City Railway.

St. Louis, Brownsville & Mexico.
San Antonio Southern.

San Antonio, Uvalde & Gulf,
San Benito & Rio Grande Valley.
Sugar Land Railway.

Harbor Belt Line (Los Angeles).

Houston Belt & Terminal Railway.

Illinois Central Railroad Co.:
Chieago & Illinois Western Rail-

road.
Steamer DPelican.

Illinois Northern Railway.

Illinois Terminal Railroad Co.

International Great Northern Rail-

road.
Joint Agency, National Stock Yards,
Illinois.

Joint Railway Agency (South St.
Paul).

Joint Texas Division of C. R. 1. & P.
and F. W. & D.

Joliet Union Depot Co.

Kansas City Southern Railway :
Arkansas Western Railway.
Fort Smith & Van Buren Rail-

way.
Joplin Union Depot Co.
Kansas City Terminal Railway.
Keokuk Union Depot Co.
King Street Passenger
(Seattle).

Lake Superior & Ishpeming Railroad
Co.

Lake Superior Terminal & Transfer
Railway,

La Salle Street Station.

Litchfield & Madison Railway Co.

Longview, Portland & Northern.

Los Angeles Junction Railway.

Los Angeles Union Passenger Ter-

minal.

Louisiana & Arkansas Railway Co.

Manistique & Lake Superior Railroad.

Manufacturer’'s Railway.

McCloud River Railroad.

Midland Continental Railroad.

Station
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LIST c—continued

WEsTERN REGIoON—Continued

Midland Valley Railroad:
Kansas, Okluhoma & Gulf Rail-
way.
Kansas, OKlahoma & Guif of
Texas.
Oklahoma City-Ada-Atoka Railway.
Milwaukee-Kansas City Southern
Joint Agency.
Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway:

Railway Transfer Co. City of
Minneapolis.

Minneapolis, Northfield & Southern:
Electric Short Line.

Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste.
Marie Railroad Co.: Duluth. South
Shore & Atlantic Railway.

Minnesota Transfer Railway.

Minnesota Western Railwuy Co.

Missouri & Illinois Bridge & Belt
Railroad Co.

Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad Co. :
Beaver, Meade & Englewood.
Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad

Co. of Texas.

Missouri ’acific Railroad :
Missouri-Illinois Railroad.
Sedalia Reclamation Plant,

Missouri Produce Yards (Kansas
City, Mo.)

Modesto & Empire Traction Co.

Montana Western Railway Co.

Mount Hood Railway Co.

Municipal Bridge of Saint Louis.

Natchez & Southern Railway.

Northeast Oklahoma Railroad Co.

Northern Pacitic Railway.

Northern DPacific Terminal
Oregon.

Northern Refrigerator Line, Inc.

North Pacific Coast Freight Bureau,

Northwestern Pacitic Railroad.

Oakland Terminal Railway Co.

Ogden Union Railway & Depot Co.

Oregon, California & Eastern Rail-
way.

Pacitie Car Demurrage Rureau.

Pacific Coast Railroad Co.

Co. of

Pacific Electric Railway.

Pacific Fruil Express Co.

Paducah & THinois Railroad Co.

I’coria & Pekin Union Railway.

Port Terminal Railroad Association
(Houston).

Pueblo Joint Interchange.

Pueblo Union Depot & Railroad Co.

Pullman Co.

Quanah, Acme & Pacitic.

Roscoe, Snyder & Pacific Railway Co.

St. Joseph Terminal Railroad Co.

St. Joseph Union Depot Co.

Sacramento Northern Railway.

St. Louis-San Francisco Railway Co.:
St. Louis, San Francisco & Texas
Railway Co.

St. Louis Southwestern Raliway: St.
Louis Southwestern Railway Co.
of Texas.

St. Paul Union Depot Co.

Salt Lake City Union Depot & Rail-
road.

Salt Lake Union Stock Yards.

San Antonio Joint Car Interchange
Association.

San Diego & Arizona Eastern Rail-
way.

Sand Springs Railway Co.

Sioux City Terminal Railway.

Southern Pacific Company (Pacific
Lines).

South Omaha Terminal Railway.

Spokane International Railway.

Spokane, Portland & Seattle Rail-
way:

Oregon Blectric Railway.
Oregon Trunk Railway.

Stock Yards District Agency
cago).

Sun Valley Operations.

Superintendents’ Association-St.
Louis: Fast St. Louis (Terminal
District).

Terminal Railroad Association of St.
Louis.

Texarkana Union Station Trust.

(Chi-
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WESTERN REGION—Continued

LIST c—continued

Texas & New Orleans Railroad.
Texas & Pacific Railway:
Abilene & Southern Railway.
Fort Worth Belt Railway.
Texas-New Mexico Railway.
Texas Short Line Railway.
Weatherford, Mineral Wells &
Northwestern Railway.
Texas City Terminal Railway Co.
Texas Mexican Railway Co.
Texas Pacific-Missouri Pacific Ter-
minal Railroad of New Orleans.
Tidewater Southern Railway Co.
Toledo, Peoria & Western Railroad.
Trans-Continental Freight Bureau.
Tulsa Union Depot Co.
Union Pacific Railroad Co.

Union Passenger Depot Co. (Gal-
veston).

Union Railway Co. (Memphis).

Union Terminal Co. (Dallas).

Union Terminal Railway Co. (St.
Joseph, Mo.) : St. Joseph Belt Rail-
way Co.

Utah Railway (D. & R. G, W.).

Wabash Railroad Co.

Walla Walla Valley Railway Co.

Western Fruit Express Co.

Western Pacific Railroad.

Western Weighing & Inspection Bu-
reau.

Wichita Terminal Association,

Wichita Union Terminal Railway.

Yakima Valley Transportation Co.

LIST D

1955 HeALTH AND WELFARE MOVEMENT—COOPERATING RATLWAY LABOR

ORGANIZATIONS °
International Association of Ma- Brotherhood of Railway and Steam-
chinists. ship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Ex-

International Brotherhood of Boiler-
makers, Iron Ship Builders, Black-
smiths, Forgers and Helpers.

Sheet Metal Workers’ International
Association.

International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers.

Brotherhocod Railway
America.

International Brotherhood of Fire-
men, Oilers, Helpers, Roundhouse
and Railway Shop Laborers.

Carmen of

press and Station Employes.
Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way
Employes.
The Order of Railroad Telegraphers.
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen
of America.
National Marine Engineers’
ficial Association.
International Longshoremen’'s Asso-
ciation.

Bene-



APPENDIX B

APPEARANCES FOR THE (CARRIERS

Eastern Carriers’ Conference Committee:

F. J. Goebel (Chairman), Vice President, Personnel, Baltimore &
Ohio Railroad.

E. P. Gangewere, Vice President, Operation and Maintenance,
Reading Co.

L. W. Horning, Vice President, Personnel, New York Central
System.

H. E. Jones, Chairman, Executive Committee, Bureau of In-
formation of the Eastern Railways.

G. W. Knight, Director of Labor Relations, Pennsylvania Rail-
road System.

R. W. Pickard, Manager, Labor Relations, New York, New Haven
& Hartford Railroad.

G. C. White, Assistant Vice President, Erie Railroad Co.

Western Carriers’ Conference Committee :
D. P. Loomis (Chairman), Chairman, the Association of Western
Railways.
C. M. Buckley, Assistant to Vice President, Southern Pacific
Co.
L. D. Comer, Assistant to Vice President, the Atchison, Topeka
& Santa Fe Railway.
E. J. Connors, Vice President, Union Pacific Railroad.
E. H. Hallmann, Director of Personnel, Illinois Central Railroad.
J. E. Wolfe, Assistant Vice President, Chicago, Burlington &
Quincy Railroad.
R. F. Welsh, Executive Secretary, the Association of Western
Railways.
Southeastern Carriers’ Conference Committee :
Fred A. Burroughs (Chairman), Assistant Vice President, South-
ern Railway.
W. S. Baker, Assistant Vice President, Atlantic Coast Line Rail-
road.

(48)
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B. B. Bryant, Assistant Vice President, Chesapeake & Ohio Rail-

way.

F. K. Day, Jr., Assistant General Manager, Norfolk & Western
Railway.

W. S. Scholl, Director of Personnel, Louisville & Nashville Rail-
road.

C. A. McRee, Assistant Vice President, Seaboard Air Line Rail-
road.

A. J. Bier, Manager, Bureau of Information of the Southeastern
Railways.

Counsel for the Carriers:
R. L. Davis, Jr., Vice President and General Counsel, the Dela-
ware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad Co.
Burton Mason, General Attorney, Southern Pacific Co.
Talbot A. Steel, Contract Counsel, Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad.
James R. Bliss, John C. Walker, Frederic W. Hickman and
Howard Neitzert: Sidley, Austin, Burgess & Smith, Chicago.

APPEARANCES FOR THE IEMPLOYEES

Lester . Schoene, General Counsel ; Eli L. Oliver, Economic Adviser,
and W. M. Homer, Assistant Economic Adviser

Employees’ National Conference Committee:
Cooperating Railway Labor Organizations, G. E. Leighty,
Chairman.
Railway Employees’ Department, A. F. of L.:
Michael Fox, President.
George Cucich, Research Director.
International Association of Machinists:
Earl Melton, General Vice President.
Joseph Besch, Grand Lodge Representative.
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Ivon Ship Builders,
Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpers:
W. A. Calvin, International President.
Charles E. Goodlin, International Representative (Boiler-

makers).
Edward I1. Wolfe, International Vice President, Blacksmiths,
Railroad Division.
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Sheet Metal Wovkers’ Internationel Association:
C. D. Bruns, General Vice President.
Leo C. Dunmeyer, International Representutive.
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers:
J.JJ. Duffy, International Vice President.
Thomas Ramsey, International Representative.
Brotherhood Raihowy Curmen of America:
A.J. Bernhardt, General President.
Chas. W. Burchhield, Assistant General President.
George O’Brien, General Vice President.
International Brotherhood of Firemen, Oilers, elpers, Roundhouse
and Railway Shop Laborers:
Anthony Matz, President.
George Wright, Vice President.
Lrotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers,
LEzpress and Station E'mployees:
George M. Harrison, Grand President.
Earl Kinley, Grand Vice President.
Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees:
T. C. Carroll, President.
H. C. Crotty, Assistant to President.
Frank L. Noakes, Director of Research.
T'he Ovder of Railroad Telegraphers :
G. E. Leighty, President.
Ray J. Westfall, Director of Research.
Brotherhood of Railroud Signalmen of America:
Jesse Clark, President.
E. J. Burman, Grand Lodge Representative.
National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Adssociation:
H. L. Daggett, National President.
International Longshoremen’s Association:
Eugene Murphy, International Representative.
Hotel and Restawrant E'mployees and Bartenders International
Union:

Edward Miller, General President.
R. W. Smith, General Vice President.
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APPENDIX C

NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD
WasniNcron 25, D. C., December 8, 1955.

ErercENCY Boarp No. 114

. Dudley E. Whiting, Chairman,
Emergency Board No. 114.
G. Allan Dash, Jr., Member
Emergency Board No. 114
John Day Larkin, Member
Emergency Board No. 114
Room 51, 10th Floor, Masonic Temple Building,
32 West Randolph Strect,
Chicago, T11.
F. J. Goebel, Chairman,
Eastern Carriers Conference Committee,
Room 474, Union Station Building,
Chicago, I11.
D. P. Loomis, Chairman,
Western Carriers Conference Committee,
Room 474, Union Station Building,
Howard Neitzert, Attorney,
Sidley, Austin, Burgess & Smith,
11 South La Salle, Street,
Chicago 3, Il
F. A. Burroughs, Chairman,
Southeastern Carriers Conference Committee,
Room 474, Union Station Building,
Chicago, I11.
G. E. Leighty, Chairman,
Employees National Conference Committee,
Cooperating Railway Labor Organizations,
¢/0 Hamilton Hotel,
‘Washington, D. C.
(48)
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Mr. Lester P. Schoene, Counsel,
Employees National Conference Committee,
Cooperating Railway Labor Organizations,
Masonic Temple Building,
32 West Randolph Street,
Chicago, Il

GeNTLEMEN : Reference is made to your stipulation requesting that
an extension of time be granted to Emergency Board No. 114, Carriers
represented by the Eastern, Western, and Southeastern Carriers’ Con-
ference Committees and their employees represented by the Employees’
National Conference Committee, Cooperating Railway Labor Organi-
zations, respectively, to permit the filing of the report and recom-
mendations of the Emergency Board not later than December 12, 1955.

We are enclosing copy of letter addressed to the President dated
December 5, 1955, requesting the desired extension of time and the
said extension was approved on December 5, 1955.

(Enclosure.)

Very truly yours,
E. C. Tuoxrson, Secretary.

NartoNaL MEeDIATION BOARD,
Washington 25, D. C., December 5,1955.

EMERGENCY BOARD NO. 114
TwaE PresmEexT,
Trr Warre House.

Dear Mr. PresmENT: Reference is made to your Executive Order
No. 10643, dated November 7, 1955, creating an Emergency Board
under provisions of section 10, of the Railway Labor Act, as amended,
to investigate the disputes between the Albany Port District Railroad
and other carriers represented by the Eastern, Western, and South-
eastern Carriers’ Conference Committees and certain of their em-
ployees represented by the Employees’ National Conference Com-
mittee, Cooperating Railway Labor Organizations.

Under the terms of this Executive order, the 30-day period pro-
vided in section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, as amended, for the
Emergency Board to render its report expires on December 7, 1955.
The members of the Emergency Board have advised that due to the
protracted hearings, it does not appear possible for them to submit
their report by that date. The parties have signed a stipulation
requesting that an extension of time be granted to permit this Emer-
gency Board to report not later than and including December 12, 1955.
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The National Mediation Board accordingly recommends that the
extension of time be approved, permitting this Emergency Board to
file its report and recommendations not later than December 12, 1955,

Respectfully,
Levererr Evwaros, Chairman.

Approved : December 5, 1955.

By direction of the President.

(Signed) Geravni D. Morean,
Special Counsel to the President.

U. 5. GOVEANMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1855



