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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

WASUINGTON, D.C., November 5, 196~ 

THE PRESIDENT 
The White House, Washington, D.C. 

MR. PRESIDENT: The Emergency Board created by your Executive 
Order No. 11180 of September 24, 1964, pursuant to Section 10 of the 
:Railway Labor Act, as amended, to investigate the disputes between 
th~ carriers represented by the National Railway Labor Conference 
~und certain of their employees represented by th~ Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, has the honor to submit herewith 
its report and recommendations based upon its investigation of the 
i~ues in dispute. 

Respectfully submitted, 

(S) Louis A. Cm~N~, Member. 
(S) JACOB SEmENBERG, Member. 
(S) I:~tONALD W. HAUGItTON~ Chairman. 

(v) 





1. I N T R O D U C T I O N  

On September 24, 1964, the President of the United States~ pursuant 
to Section 10 of the Railway Labor Act s as amended, by Executive 
Order. 11180 created this Emergency Board No. 164 to investigate and 
report on the dispute between1 railroads of the country represented by 
the National Railway Labor Conference and the Eastern, Western and 
Southeastern Carriers' Conference Committees and the Brotherhood 
of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen. 

This dispute in the judgment of the National Mediation Board 
threatened substantially to interrupt interstate commerce to a degree 
such as to deprive the country of essential transportation service. 

On September 30~ 1964, the President appointed to the Board: 
I¢onMd W. Haughton of Detroit, Michigan, ChMrnmn; Louis A. 
Crane of Detroit, Michigan, Member; and Jacob Seidenberg of FMls 
Church, Virginia, Member. 

Pursuant to notice and agreement~ the Board convened and .held 
10 days of hearings in Chicago, Illinois from October 6 to October 19, 
1964 which resulted in a record of 1,700 pages of testimony and 53 
exhibits. Thereafter, the Board conferred with the representatives 
of the parties to explore the possibilities of settling the dispute by 
mutual agreement. At the conclusion of the mediation efforts the 
Board went into executive session to study the evidence and arguments 
and to prepare this report. 

II. P A R T I E S  TO D I S P U T E  

The railroads represented in this proceeding are set forth in Ap- 
pendix "A"~ and are the line-haul carriers and terminal and switching 
companies who handle more than 90 per cent of the nation's railroad 
business. The great majority of the railroads here represented are 
Class I Carriers, that is, railroads whose gross annual earnings exceed 
$3,000,000.00. Approximately 93 per cent of all the workers in the 
industry are employed by Class I line-haul Carriers. 

T h e  Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen is a stand- 
a~d railroad labor organization whose antecedents go back to 1873, 
and is t he  collective bargaining agent for  approximately 27,800 of the 
670~000 employees of the Class I Carriers, or 4.1 per cent of the totM. 
The Organization represents more than 99 per cent of the firemen: 
., ( 1 )  
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helpers, hostlers and hostler-helpers in passenger; yard and ~reight 
service. I t  also represents approximately 1.5 per cent of the locomotive 
engineers employed by the Class I Carriers. 

III. HISTORY OF THE DISPUTE 

The dispute originated on December 2, 1963 when the Organization, 
pursuant to Section 6 of the Railway Labor Act, as amended, served ~ 
on each. of the carriers the  following notice to change existing agree- 
ments, effective January 15, 1964:: 

1. All  existing basic daily rates of pay in effect December 2, 
1963 be increased twenty-five (25%) per cent. 

2. All arbitraries, differentials, miscellaneous rates, special al- 
lowances, conversion factors, daily, weekly, and monthly guaran- 
tees be increased 95 percent. Existing money differentials above 
existing standard daily rates be maintained. 

3. The daily earnings minima in all classes of road service shall 
be forty ($40.00) dollars for engineers and.thirty-five ($35.00). 
dollars for firemen. 

4. A Health and Welfare Program shall be established and 
maintained which will: 

a. Provide a $10,000.00 life insurance policy with endow- 
ment at age 65 for each employee. 

b. Provide all hospital, medical and surgical care incident 
to any sickness, injury or other disability of any employee, 
spouse and/or other dependents, and provide a weekly benefit 
of $60.00 for each employee so incapacitated. 

c. Provide that all costs incident to such life insurance, 
hospital, medica], and surgical service be borne in full by the 
carrier. 

d. The provisions of the Health and Insurance Program 
shall not be reduced by or operate to reduce any compensation 
for sickness, injury or disability of any employee now pro- 
vided by law, agreement, or practice of the carrier. 

5. Establishment of a supplemental pension program. 
6. In  lieu of any one or more component parts of the foregoing 

proposals, existing rules, regulations or agreements considered 
more favorable by the employees' committee on each individual 
railroad are preserved. 

On March 9, 1964, the President of the Organization wrote the 
Chairman of the National Railway Labor Conference that conferences 
had ~ been held on individual railroads covered by the December 2, 
1963 Notice and that no agreement had been reached. He therefore 
requested the Chairman, as the representative of the vast majority 
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of the Carriers, to convene a national conference to try to reach an 
agreement on the matters covered by the Notice. Such a conference 
was held in Washington, D.C. on March 17, 1964. 

On April 10, 1964, the President of the Organization asked the 
National Mediation Board to invoke its services, alleging that the 
Carriers refused to continue to confer on a national level. On April 
29, 1964, the National Mediation Board docketed the application 
requesting the Board's services as Case No. A-7173. Shortly there- 
after the parties renewed negotiations. On July 22, 1964, the parties 
executed a Memorandum of Understanding establishing a health and 
welfare program effective June 1964. Under this program the Car- 
riers are to contribute $23.00 per month for each employee repre- 
sented by the Organization. The Memorandum of Understanding 
disposed of and settled items 4 and 5 in the Organization's December 
2, 1963 Notice. 

On July 22, 1964, the parties jointly requested the National Medi- 
ation Board to assist a mediator to assist them in their efforts in 
disposing of the remaining issues in the December 2, 1963 Notice. 
Accordingly the Board assigned a mediator on July 29, 1963. 

On August 19, 1964, the National Mediation Board notified the 
parties that the mediator assi~md to the case had reported that he 
had used his best efforts to bring about an amicable settlement through 
mediation, but he had not been successful. The Board now requested 
and urged the parties to enter into an agreement to submit the con- 
troversy to arbitration pursuant to Section 8 of the Railway Labor 
Act. 

On August 21, 1964, the Organization declined the offer of arbitra- 
tion. The National Railway Labor Conference wrote on August 24, 
1964 that it was willing to arbitrate the remaining issues providing 
that a satisfactory arbitration agreement could be reached. On 
August 25, 1964, the National Mediation Board concluded that all 
practical methods under the Railway Labor Act for adjusting the 
dispute had been exhausted and closed its file on the case. 

On September 1, 1964, the Organization authorized a vote to be 
taken as to whether there should be a "withdrawal from service" by 
its membership. As a result of this affirmative vote, the Organization 
authorized a strike for September 25, 1964 but, as previously men- 
tioned, the President, on September 24, 1964, issued the Executive 
Order creating this Emergency Board. 

IV. DISCUSSION 

The question before this Board is whether the wages for engineers, 
firemen, hostlers, host]er helpers represented by the Organization 

~46-948---64------2 



should be increased, and if so, by how much. The Organization con- 
tends the wages should be increased by 25 percent. The Carriers 
insist they should not be increased at all. 

In  presenting their positions, both parties under the guidance of 
able counsel fully and completely discussed the various criteria they 
regarded as relevant to the basic question. These included job con- 
tent, skill and responsibility, hazards, intra-industry wage compari- 
sons, patterns of settlements in the industry, productivity, inter- 
industry wage comparisons with selected industries, all manufactur-  
ing and durable goods industries, wage settlements in other industries, 
ability to pay and others. The Board reviewed and considered all of 
them. 

As often is the case in wage disputes, however, the parties disagree 
about the criteria to be used in evaluating the requested increase. 
The Organization bases its request o11 the amount it determined 
necessary to enable the employees' wages to keep pace with the wages 
of skilled mechanics in "comparable industries." 1 The Carriers 
minimize the value of inter-industry wage comparisons (especially 
comparisons with selected industries), and urge that  intra-industry 
comparisons are more significant. According to the Carriers, the 
effort, skill and responsibility required of firemen are negligible, but 
their earnings already have progressed to a point where inter-craft 
wage relationships have become distorted. The Organization dis- 
putes the Carriers' appraisal of the skill, effort and responsibility 
required of firemen, and replies that  the differences in earnings be- 
tween the crafts are inherent in the wage structure. 2 

The Carriers' principal contention is that  road freight and yard 
firemen are unnecessary. They stress that these jobs have been de- 
clared "redundant" by the Presidential Railroad Commission, Presi- 
dential Emergency Board No. 154: and finally by the Congressionally 
established Arbitration Board No. 282. In  the Carriers' view, the 
Arbitration Board's d~ermin~tion tha~ road freight and y~rd fire- 
men's jobs are redundant is of controlling significance. The Organi- 
zation argues that it has no bearing upon whether the employees are 
entitled to a wage increase. 

Arbitration Board No. 282 concluded that at least 90 percent of 
the road freight and yard  firemen's jobs are "blankable." As the 

I t  demons t r a t e s  th is  by t ak ing  a "key r a t e "  based on the ffune 1946, dai ly ra te  for  a 
th rough- f re igh t  f i reman on a locomotive in the  300,000 to 350,000 pound weight-on- 
d r ive r s  range,  adding  the genera l  wage  increases  to date,  and  compar ing  the  f i reman ' s  
wage  progress  wi th  the  wage  progress  of mechanics  f rom selected companies  dur ing  the 
same period. 

2 The  Organiza t ion  cites such differences as the  number  of hours  worked,  g r a d u a t e d  pay 
scales and  the  dual  basis of pay  vs s t r a i g h t  hour ly  or  dai ly  ra tes ,  and  the like. I n  i ts  
view, compar isons  of ea rn ings  (pa r t i cu l a r ly  a ve r a ge  hour ly  ea rn ings )  a re  misleading.  



Board explained, the determination that a job is blankable " . . .  will 
usually mean, not that an employee will be laid off, but only that, 
when it becomes vacant, no new employeewil l  be hired to fill it." 
The award provides that employees with more than two but less than 
10 years' seniority may remain on firemen's jobs until they are offered 
"another comparable job"; and that employees with more than 10 
years' seniority may remain on firemen's jobs until retired, dis- 
charged for cause, or removed from the working lists by "natural 
attrition." Some otherwise blankable jobs will remain until adequate 
"deadman controls" are installed on yard locomotives, and until some 
State full crew laws are repealed. I t  thus appears that  a number 
of blankable jobs on road freight and yard locomotives will continue 
to be filled for some time to come. 

This Board understands the reasoning of Arbitration Board No. 
282 but it also understands that as long .qs the firemen remain in loco- 
motive cabs, they will continue to share responsibility for the safe 
operation of those locomotives. They are not merely passengers. On 
the contrary, firemen still are being disciplined for their own and 
the engineers' failures to make proper observations and to comply 
with other operating rules. They are doing the same work now as 
they did in 1960 and 1961 when they received general wage increases. 
Arbitration Board No. 282 did not change the firemen's duties, rather 
it gave the Carriers the right to do away with firemen's jobs on a 
gradual basis. 

That  Board did not say that road freight and yard firemen's wages 
should be frozen as of March 1, 1961, the date they received their last 
increases in daily and hourly rates. Nor can such a result be im- 
plied. The right to continue working until retired, discharged for 
cause or otherwise removed from the working list by "natural attri- 
tion" does not suggest that road freight and yard firemen must gear 
their standards of living to 1961 wage levels for the rest of their 
working lives. 

Moreover, freezing firemen's wage rates seems inconsistent with 
the treatment the Carriers t.hemselves have accorded road freight and 
yard firemen since Arbitration Board No. 282 rendered its award. 
Yard firemen working on blankable jobs receive the paid holidays 
and five-day work week adjustments that all other yard service em- 
ployees receive under the May, 1964 White House Agreement. All 
road freight firemen, whether or not their jobs are blankable, receive 
the same lodging and meal allowances provided in the White House 
Agreement for other engine service employees when they are away 
from their home terminals. Furthermore, on July  22, 1964, less than 
three months before these hearings began, the Carriers extended to 



all employees represented by the Organization the same $23.00 ,~ 
month health and welfare, and life insurance program granted to 
employees represented by other organizations. 

T h e  Carriers refer in their post-hearing brief to the health and 
welfare, and life insurance program as a "wage equivalent" and a 
"catch-up adjustment." I t  seems an anomaly that firemen should 
b e  entitled to increases in the form of wage equivalents, but not in 
the form of direct dollars and cents payments. This is particularly 
true in .the light of the following uncontradicted statement in the 
record about what seems to be a situation comparable to the one 
under consideration : 

" . . .  the agreement with the Order of Railroad Telegraphers 
and the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1961 provided for the elim- 
ination of positions and provided for attrition. There was no 
question raised in the Wallen Board in 1962, when that group 
of employees was before tl~at Board, with relation to wage in- 
creases as to their right to receive the same wage increases as 
other employees." (Tr. 635) 

Also, firemen being eliminated by natural attrition from the Canadian 
railroads have continued to receive general wage increases since the 
1958 and 1959 Canadian attrition agreements were negotiated, s 

In  summary, then, neither t h e  language of Arbitration Board 
No. 282, the Carriers' actions in other collective bargaining situa- 
tions, nor the Canadian experience exclude firemen from consideration 
for genera] wage adjustments because their jobs have been declared 
"redundant." Where "redundant" employees were involved, the 
determination of whether they were entitled to general wage adjust- 
ments appears to have been made on the basis of other criteria. 

Until  March 1, 1961, cumulative wage increases for engine service 
and non-operating employees were substantially the same. 4 On 

In  the  hear ings  before the  Pres iden t ia l  Rai l road Commission, the  Car r ie rs  r ega rded  the  
Canad ian  experience as significant to show t h a t  f iremen a re  unnecessa ry  on road  f r e igh t  
ancl ya rd  diesel locomotives.  As the Commission expla ined in rece iv ing  the  evidence over  
the  Organ iza t ion ' s  objection : 

" . . .  The re  is in te rchangeab i l l ty  of t r a in s  a t  ce r ta in  points  in "our common broder  
w i th  Canada,  the operat ions  are  not  g rea t ly  d iss imi la r  (as Eu ropean  opera t ions  m i g h t  
be),  the  same labor o rgan iza t ion  reprseen ted  Canadian  f iremen as in the p re sen t  pro- 
ceedings, and i t  reached agreements  which ~hould not  be t r ea t ed  as i r r e l evan t . "  
(P.R.C. Report ,  pp. 44-45.)  

The  Canadian  experience is l ikewise s ignif icant  to show how the  " r e d u n d a n t "  f i remen are  
t r ea t ed  as f a r  as genera l  wage increases  are  concerned. 

In  1948, the re  was  a depa r tu re  f r o m  the  p a t t e r n  of g r a n t i n g  " n o m o p s "  the  same 
genera l  wage increases  as "ops ,"  when  Eme rge nc y  Board  No. 60 ( the  Leiserson Board)  
recommended  only a seven cent  an  hour  i n c r e a s e  to the  "non-ops"  despite the fac t  t h a t  the  
"ops"  had  a l ready  received a 10 cent  an  hour  increase.  Never the less  E m e r g e n c y  Board  
No. 130 observed in 1960 : 

" T h e  principle of p a t t e r n  general  i n c r e a s e s ' b e t w e e n  the  opera t ing  and nonopera t ing  
classifications is well established in the  ra i l road  indus t ry .  Despite this  fact ,  t he re  
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March 1, 1961, engine service employees recei;ced a two per cev/t 
general wage increase, and non-operating employees received none. 
However, non-operating employees received increases totalling 10.28 
cents an hour in February and May~ 1962. In the summer of 1964, 
engine service employees (including those represented by the Organi- 
zation) received the 10.28 cents an hour wage equivalent in the form 
of the health and welfare, and life insurance program which was 
discussed earlier. Thus, the historical relationship was disturbed in 
]~arch, 1961. But the resultant imbMance was more than offset in 
May, 1962 by the 10.28 cents an hour increase for non-operating 
employees. Then the historical balance between operating and non- 
operating classifications was restored in the summer of 1964. 

On July 18, 1964, the Carriers agreed upon a $1.75 a day general 
wage increase effective June 1, 1962 for engineers represented by the 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, and an additional $1.50 a day 
for those engineers whenever they operate a road freight or yard 
locomotive without a fireman. On October 20, 1964, Emergency Boards 
Nos. 161, 162 and 163 recommended that wages of employees repre- 
sented by 10 non-operating organizations be increased nine cents an 
hour or 72 cents a day for each of three consecutive 12-month periods 
beginning June 1, 1964. Thus, this Board is at the crossJ:oads, except 
for the matter of recommending the amount of a wage increase for the 
engineersrepresented by the Organization. 

SinCe these latter employees have the identical classification and do 
the same work as their counterparts in the Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers, there is no question but that they were entitled to the same 
treatment. This means that the same increase must be granted to the 
engineers represented by the Organization as already has been granted 
to the engineers represented by the Brotherhood of Locomotive En- 
gineers. Any other conclusion would create an intolerable situation. 

A different conclusion is indicated with respect to other employees 
represented by the Organization. Whatever the reasoning behind the 
$1.75 a day general wage increase negotiated with the Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Engineers for the engineers it represents, that increase 
appears to be outside the guideposts recommended by the President's 

has  been cons ide rab le  deba te  over  t h e  a c h i e v e m e n t  of t h i s  p r inc ip l e  a n d  over  its 
c o n t i n u i n g  app l i ca t i on ,  pa r t i cu l a r l y ,  w h e n  v a r i o u s  c r a f t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  have  s o u g h t  
d i f fe ren t ia l  inc reases .  Nor  shou ld  t h i s  p r inc ip l e  be i n t e r p r e t e d  to f reeze  f o r e v e r  differ- 

" en t t a l s  e s t ab l i shed  as  of one da te .  Never the less ,  t he  c u m u l a t i v e  g e n e r a l  w a g e  inc reases  
of  r o a d  o p e r a t i n g  employees ,  y a r d  o p e r a t i n g  employees,  a n d  n o n o p e r a t i n g  employees  
have  each  t o t a l ed  156.5 cen t s  be tween  A u g u s t  1', 1937, a n d  M a y  1, 1960, excep t  t h a t  
t he  f igure  f o r  n o n o p e r a t i n g  employees  is 0.4 of a cen t  h ighe r .  The  n o n o p e r a t i n g  
employees  have  used  6.5 cen t s  of th i s  a m o u n t  f o r  a h e a l t h  a n d  we l f a r e  p r o g r a m ;  the  
o p e r a t i n g  employees ,  on the  o t h e r  hand ,  h a v e  app l i ed  t h i s  a m o u n t  as  a w a g e  equ iva len t .  
These  f igures  i n d i c a t e  t he  decis ive n a t u r e  of  i n t r a i n d u s t r y  w a g e  relationships in the 
r a i l r o a d  industry." 
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Council of Economic Advisors for non-inflationary increases. 5 I t  is 
eight per cent of the March 1, 1961 basic daily rate for passenger en- 
gineers, based on the 900,000 to 950,000 pound weight-on-drivers class, 
and seven per cent over the corresponding rate for through-freight  
engineers. As a Presidential Emergency Board, we are not free to 
make recommendations outside the guideposts. 

Because of its concern about acting within the guideposts, this Board 
cannot recommend application of the $1.75 a day general wage increase 
to the firemen and hostlers. I t  is noteworthy that  Emergency Boards 
Nos. 161, 162 and 163 likewise rejected this general wage increase even 
though it was called to their attention. The nine cent an hour or 72 
cents a day general wage increase recommended by Emergency Boards 
Nos. 161, 162 and 163 for over 400,000 non-operating employees is 
within the guideposts when applied to the current rate for firemen. 
Therefore, this Board will make a similar recommendation for the lat- 
ter group beginning January  15, 1964, the date fixed in the Section 6 
notice. I t  is noted that  such as increase will widen the percentage 
differential between engineers' and firemen% wage rates in the manner 
recommended by the Presidential Railroad Commission, when it stated 
that "while there are variations among classes of service, the wage 
relationship between engineers and firemen are materially too narrow." 

I t  has been stated that this Board feels bound to recommend that  
engineers represented by the Organization receive the same benefits 
as those negotiated for the identical classification represented by the 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers. For  the reasons stated, it can 
not recommend the same cent per hour increase for classifications other 
than that of engineer. I t  can, however, provide for the same contrac- 
tual period as that  provided in the agreement with the Brotherhood 
of Locomotive En~neers .  Therefore, this Board recommends that 
prior to January  1, 1966 neither party to the agreement between the 
Carriers and the Organization serve any notices or progress any pend- 
ing notices for the purpose of establishing new agreements or chaag- 
ing existing agreements relating to the wage rates for firemen, hostlers 
or hostler helpers. This also applies to engineers' wage rates. 

In  view of the finaneiM progress of the railroad industry generally 
during the past few years and the relatively good proglmsis for the 
futnre, this Board is not persuaded by the Carriers' arguments con- 

I t  is t rue  t h a t  one of the  C a r r i e r s '  economis t s  sa id  t h a t  in  a n y  s imple  f o r m  the  guide-  
pos t s  were  conceptua l ly  unsound  as  w a g e  s t a n d a r d s .  B u t  h i s  p r inc ipa l  po in t  seemed to 
be t h a t  the  3.2 per  cent  per  yea r  l im i t  r ecommended  by the  Council  of  Economic  Adv i so r s  
u sua l ly  r e fe r red  to is too high.  He  sugges t ed  t h a t  when  rea l i s t i c  a l lowances  a re  made  for  
f a c t o r s  which  g ive  a pronounced  u p w a r d  bias,  i t  is probable t h a t  a va l id  m e a s u r e  of 
ou tpu t  per  m a n - h o u r  ga in  f o r  the  whole economy would  be more  nea r ly  2 percent .  When  
he w a s  asked  i f  he could j u s t i f y  the  1964 inc rease  fo r  eng inee r s  in  t e r m s  of economic c r i t e r i a  
abou t  which  he had  test if ied,  he repl ied t h a t  i t  w a s  a "decided case ,"  and  t h a t  he did no t  
w a n t  to  a n s w e r  the  quest ion.  (Tr.  956-989)  



cerning their inability to pay a general wage increase without affecting 
their ability to regain their competitive vigor. What  is more, this 
Board is mindful of the substantial savings in labor costs resulting 
in the elimination of more than 37 per cent of the road freight and 
yard firemen since Arbitration Board No. 282 issued its award. This 
more than offsets the costs of the general wage increases we recommend. 

Nothing in the foregoing should be regarded as modifying the deci- 
sion of Arbitration Board No. 282. 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This Board recommends: 
1. That effective June 1, 1964, all standard basic daily rates of pay 

for locomotive engineers represented by the Brotherhood of Locomo- 
tive Firemen and Enginemen be increased by $1.75, and that the 
standard basic daily rates be further increased by an additional $1.50 
in all classes of road freight and yard  service when the engine cr~w 
consists only of an engineer. The application of this increase should 
not apply to existing mileage rates paid for miles over 100. 

2. With respect to the recommended increases for engineers 1 neither 
party prior to January  1, 1966 should have the right to serve any 
notice or progress any pending notice for the purpose of establishing 
new agreements or changing existing agreements relating to the wage 
rate for engineers. 

3. That  effective January  15, 1964, and again on January  11 19651 
all standard basic daily rates of pay for firemen be increased 72 
cents. This cumulative increase of $1.44 should be limited to basic 
rates I and should not apply to existing mileage rates paid for miles 
over 100. 

4. With  respect to the recommended increases for firemen I neither 
party prior to January  11 1966 should have the r ight  to serve any 
notice or progress any pending notice for the purpose of establishing 
new agreements or changing existing agreements relating to the wage 
rates for firemen. 

5. That  effective January  15, 19647 and again on January  11 1965, 
the wage rates for all firemen~ hostlers and hostler helpers paid on 
an hourly basis be increased nine cents an hour. This is a cumulative 
wage increase of 18 cents an hour or $1.44 a day for the two year 
period. 

6. With  respect to the recommended increases for all firemen, hos- 
tlers and hostler helpers paid on an hourly basis 1 neither par ty prior 
to January 1, 1966 should have the right to serve any notice or pro- 
gress any pending notice for the purpose of establishing new agree- 
ments or changing existing agreements relating to the wage rates 
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for all firemen, hostlers and hostler helpers paid on an hourly basis. 
7. That effective June 1, 1964, all arbitraries, differentials, miscel- 

laneous rates, special allowances, conversion factors, daily, weekly 
and monthly guarantees based upon hourly or standard rates of pay 
for engineers be increased commensurately with recommended general 
wage increases. 

8. That effective January 15, 1964 and January 1, 1965, all arbi- 
traries, differentials, miscellaneous rates, special allowances, conver- 
sion factors, daily, weekly and monthly guarantees based upon hourly 
or standard rates of pay for all firemen, hostlers and hostler helpers 
be increased commensurately with recommended general wage 
increases. 

9. Neither party prior to January 1, 1966 should have the right 
to serve any notice or progress any pending notice for tile purpose 
of establishing new agreements or changing existing agreements re- 
lating to all arbitraries, differentials, miscellaneous rates, special 
allowances, conversion factors, daily, weekly and monthly guarantees 
set forth in Recommendations 7 and 8 for engineers, firemen, hostlers 
and hostler helpers. 

10. That all other requests in the Section 6 notice dated Decem- 
ber 2, 1963 pending before this Board be withdrawn. 

Respectfully submitted, 
(S) Louis A. Crane, 

Louis A. CRANE, Member. 
(S) Jacob Seidenberg, 

JACOB SEIDENBERG, Member. 
(S) Ronald W. ttaughton, 

ROI~ALD W. HAUGI=ITO~¢, C h a l r ~ n .  



APPENDIX A 

E A S T E R N  RAILROADS 

Akron  & Barber ton Belt  Rai l road  Co. 
Akron, Canton & Youngstown Rai l road Co. 
Ann Arbor Railroad Co. 
Bal t imore and Ohio Rai l road Co. 

Buffalo Division 
Bal t imore and Ohio Chicago Terminal  Rai l road  Co, 
Curt is  Bay Rai l road Co. 
Sta ten Is land Rapid Trans i t  Rai lway Co. 
Strouds Creek and Muddlety Rai l road Co. 

Bangor  and Aroostook Rai l road Co. " 
Bessemer and Lake Er ie  Rai l road 
Boston and Maine Rai l road 
Buffalo Creek Rai l road 
Bush  Terminal  Rai l road Co. 
Centra l  Rai l road Co. of New Jersey  

New York & Long Branch  Rai l roadCo.  
Centra l  Vermont  Railway,  Inc. 
Cincinnati  Union Terminal  Co. 
Delaware  and Hudson Rai l road Corp. 
Detroi t  and Toledo Shore Line Rai l road Co. 
Detroit ,  Toledo and I ronton  Rai l road Co. 
Er ie-Lackawanna Rai l road 
Grand  Trunk Wes te rn  Rai l road 
Indianapol is  Union Rai lway Co. 
Lake Terminal  Rai l road 
Lehigh a n d H u d s o n  River  Rai lway Co. 
Lehigh Valley Rai l road 
L o n g I s l a n d  Rai l road 
Maine Central  Rai l road Co. 

Por t land  Terminal  Co. 
McKeesport  Connecting Rai l road Co. 
Monon Rai l road 
Monongahela Rai lway Co. 
Montour Rai l road Co. 
Newburgh & South Shore Rai lway Co. 
New York Centra l  System 

New York Central  Rai l road Co. 
Chicago River  & Indiana  Rai l road 
Cleveland Union Terminals  Co. 
Ind iana  Harbor  Belt  Rai l road 
Pi t t sburgh  & Lake Er ie  Railroad, including Lake Er ie  & Eas te rn  Rai l road 

New York, Chicago and St. Louis Rai l road Co. 
New York, New Haven  & Har t fo rd  Rai l road Co. 

(ll) 
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New York, S u s q u e h a n n a  & W e s t e r n  Ra i l road  
Nor thampton  & B a t h  Ra i l road  Co. 
P e n n s y l v a n i a  Ra i l road  

Ba l t imore  &.Eastern  Ra i l road  Co. 
Pen n sy lv an i a -Read ing  Seashore  Lines  
P i t t s b u r g h  & Wes t  Virg in ia  Railway• Co..  - 
P i t t sbu rgh ,  Char t i e r s  & Youghiogheny Ra i lway  cO. 
R ead in g  Company  . . . . .  
Toledo Te rm in a l  Ra i l road  cO.: 
Union  Fre igh t  Ra i l road  " 
W a s h i n g t o n  Te rm ina l  Co . . . .  ' . ~ 
W e s t e r n  Mary land  Ra i lway  Co. 
Youngs town and  Nor the rn  Ra i l road  Co. 

W E S T E R N  R A I L R O A D S  

Alton an d  Southern  Ra i l road  
Bau x i t e  and  Nor the rn  Ra i lway  C~.~ " 

Atchinson,  Topeka and  San t a  Fe  Raflwa3~ Co. 
Gulf, Colorado and  San ta  Fe  Ra i lway  Co. " 
P a n h a n d l e  and  San ta  Fe  Ra i lway  Co. 

Bel t  Ra i lway  Company  of Chicago 
But te ,  Anaconda  & Pacific Ra i lway  
C a m a s  Pra i r i e  Ra i l road  
Chicago & E a s t e r n  I l l inois Ra i l road  
Chicago & Il l inois Midland R a i l w a y  Co.  
Chicago & Nor th  W e s t e r n  Ra i lway  Co. 
Chicago & Wes t e rn  I n d i a n a  Ra i l road  
Chicago, Bur l ing ton  & Quincy Ra i l road  Co. 
Chicago Grea t  W e s t e r n  Rai lway,  inclu¢ling South  St. Pa u l  Te rm imll 
Chicago, Milwaukee,  St. P a u l  and  Pacific Ra i l road  
Chicago, Rock I s l and  and  Pacific Ra i l road  

C h i c a g o  Shor t  Line Ra i lway  Co. 
Chicago, Wes t  P u l l m a n  & Sou the rn  Ra i l road  " 
Colorado and  Southern  Ra i lway  Co. 
Davenpor t ,  Rock I s l and  and  Nor th  Wes te rn 'Ra i lWay  C0. 
Denver  and  Rio Grande  W e s t e r n  Ra i l road  Co. 
Des  Moines Union  Ra i lway  Co. 
Dulu th ,  Winn ipeg  & Pacific Ra i lway  
E a s t  St. Louis  Junc t ion  Ra i l road  

_ Elgin,  Jol iet  & E a s t e r n  Ra i lway  
For t  W o r t h  and  Denver  Ra i lway  Co. 
F o r t  W o r t h  Bel t  Ra i lway  Co. 
Galveston,  Hous ton  and  Henderson  Ra i l road  Co. 
Grea t  Nor the rn  Ra i lway  Co. ':" : : " ' :  
Green Bay  and  W e s t e r n  Ra i l road  

Kewaunee ,  Green Bay  and  W e s t e r n  Ra i l road  " 
Hou s to n  Belt  & T e r m i n a l  Ra i lway  Co. 
I l l inois  Cent ra l  Ra i l road  Co. 
I l l inois  Nor the rn  Ra i lway  . . . . .  . . 
i l l inois  Te rm in a l  Ra i l road  Co. , ~ : . i . ,  
Jo in t  T e x a s  Divis ion of the  C R I & P R R  and  F tW&D Ry 
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K a n s a s  City Southern  Ra i lway  So. 
K a n s a s  City Te rmina l  Ra i lway  Co. 
Kansas ,  Oklahoma & Gulf  Ra i lway  

Midland Valley Ra i l road  Co. 
King S t ree t  Passenger  S ta t ion  
Lake Super ior  & I shpeming  Ra i l road  Co. 
Lake  Super ior  Te rmina l  & Trans f e r  Ra i lway  
Longview, Po r t l and  & Nor the rn  Ra i lway  Co. 
Los Angeles Junc t ion  Ra i lway  Co. 
Louis iana  & Arkansas  Ra i lway  Co. (L&A a n d  Texas  D i s t r i c t s )  
M a n u f a c t u r e r s  Ra i lway  Company 
Minneapolis ,  Northfield and  Southern  Ra i lway  
Minnesota ,  Dako ta  and  Wes t e r n  Ra i lway  Co. 
Minnesota  T rans f e r  Ra i lway  Co. 

• Missour i -Kansas-Texas  Ra i l road  Co. 
Missouri  Pacific Ra i l road  Co. 

Missouri-I l l inois  Ra i l road  Co. 
Nor the rn  Pacific Ra i lway  
Nor the rn  Pacific Te rmina l  Co. of Oregon 
Nor thwes te rn  Pacific Ra i l road  Co. 
Ogden Union Ra i lway  'and Depot Co. 
Oregon, Cal i forn ia  and  E a s t e r n  Ra i lway  Co. 
Pacific Coast  Ra i l road  Co. 
Peor ia  and  Pek in  Union Ra i lway  Co. 
Por t  Te rmina l  Ra i l road  Associat ion 
St. Joseph Te rmina l  Ra i l road  Co. 
St. Louis-San Franc isco  Ra i lway  Co. 
St. Louis Sou thwes te rn  Ra i lway  Co. 
Sa in t  Pau l  Union Depot  Co. 
Sioux City Te rmina l  Ra i lway  Co. 
Soo Line Ra i l road  Co. 
South  Omaha  Te rmina l  Ra i lway  Co. 
Southern  Pacific CO. (Pacific Lines)  
Southern  Pacific Co. (Pacific Lines)  

( Fo rmer  E1 Paso  & Southwes te rn  System) 
Southern  Pacific Co. (Texas  and  Louis iana  Lines)  
Spokane I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Ra i l road  
Spokane Po r t l and  and  Seat t le  Ra i lway  Co. 

Oregon T r u n k  Ra i lway  
Oregon Electr ic  Ra i lway  Co. 

Te rmina l  Ra i l road  Associat ion of St. Louis  
Texas  and  Pacific Ra i lway  Co. 

Texas-New Mexico Ra i lway  Co. 
Texas  Mexican Ra i lway  Co. 
Toledo, Peor ia  & Wes t e r n  Ra i l road  Co. 
Union Pacific Ra i l road  
Union Ra i lway  Co. (Memphis)  
Union Te rmina l  Ra i lway  Co 
St. Joseph Bel t  Ra i lway  Co. 
Union Te rmina l  Co. (Dal las)  
W a b a s h  Ra i l road  (Lines  Wes t  of Det ro i t  and  Toledo) 
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W a b a s h  Ra i l road  (Lines  E a s t  of De t ro i t )  
Wes te rn  Pacific Ra i l road  Co. 
Wich i t a  Te rmina l  Associat ion 

S O U T H E A S T E R N  RAILROADS 

A t l a n t a  and  Wes t  Po in t  
Wes te rn  Ra i lway  of A l abam a  

At l an t a  J o i n t  Te rmina l s  
At l an t i c  Coast  Line  
B i r m i n g h a m  Sou the rn  
Chesapeake and  Ohio 
Clinchfield 
Gulf, Mobile and  Ohio 
J acksonv i l l e  Te rmina l  
Ken tucky  & I n d i a n a  T e r m i n a l  
Louisvi l le  & Nashvi l le  
Memphis  Union S ta t ion  
Norfolk and  Po r t smou th  Bel t  Line  
Norfolk  & Wes te rn  
Norfolk  Sou the rn  
Seaboard  Air  Line  
Tennessee  Cent ra l  
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APPENDIX B 

A P P E A R A N C E S  
For  the ~arr iers:  

J. E. WOLFE 
Chairman, NATIONAL RAILWAY LABOR CONFERENCE 

E. H.  HALLMAN 
Chairman, WESTERN CARRII~RS' CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

J. W. ORAM 
Chairman, EASTERN CARRIERS' CONFERENCE COMMITTE~ 

W. S ]VIACGILL 
Chairman, SOUTHEASTERN CARRIERS' CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

COUNSEL FOR THE NATIONAL RAILWAY LABOR CONFERENCE AND THE CARRIERS ~ 

CONFERENCE COMMITTEE • 
CHARLES I .  HOPKINS, JR. 
HOWARD NEITZERT 
JAMES R. WOLFE 
SIDLEY, AUSTIN, BURGESS & SMITH, Of Counsel  

For the Organization: 

H.  E.  GILBERT 
International President, BROTHERHOOD OF LOCOMOTIVE FIREMEN AND 

ENGINEMEN 
M. W. HAMPTON 

Assistant President, BROTHERHOOD OF LOCOMOTIVE FIREMEN AND ENGINE- 
MEN 

E. L. OLIVER 
LABOR BUREAU OF THE MIDDLE WEST 

W. M. HOMEE 
LABOR BUREAU OF THE MIDDLE WEST 

COUNSEL FOR THE BROTHERHOOD: 
ALEX ELSON 
HAROLD C. HEISS 
WILLARD ~. LASSERS 
AARON S. WOLFF 

U S. GOVERNMENT PRINTTNG OFFICE:IRE4 








