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WASHINGTON, D.C., October 30, 1366. 
THE PRESmENT~ 
The White House~ W~hington,  D.C. 

]bear Mr. President: On September 30, 1966, by your Executive 
Order 11308, you est,~blished Emergency Board No. 168 pursuant to 
Section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, as amended. O,1 October 5, 
1966, you appofilted {he undersigned as members of this Bo,~rd, re- 
questing us to investigate and report on a dispute between P,~I Ameri- 
can World Airways, Inc., and certain of its e~nployees represented by 
the Transportation Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO.  

We have the honor to submit to you the attached report of our 
findings and recommendations. 

Respectfully, 
(S) DAvm tI.  STOWS, Ghai~u~a. 
(S) Cm~R~_~s M. l~m~us ,  Mem]oer. 
(S) JEmm S. } V I L e [ S ,  Member. 
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REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT BY 
THE EMERGENCY BOARD 

Appointed by Executive Order No. 11308, dated September 30, 
1966, pursuant to Section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, as amended. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On September 30, 1966, the President of the United States, by Ex- 
ecutive Order, and pursuant to Section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, 
as amended, created tlfis Emergency Board No. 168 to investigate 
and report on a dispute which threatened substantially to disrupt 
interstate and foreign commerce. The dispute is between Pan Amer- 
ican World Airways, Inc., and the Transport Workers Union of 
America, AFL-CIO,  Air Transport Division. 

On October 5, 1966, the President appointed as members of the 
Board: David H. Stowe of Bethesda, Md., Chairman; Charles M. 
Relunus of Ann Arbor, l~ichigan, Member; and Jerre S. Williams 
of Austin, Texas, Member. 

The Board convened in New York City, New York, on October 1% 
1966 and then recessed. For the next several days informal dis- 
cussions were held by the Board with the parties. Five days of 
formal hearings were held, beginning on October 18, 1966. The 
record of the proceedings consists of approximately 1,000 pages of 
testimony, together with 256 numbered exhibits. The Board wishes 
to express its appreciation to the parties for their cooperation in par- 
ticipating in the informal discussions which in turn enabled the 
formal hearings to be completed in five days. 

II. BACKGROUND OF THE DISPUTE 

The Transport Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO,  represents 
nearly 12,000 of the approximately 37,000 employees of Pan Amer- 
ican World Airways. The Union has three contracts with the Car- 
rier: a maintenance agreement covering approximately 8,900 mechan- 
ics and ground service employees, a flight service agreement covering 
approximately 2,500 stewards, stewardesses and pursers, and a port  
stewards agreement covering about 400 non-flight employees who 
handle stores materiel for aircraft. In  accordance ~dth the terms 
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of their present agreements, the parties exchanged notices of intended 
change under Section 6 of the Railway Labor Act at the end of May 
1966. As the first step toward negotiation of new contracts, the par- 
ties held joint meetings between June 7 and June 27, 1966. On June 27, 
1966, the Carrier applied to the National Mediation Board for media- 
tion services, and the Board docketed the dispute as Case A/7841 on 
June 30, 1966. Arbitration was proffered to the parties by the I~M_B 
on August 25, 1966, which offer was accepted by the Carrier and 
declined by the Union. On September 1, 1966, the ~ terminated 
is official services. Subsequent negotiations between the parties were 
unavailing, and a strike deadline was set. On September 30, 1966, the 
President issued Executive Order 11308 establishing this Emergency 
Board, which action delayed any work stoppage. 

The parties' negotiations, the mediation efforts in this dispute, and 
the work of this Board have been carired on against the background 
of two major disputes in the airline h~dustry that  preceded it. Each 
has involved airline mechanics~ as well as some other classifications 
of employees. The first was a protracted dispute between the Inter- 
national Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, AFL-- 
CIO, and five trmlk airlines operating hi the United States. The 
IAI~ dispute was processed through the negotiation, mediation, ,~rbi- 
tration-proffer procedures, and the emergency board procedures of 
the Railway Labor Act. Negotiations on the basis of the recommenda- 
tions of Emergency Board No. 166, appointed in that disput% proved 
fruitless. The IAM struck the five carriers for 43 days in July and 
August 1966. Thc final settlement was reached after extended col- 
lective bargaining between the parties. 

During and subseque~lt to this dispute, the TWU, which represents, 
among others, the mechanic and ground service cl'tssifications of em- 
ployees of American Airlines also was engaged in negotiations with 
that carrier. This second major dispute, between T~'~rU and American 
Airlines, was also processed through the procedures of the Railway 
Labor Act. On July 27, 1966, during the IAM strike, Emergency 
Board No. 167 was appointed in the American Airlines dispute. 
Emergency Board No. 167, in its report filed on August 27, 1966, made 
no recolmnendations as to the amount of the wage or fringe settle- 
ments that it thought appropriate, since the Board felt specific recom- 
mendations would jeopardize negotiations between the parties that 
were then taking place. These talks did lead to a negotiated agree- 
ment prior to the strike deadline. 

In  light of all of these events, which clearly had a significant impact 
upon the timing and strategy of the parties to the present dispute, the 
parties' negotiations were episodic and less than thorough. ~rhile 



numerous negotiating sessions were held, they were often brief as 
each party considered its position in light of concurrent developments 
in other air carrier negotiations. Under  these circumstances, it is 
hardly surprising that no agreement was reached. 

These events form the parameters within which this Board has found 
it necessary to consider its report and reeonnnendations. On the one 
hand, the American Airlines settlenmnt with T W U  i~volved ~ubsUm- 
tial wage and fringe increases, particularly for a period of severe 
inflationary pressures in the economy. While its costs will probably 
not be passed on directly to consumers in tim form of rate increases, 
we 'ire concerned with its precedential impact upon tim general level 
of future wage settlements. On the other hand, we cannot ignore the 
fact that it was made, and made through the processes of free collec- 
tive bargaining. To recommend a significantly lesser settlement to 
T W U  in its dispute wit, l) Pan American would clearly be impractical, 
at least if viewed in terms of the realities of industrial relationships. 

The present Pan American-T~VU negotiation is unlike other nego- 
tiations in the industry in one important respect. I t  covers not only 
ground service personnel, but flight service personnel as well. In a 
sense, the present dispute is two disputes, covering some issues common 
to both groups, but with many issues which are unrelated. In the are,~ 
of working rules the flight service proposals require separate analysis 
and are dealt with separately in this report. 

The reconamendations of this Board are desig"aed to meet the proper 
concerns and aspirations of the parties, and at the same tinae to ta~e 
account of the public interest in a peaceful settlement that does not 
add substantially to inflationary pressures. 

III. A I R L I N E  M E C H A N I C S  A N D  GROUND SERVICE 
EMPLOYEES--PORT STEWARDS AND SENIOR PORT 
STEWARDS 

A. WAGES AND DURATION OF AGREE3IENT 

Union Proposals No. 13 aq, d 14; Ca9"rier Proposed No. 14 

The Union in its Section 6 notice originally requested ~ 30 percent 
wage increase with ~ contract duration of two years, Ju ly  1, 1966, 
to Ju ly  1, 1968. During the negotiations which followed, mad through 
later mediation sessions, various approaches to a possible settlement 
were suggested by botl) parties; TWU, however, did not offer any 
written modificat, ion of it, s position. At, the hearing before this Board, 
the Union atfirmed that it stood on its original Section 6 notices. The 
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Carrier presented for the record the various counter-proposals it had 
made in writing to the Union during the negotiations. 

In  what may be considered its last offer, dated September 19, 1966. 
P~1 American proposed wage increases of five percent on July  11 
1966, five percent on July  1, 1967, and five percent effective July  1, 
1968, the term of the contract to be for three years. 

In  broad terms, the Union's principal argmnents in support of its 
wage demands were: (1) that  substantial wage increases are neces- 
sary to correct what the Union believes to be a significant ],~g in 
the wages of mechanics in particular, and airline employees in general, 
behind those of compar-~ble employees in other industries; and (2) 
that recent changes in methods and equipment in the airline industry 
have resulted in an increase in productivity, the benefits of which the 
employees are entitled to share. 

The Union presented extensive data showing that pre~:afling wages 
for similar skills in New York and San Francisco, where a majority 
of the employees ha this dispute are stationed, are well in excess of 
Pan American's rate for aircraft  mechanics. The wage rates for 
,~uto mechanics, whose work the Union contends in less responsible 
in terms of potential effects on safety, were shown to be substantially 
higher than current rates paid by this carrier for aircraft mechanics. 
To confirm its position on increased productivity, T W U  cited a study 
recently released by the Bureau of Lab6r Statistics which showed that 
output per employee in the air transportation industry has more than 
quadrupled from 1947 to 1964, increasing at an average rate of 
7.8 percent per year. The Union claims the comparable figure for 
Pan American is 10.2 percent per year. Moreover, the Union asserts, 
Pan American's productivity has increased 12.5 percent annually 
over the last five years. I t  is the Union's belief that a considerable 
portion of this increase in productivity can be attributed to the effort 
and skills of the employees involved and, as a result, the Carrier 
is in a position to meet substantial increases in wage rates. 

Essentially, the Carrier argued that  employees of Pan American 
have in the past enjoyed wages ~nd work rtfles superior to their counter- 
parts in the airline industry generally and that, with the Carrier's 
offer in respect to wages and other benefits dated September 19th. 
this relationship would continue. Moreover, as an international car- 
rier, Pan American's competition is not with domestic airlines. With 
the exception of three other U.S. carriers that  conduct major inter- 
national operations Pan American competes primarily with foreign 
carriers who operate under substantially lower wage rate schedules. 

The Carrier pointed out that even in the last three calendar years, 
which are by far its best years in terms of profit, these profits were 



below 101/2 percent, the level considered by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board as "fair  and reasonable." 

Virtually all of the labor agreements covering ground persomml 
in the air transportation industry have been opened in the last few 
months. The negotiations have been marked by turbulence and the 
settlements have clearly established a series of substantial wage ad- 
justments in the industry. Pan American is the last of the major air- 
lines to be involved in similar negotiations. Against such a back- 
ground, this Board must find the new contracts in the industry a 
compelling factor in its considerations. 

The settlements in the other airline disputes were the result of 
agreements reached by. the parties through collective bargaining, 
though initially they~ too, were involved in prolonged disputes. Col- 
lective bargaining is the accepted means, recogaized in our laws, of 
determining industrial practices in this colmtry. Emergency Board 
procedures are not intended to supplant collective bargaining but 
rather to help the parties resolve the issues between them in a manner 
acceptable to both sides. In  this respect, Emergency Boards are an 
extension of the collective bargaining process through which inter- 
ruption of work can be avoided when settlements prove difficult. 
For  these reasons, the Board has given great weight to the collectively 
bargained agreements in this industry in reaching its decision on the 
wage issues. 

We have also given consideration to the evidence of wages paid 
for comparable skills in other industries, :to studies of productivity in 
the air transportation !ndustry~ and to the recent trend in the cost of 
living~ particularly in the cities where most of the employees here 
involved are stationed. Uniform wage rates fixed by national bar- 
gaining can create inequities among employees located in different 
sections of the country due to variations in the cost of living. F, mer- 
geney Board No. 167, in its report to the President on the American 
Airlines dispute, noted the effect of this factor in its comment on the 
wage structure of the domestic airlines industry that  " . . .  the prico- 
wage levels vary from area to area within the United States. The 
airline industry wage levels are fixed on a uniform nationwide basis. 
The mechanic at the San Francisco station is thus at a substantial 
disadvantage in his wage-price environment as compared to his 
coun~rpar t  at Memphis." 

This comment does not apply with any force to the employees in- 
voh:ed in this dispute at Pan American. The Carrier is wholly en- 
gaged in international flights and has no domestic route structure. 
These employees~ therefore, are stationed almost entirely at cities 
which are ports of entry into the United States. For example, 96 
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percent of its Group I employees--inspectors~ mechanics, and mechan- 
ics helpers--are located in New York, San Francisco and ~L-~mi; 
:~pproximately 90 percent of the flight semdce employees involved in 
~his dispute are located in the same three cities and 75 percent of the 
Group 2 ground service persomml are b~ed  in these three cities. 

All studies of comparative costs of family budgets have shown New 
York and San Fr,~ncisco to be above the national average for large 
cities. Similar data are not :~vMlable for Miami. I t  is clear, however, 
that a majori,ty of the employees here involved reside in cities where 
the cost of living is substantiMly higher than the national average. 

The Board is deeply conscious of its responsibility to the public 
interest. That  in~terest will not be served by the further  disruption of 
airline operations which would occur if this dispu~ continues un- 
settled. Moreover, there has been no evidence of pressures for rate 
increases resulting from any of t]m prior settlements in ~his industry. 
The high rate of productivity over the past several years in air trans- 
portation creates an economic enviromnent in which wage increases 
may be above average but price increases need not result. 

The Board is not Lmmindful of the inflationary effects of high wage 
settlements on the economy and has been influenced in some of its recom- 
mendations by this impact. As a practicM matter, however, we cannot 
ignore the fact that this Union has recently concluded through ths 
process of collective bargaining a se~lement covering the same type 
of employees with another major carrier, American Airlines. This 
settlement included substantial gains in wages and other benefits. I t  
would be unrealistic to assume that ,~ settlement in this dispute could 
be reached on the basis of recormnendations inconsistent with those the 
same Union has obtained through collective bargaining with this other 
major carrier. 

The Carrier m'ges that  the contract duration should be three years: 
in keeping with t.he agree~nents reached by the IAM and six other 
major airlines. The Union, on the other hand, cognizant of the 
rapidly changing teclmology in tlfis industry with its potential effects 
on operations, and conscious of current trends in cost of living, has 
consistently insisted that the contract should not be for longer than 
two years. 

The Board recmmnends an increase in the present Pan 2unerican 
hourly rates of three increments of five percent eacl b spaced compa- 
rably to the American Airlines-TWU settlement. FurLher the Board 
recommends that the contract period be 39, months, ~ d  we leave to 
the parties the question of whether wages should be subject to reopen- 
ing during the life of the contract based on cost of living considerations. 



B. RELATED WAGE I ' l ~ S  

Union Pq'o'posal No. 1--Shorter ],Vo'rkweet~ 

The Union proposes a reduction in the workweek without a reduc- 
tion fil pay. In support it presented exhibits showing trends fil various 
industries in the direction of workweeks of less than 40 hours. The 
Carrier demonstrated that the eight-hour day for five days is the 
standard workweek throughout the airline industry. W-hile the trend 
toward a shorter workweek may be ,% desirable ]ong-rlmge o'bjective, it 
has not been established in this hldustry. Furthermore, it; would 
amount to a substantial indirect wage fi~cre,'tse. The Board recom- 
mends that this proposal be withdrawn. 

U,nion Proposal No. 2--I,uerease in Rates of Over'time Uompensation 

The Union proposes that the overtime rate be increased to double 
time in all instances where the current contract calls for time and 
one-half~ mid increased to triple time where the agweement now calls 
for double time. The overtime payments h~ the current agreement 
between the parties are the same as those contahmd h~ the agreements 
between all other major carriers and comparable employees. More- 
over, this Carrier currently provides that the paid meal periods on the 
afternoon and night shifts are considered time worked for overtime 
purposes~ a practice followed by ouly two other airlines. Exhibits 
submitted by the C:trrier show that its present overtime provisions 
compare favorably with those reported in recent studies covering 
selected nmjor industries. The Board recommends that  this proposal 
be withdrawn. 

Union Proposal No. 3--P~,e~ium~ Pay for Nat~grday and Sunday 

The Union proposes that  a new paragraph be inserted in the con- 
tract providing for time and one-half for work performed on Satur- 
days and Sundays. In an industl~" where the nature of the business 
requires that  oper~ttions be carried on ~ houm ~ d~y, seven days a 
week, it is not customary to pay overtime for Saturday and Sunday 
as such. About 33 percent of the employees in the mechanics classi- 
fications and 64 perceut of the other ground service personnel are 
normally assi~md to work on Saturday. Approximately 30 percent 
of the mechanics and 62 percent of the other ground service employees 
• ire regtflar]y assigned to work on Sunday. Thus~ the nature of the 
airline industry with its need for continuous operation is such as to 
make the cost of this proposal excessive. The Board recommends that  
this proposal be withdrawn. 
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Union Proposal No. $--Emergency Work Assignments 

The Union requests clarification of a provision in the current agree- 
ment, Article 5--Emergency Work, which defines the rates of pay 
applicable under various conditions when an employee is required by 
the Carrier to engage in emergency work away from his base station. 
The record of the hearing shows, at page 258, that the Carrier has 
submitted a proposal on this item which is apparently acceptable to 
the Union. The Board recommends that the Carrier's proposed clari- 
fication of Article 5--Emergency Work be accepted by the Union. 

Union Proposals No. 5 and 6--Additional Holidays a ~  Rate of 
Holiday Pay 

In  Proposal No. 5, the Union seeks three additional holidays above 
the present seven, and in Proposal No. 6, asks triple time for all work 
performed on a holiday. The Carrier, in a counter-proposal, offers 
to increase the number of holidays from seven to eight and further 
proposes that the pay for holiday work be increased from the present 
double time to two and one-half times the straight-time hourly rate. 
The Carrier's counter-proposal conforms in all respects to the settle- 
ments recently made by other major carriers in the industry. The 
Boad recommends acceptance of the Carrier's counter-proposal. 

Uq~ion Proposal No. 7--Vacations 

The Union proposes that the current provisions for vacations of two 
weeks after one year, three weeks after five years, and four weeks after 
15 years be amended to provide four weeks after five years, five weeks 
after  15 years, and six weeks after 20 years. An analysis of the vaca- 
tion provisions of the contracts of the major carriers who have re- 
eently completed negotiations shows the vacation provisions of P,~u 
American to be superior to those in the other airlines~ except for  
American Airlines where equality with the current Pan American pro- 
visions will be reached on January 1, 1967. Further,  a Bureau of 
Labor Statistics survey of paid vacations for plant and office workers 
in all metropolitan areas (1962-64) shows the current vacation struc- 
ture of Pan American to be among the more liberal. The Board rec- 
ommends that  this proposal be withdrawn. 

Union Proposal No. 15--Longevity Pay 

The Union proposes to amend the current provision for longevity 
pay. The contract provides an increment of one cent per hour per 
year after three years of service in a classification to a maxinmm of 
ten cents per hour. The requested change would permit the in- 
crements to be applied to an employee's total length of service with 
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the Carrier rather than service in a particular classification. Based 
on evidence in the record, the present provision appears to be generally 
in line with industry practice. The Board recommends that this 
proposal be withdrawn. 

U~.ion P~'oposal No. 16--S hi/t Diff e~'entials 

The Union requests an additional ten cents per hour on all shift 
differentials. Normally about 32 percent of the airline ground service 
employees are assigaaed to the afternoon shift and 19 percent to the 
night shift. An even higher proportion of the Por t  Stewards are so 
assigned. The current shift differentials of 11 cents for the after- 
noon shift and 18 cents for tlm night shift are identical with those 
paid by the other major carriers in the industry. The Board recom- 
mends that this proposal be withdrawn. 

C. PE~SmNS, I-I~aLTR A~D W~LFam~ 

Union P~oposal 76--Group Iczsu~.ance 

The Carrier has a group insurance plan which is treated by the 
parties as one overall plan under Appendix C of the contract but  is 
in two parts. The first of these is group life insurance, and the second 
is a group medical, hospital, and surgical benefits plan. 

The group life insurance program provides life insurance at three 
times the employee's annual base wages. The Carrier pays the pre- 
mium on two-thirds of this benefit amount, and the employee pays 
the remaining third. The plan also provides life insurance wholly 
at Carrier expense for retired employees equal to one-fourth of the 
amount of insurance held at retirement. The program is voluntary, 
and the Carrier provides no insurance to an employee mlless the 
employee agrees to buy the remaining one-third of the total life 
insurance program. 

In  the course of the hearing, the Union made its proposal specific 
by asking that the Carrier make available to all employees, without 
the necessity of employee contribution, that portion of the present 
life insurance for wlfich the Carrier now pays. We believe this Union 
proposal is reasonable. 

The Carrier's obligation to fnrnish retirexnent life insurance at 
no additional cost to an employee is related to the current limitation 
that the employer supplies no life insurance to an employee unless 
the employee purchases the additional required amount. I f  this 
condition upon the Carrier's obligation to purchase life insurance 
for employees is withdrawn, we believe the Carrier should not then 
be required to continue the retirement life insurance program. I t  
should be an obligation upon each employee to purchase the amotmt 
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of retiremen~ life insurance he needs as part  of his purchase of addi- 
tional insurance under the program. 

The Board recommends that the Carrier be obligated to supply 
life insurance to all of its employees in an amount equal to double 
their annual base pay. In addition, the program should permit em- 
ployees to purchase group life insurance in additional amotmts, at 
least up to as much as double their annual base pay, such additional 
insurance to include life insurance after retirement at the employee's 
option. 

The current medical, hospital, and surgical benefits consist of a 
basic plan in which the employer pays the entire cost for the em- 
ployee, but the employee pays one-fourth of the cost to cover his 
dependents, and a supplementary plan in which the employee bears 
the entire cost both for himself and his dependents. There is no need 
to go into the detailed benefits involved in the two plans. In general, 
taken together they are reasonably comparable to those in the industry. 

The Union's original proposal asks that  the entire cost of the insur- 
ance for an employe~ and his dependents be paid by the Carrier a.nd 
that the plan also cover retired employees and their dependents as 
well as employees on medical leave of absence. 

During the course of negotiations, the Union also added a pro- 
posal for removal of the 70-day limitation on hospital benefits, a low- 
ering of the deductible item of the major medical plan from three 
percent of the employee's annual wage per illness, but not over $300, 
to $50 per person with a maxhnum of $100 per year per family. Fur-  
ther, the Union asks for deletion of the contract reservation to the 
Carrier of the right to "modify, suspend, or discontinue the [grouI2 
insurance] plans at any time and to pass on any increase in rates 
which are assessed against it by the underwriting insurance company." 

In  negotiations, the Carrier offered to pick up the remaining one- 
fourth of the cost of covering dependents under the basic medical 
insurance plan and to pick up the entire cost of the supplementary 
plan both as to employees and dependents. As part  of its proposal, 
the Carrier agreed to make slight modifications of the supplementary 
plan to follow a plan which had been worked out by the employees 
at the Miami Base. 

We feel the Carrier's proposal, made in the course of collective bar- 
gaining, is in accordance with the modern trends in industrial life 
and in this industry. Medical and surgical expenses to employees 
are serious and in many instances can be catastrophic without an 
effective group insurance plan. Even with an effective plan employees 
often must bear substantial additional medical expenses, and this 
constitutes the major justification for having an employer carry the 
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entire cost of group medical insurance. All-inclusive coverage would, 
however, be at prohibitive cost. I f  the employer is to carry the total 
cost of medical and health insurance for his employees, then the plan 
must have reasonable limitations and deductible items to keep the 
cost within reason. 

The Board recommends that the Carrier assume the entire cost of 
the medical and health insurance plans for its employees and their 
dependents, making those changes in the current supplementary plan 
which will bring about its compliance with the plan worked out by 
the employees at the Miami Base. I f  the Carrier does assume all of 
the costs of medical and health insurance on behalf of its employees, 
the Board recommends that no change be made in the present eligi- 
bility, benefits and deductible items in the plan. 

The Board further recommends that the Carrier not be required 
to supply medical insurance to retired employees, but it properly 
should supply insurance to employees who are on medical leave of 
absence. 

The Carrier proposes that the changes in the supplementary plan 
and the assumption of its cost take place June 1, 1967. The Board, 
however, feels this delay is not justified and recommends that all 
changes take place as soon as fe~ible.  

The Union proposes the elimination of the coordination of benefits 
provision contained in the current medical insurance plan. This pro- 
vision relates to the common situation where the employee and his 
family are covered by more than one health insurance program. Co- 
ordination of benefits eliminates the possibility of the Pan American 
plan paying more than a supplementary amount of the total out-of- 
pocket medical costs to an employee when primary coverage falls 
under the other plan. 

The Board recommends that the coordination of benefits provision 
be retained as a proper means of avoiding double payment for the 
same dollar of medical expense under two insurance plans and yet as 
a means adequately to compensate in the event there is additional 
insurance applicable to the claim. The Board further recommends 
the elimination from the contract of the right of the Carrier to dis- 
continue or alter the group insurance program during the term of the 
agreement. 

Union Proposal 12--Pension Plan 
The pension and retiremej~.t plan provides for approximately equal 

contributions by employees and by the Carrier when averaged over a 
period of yeai~. The plan is volmltary, and eligibility is limited to 
those employees who are 75 years of age or over and have one year 
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of service. The benefits provided in the plan are as high as any pro- 
vided in the industry, but the costs o f  employee contributions are 
higher than any in the industry, except for one other carrier. Only 
about 48 percent of those employees eligible to join the pension plan 
have done so. 

The Union proposes that the progTam be made wholly non-contribu- 
tory, that the-limitation" of eligibility to employees who are 95 years or 
older be ren)0ved, .and th,~t the program include a pemnanent and total 
disability provision: 

We are concerned that 57 percent of the eligible employees have 
not joined the plan and consequea~tly receive no pealsion contribution 
fl-om the Carrier. Whil¢ this is accotmted for in part by female em- 
ployment, neverLheless, it can only be assumed that non-participation 
by male employees and some female employees is due largely to the 
size of the contributions required of employees to aclfieve the current 
pension levels. Yet we Also feel that ~king the Carrier to asstmm the 
full cost of 'the present pension levels would be excessive and is far 
beyond the industry pattern. Only one of the c~riers involved in the 
recent seLtlements assumes the entire cost of pensions for its eligible 
employees, and its contribution is less than two-thirds of the contri- 
bution which Pan American is now making; and its pension benefits 
are comparably lower. 

The Board is convinced tlmt some adjustment shotfld be made ial 
the employee contribution. A much higher percentage than now of 
the Carrier's employees should be participating in the pension pro- 
groan and receiving its benefits. We feel that this can be done with- 
out placing an undue financial burden upon the Carrier. The Board 
recommends that .the employee contribution to the pension plan be 
reduced by one-fourth, effective July 1, 1967, without changing current 
benefit levels. We suggest also that the parties consider a prograxn of 
progressively lessening employee contributions to the pension plan 
over a period of years while maintaining adequate benefit levels. 

In the light of this recomnlendation, the Board also recommends 
that no change be made in eligibility beginning at age 25. The finan- 
cial obligations upon ¢he Carrier, in view of reduction in employee 
contribution, would be excessive if the eligiblity age limitation also 
were removed. 

No details of a permanent and total disability clause were presented 
at the hearing, but the Board recommends such a clause be added. 

U ~ion Proposal 10, G o~pa~y Proposal l $~Sick Leave 
The Union proposes unlimited accrual of sick leave. The Carrier 

requests standardization of the administration of sick leave through- 
out the entire system, creation of a one-day w~iting period before sick 
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leave benefits am p,~yable, and elimination of payment for unused sick 
leave. The current contract provides ,~ maximum of 60 days accrual 
of sick leave ~t a rate of one day for each month of service. Some de- 
tails of the administration of the sick le,~ve provisions val:v from di- 
vision to division. At  present there is no provision for delay before 
sick leave is paid. Also, the contract provides for payment in a 
lump stun to each employee of $10 per d~y of unused sick leave up to a 
tota.1 of 12 days in ,~ calend,~r year, making a maximmn of $120. 

We tmderstand theft during the course of negotiations the parties 
m,~y h,~vc reached at least a tea~tative agreement to increase' ,the maxi- 
mum accrttal of sick leave from 60 to 70 days. Iat any event, the 
Bo,~rd recommends th,~t the 70-day maxhnum be accepted. 

We feel that ~here has been no showing of the necessity for a one- 
day w,~iting period before sick leave pay begins, and we reconunend 
th,~t this Carrier proposal be withdrawn. We do recognize the need 
for standardization in .the administration of the sick leave provisions 
throughout the system. The Board recommends this proposal be ac- 
cepted by the Union. 

The Board also recommends that the cash payment for accrued 
sick leave up to a ma~ximmn of 12 days fix a year be retained. The 
amount of money involved is not great, and the provision does have at 
least some effect hi discouraging the misuse of sick leave. 

D. O T ~  U m o ~  P~oros~s  

Uq~io~ Proposal No. 8--Promotion of Mechanic Helper 

The Union proposes that the contract provision authorizing pro- 
motion of a Mechanic Helper to 5~echanic only after 12 months as 
Helper be elhninated. I t  is the Union's position that  when the Helper 
passes the test for promotion this should establish qualification with- 
out a set minimum period in the helper classification. We find no 
persuasive reason why the present time requirement should be elim- 
inated. The Board recommends that this proposal be withdrawn. 

Uq~ion Proposal No. 9--Shop to Slwp T~'ansfer 

The Union proposes to amend Article 9 (e) to provide opportunity 
to transfer from shop to shop by bid before any new employee is hired 
or system bid is implemented. The Union, on page 261 of the record, 
indicates that the Carrier has offered adjustments in this provision 
which appear to be acceptable to the Union. The Board recommends 
that the clarification proposed by the Carrier be accepted. 
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U,uion Proposal No. 11--Successor Ulause--G~ided Missile Raq~ge 
Div'isio'a 

The Union proposes the inclusion of a successor clause ill the con- 
tract as it relates to the employees at the Guided Missile Range Divi- 
sion. This installation~ at Cape Kennedy~ is operated by the Carrier 
under a Federal Government contract. While successor clauses are 
common in collective bargaining agreements when the company has 
control over the sale or other transaction which creates successorship~ 
the same considerations are not at all applicable where the company 
is a government contractor and may be replaced by the government. 
Under  these circumstances~ the Union's request that the contract in- 
clude a successor clause would place upon the Carrier a legal obliga- 
tion which it  h ~  no power to carry out. Under these circumstances~ 
the Board recommends that this proposal be withdrawn. 

Union Proposal No. 18--Port Stewards 

The Union proposes an amendment to a Letter of Understanding 
dated August 25~ 1964~ which committed the Carrier to assign a Senior 
Por t  Steward at Dul]es Airport~ at Friendship Airport~ and at the 
Philadelphia airport. During the course of negotiations it became 
clear the Union was asldng to confirm the assi~mlent of a Senior Por t  
Steward to W'~ke Island and bring about such an assigtmlent at 
O 'Hare  Airport~ Chicago~ and at the Boston airport. The need for 
additional persomael is basically a matter for the Currier in the ad- 
ministration of its affairs. While the Union is properly concerned~ 
it is far preferable to work out such details by informal negotiation 
and agreement such as was achieved in the letter of Au~ls t  25~ 1964. 
The Board returns this issue to the parties. 

The Board also returns to the parties for further consideration 
the Carrier's suggestion~ made in its Exhibit  No. 170~ that the duties 
and responsibilities of Por t  Stewards and Senior Por t  Stewards be 
redefined. 

E. OTrmR C,.umma PaorosA~ 

Ca~'ier Proposal No. 1--Arbitration o / N e w  Uont~'acts 

The Carrier strongly urges that the new contract contain an agree- 
ment for final arbitration of all tmresolved issues in future contract 
negotiations. The Carrier points to the fact that such proposals have 
been accepted and incorporated in other collective agreements between 
it and other of its employees. The Union has opposed this proposal 
throughout. We are sympathetic with this search by the Carrier for 
a means to avoid the work stoppages which grow out of the inability 
of parties to reach final agreement when a new contract is being bar- 
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gained. We also recognize the importance of maintaining continuous 
and uninterrupted service by Pan American, an important part  of the 
world transportation system. 

The Board must conclude realistically, however, that such a pro- 
vision departs from the fundamental philosophy of collective bargain- 
ing unless it is agreed to voluntarily and witlmut reservation by both 
parties to the contract. The Board believes it should not attempt by 
its recommendation to bring about this major change in the nature of 
the relationship between the parties. This is a matter wholly for the 
voluntary consensual bargaining of the parties~ and hence it is not 
made the subject of a specific recommendation in this Report. 

Carrier Proposal No. ~--Overtime Distribution 

The Carrier proposes to amend the present provision for distribution 
of overtime assignments to permit greater flexibility. I t  contends that  
this change is necessary for a practical and equitable administration 
o~ overtime distribution. Further~ the Carrier points out that agree- 
ments similar to its proposal have been reached on a local level at 
its Cape Kennedy, San Francisco, Honoluht and New York bases. 
The Board recommends that this proposal be accepted. 

Garrier Proposal No. 3--Obse~'vance o/Saturday Holidays on Friday 

The Carrier proposes that when holidays fall on Saturday those em- 
ployees whose regular days off are Saturday and Sunday observe 
lhe holiday on Friday rather than on Monday as the contract now 
provides. Holidays fidling on Sunday will continue to be observed 
on Monday. The Board views this change as reflecting the much 
more common industry practice and recommends its acceptance. 

Gct,~r P~'oposal No. 4--Inte~'-Base Traq~s/ers 

The Carrier seeks to amend the contract provisions covering inter- 
base t,ransfers of meclmnics to include a procedure through which 
opportunities for lateral transfers can be insured for senior employees. 
The Carrier points out that its proposed change incorporates into 
the contract a procedure which, with one exception, now exists tmder 
a memorandum of understanding between the parties. The memo- 
randum lhnits the eligibility of probationary employees for promo- 
tion, a condition the Carrier would remove since half of all vacancies 
are available for transferring employees in any case. The Board 
recommends the proposM be accepted. 

Garrier Proposal No. 6 Notice o/Layoffs 

The Carrier proposes to amend the contract to add additional situ- 
ations where there is no need for notic~ in the case of layoffs. As 
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proposed, notice will not be necessary in any of the following situ- 
ations: Acts of God, strikes, picketing, or work stoppages by ally 
employees or group of employees. IndusU T practice generally pro- 
rides relief from a requirement to give full notice of layoffs if the 
cause is a work stoppage or other condition beyond the company's 
control. The Board recommends that this proposal be accepted. 

Carrier P~.oposal No. 7--Meal ttour Scheduling 

The Carrier proposes, in effect, an additional half-hour meal period 
to begin at the end of the fifth hour of an eight-hour shift. The 
contract now authorizes scheduling half:hour meM periods over the 
fourth and fifth hours of a shift. We believe it is reasonable to re: 
quire the Carrier to provide meal periods which are begtm and com- 
pleted within the two-hour period in the middle of an eight-hour 
shift. The Board recommends that this proposM be withdrawn. 

Catchier Proposal No. 8--Shift Assignment 

The Carrier proposes to amend the contract to provide that assign- 
ments to training or to a slfift following training shall not be con- 
sidered a slfift change within the meaning of Article 3(i) which re- 
quires five d~ys' notice. The proposal appears to facilitate the effective 
administration of training programs, and the Board recommends its 
acceptance. 

Carrier Proposal No. 9--Daily Rest Periods 

The Carrier proposes ,~ provision that the two daily rest periods 
should not exceed ten minutes each. The Board does not consider 
that the evidence in the record shows a sufficient basis on which to 
make a recommendation and returns this issue to the parties. 

Carrier Proposal No. lO--Field Adjustment Board Jurisdiction 

The Carrier proposes that the Adjustment Board Agreement, Ap- 
pendix 13, be amended to provide that Field Board jurisdiction be 
limited to c~es  involving discipline, discharge, or qualifications of 
individuals, leaving to the System Board of Adjustment all other 
disputes over the application of contract terms. The purpose of this 
proposal is to limit the Field Boards to specific grievance issues and 
insure uniformity through centralized decision of issues of a general 
nature. The Board believes that the proposal has a sound and reason- 
able basis and recommends its acceptance. 

Carrier Proposal No. 11--Holiday Observance on Night Shift 

The Carrier proposes to ~nend the GMRD understanding to provide 
that, with the exception of Thanksgiving, employees whose shifts 
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start between 11:00 P.M. and 11:59 P.M. shall observe their holiday 
on the holiday eve rather than the night of the holiday. The pro- 
posed change conforms with existing provisions in other labor agree- 
ments at Cape Kennedy, and in the aerospace industry generally. The 
Board recommends acceptance of this proposal. 

Ga~rier Proposal No. 12--Red Gircle Rates--GMRD 

The Carrier proposes elimination of red circle rates paid to certain 
employees at GMRD under a Memorandum of Agreement dated Oc- 
tober 4, 1957. The rates originally established were six cents above 
the classification maximum. Since that time, as general increases 
have raised the pay rates of other employees, the red circle rates have 
not been absorbed but have continued as an override; thus these are 
no longer true red circle rates. A total of 46 employees remain in 
the so-called red circle group. We see no justification for the long 
time continuation of above-maximum rates for a select group of em- 
ployees. The Board recommends that the rates be eliminated during 
the life of this contract and suggests that the six cent differential 
be reduced by two cents at the time each of the next three general 
wage increases becomes effective. 
6tarrier Proposal No. 13--Meal Periods, GMRD 

The Carrier proposes that the GM-RD Understanding be amended 
in paragraph 8 to reduce the stated meal period from 45 minutes to 
30 minutes. The Carrier showed that the 45-minute period was insti- 
tuted when meal facilities were inadequate and that a 30-minute meal 
period has been in effect since 1960. The stated 45-minute meal period 
has been a source of confusion to new employees. The Board recom- 
mends that this proposal be accepted. 

IV. FLIGHT SERVICE PERSONNEL 

A. I~amoDuerlO~ 

The third of three contracts involved in the present dispute covers 
the group of employees of Pan American World &irways who are 
engaged in flight service. Essentially, these employees serve as cabin 
attendants during flight. The classifications involved are Steward or 
Stewardess and Purser. Additionally, an employee from within these 
classifications who ~s assigned to evaluate the perfomance of some 
other employees is known as Check Steward, Check Stewardess or 
Check Purser. Check personnel are part of the bargaining unit, but 
receive $25 per month additional compensation for their additional 
responsibilities. 
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Flight  sere:ice personnel make up approximately 25 percent of all 
Pan American employees involved in the present negotiation and 6.8 
percent of the total employment of the Carrier. Ahnost half of these 
employees have their home station in ~ew York City where they serve 
the Atlantic and Latin American flights of the Carrier. Another 
quarter are stationed in San Francisco, serving the Pacific and polar 
flights to Europe. Twenty percent are stationed in Miami, serving 
Ca.ribbea,n and Sou~h Atlantic flights. Small additional groups of 
flight service personnel have their base assigamaents in Honolulu, Se- 
attle and Houston. Total employmen~ in the flight personnel category 
has increased by 40 percent in the last several ye,~rs. 

The existing Pan American flight service contraet became effective 
on October 29, 1964. I t  was opened for modific,~tion and amendment 
both by the Carrier and by the Union prior to June 30, 1966 and both 
parties have m~de a number of proposals for changes in the existing 
contract. 

During the course of negotiations preeeding the appointment of this 
Emergency Bo,~rd, some discussions were held by the parties on the 
flight service proposals. On Jlme 24, 1966, the Carrier made a counter- 
proposal to the TWU regarding the pay ,nnd working eonditions of 
flight service personnel. Subsequent to this, on September 19, 1966, 
the Carrier proposed to the Union that the s,~me improvements in 
wages and fringe benefits that were negotiated for the other categories 
of employees in the dispute be made applicable to flight service 
personnel. 

In  truth, however, it cannot be s~id that the parties devoted ex- 
tensive time or analysis to the flight service issues involved in this 
dispute prior to the appointment of this Board. The Board under- 
took informal conversations with the parties during the week pre- 
cedfilg its formal hearings and much of the Board's ~ime during this 
period was directed toward problems involving fligh~ service person- 
nel. Some issues were tentatively resolved in these convm~ations and 
the areas of disagreement in regard to others were narrowed. Never- 
theless, many issues involving these employees remain open and must, 
therefore, be dealt with separately in this report. This section of the 
report will not deal with the basic wage and fringe benefits of flight 
service employees, since the Board deems it appropriate to reeom- 
mend the same wage and basic fringe improvements for flight person- 
nel that we have recommended for other categories of employees earlier 
in this report. Union Proposals 3 and 15, 13 and 18 for flight service 
are handled under Union Proposals 13 and 14:, 10~, and 16 respectively 
of the gronnd service section of this report. C,~rrier Proposals 1, 8, 
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and 9 for flight service are dealt with similarly under Carrier Pro- 
posals 1, 10, and 14 for ground service. This section, therefore deals 
primarily with the working rules issues involving these employees. 
These problems are unrelated to the other settlements in the industry 
that have taken place during 1966, since flight service contracts of the 
other carriers were not open. 

The recommendations which follow group  some of t h e  categories 
of proposals of both of the parties; for example, those of both Carrier 
and Union whicl~ relate to hours on duty and work assignments. 
Other individual proposals of both parties must be dealt with" sep- 
arately, and some specific individual issues are being returned by us 
to the parties for further  negotiation. The numbering of proposals 
which follow relate to the parties' original opening notices of the 
Flight  Service Agreement. 

B. WORK ASSIGI~I~.NTS A~D HOURS O1~ DUTY 

The TW-U has made four proposals to the Carrier involving the 
general area of length of work assignments and hours on duty. Union 
Proposal 5 is to amend the present contract to provide that the calen- 
dar monthly flight time of cabin attendants shall not exceed 75 actual 
flight hours in a calendar month. The present contract calls for 85 
hours per month as the normal flight time. 

Union Proposal 6 to modify the present flight service contract, pro- 
poses that when a time zone change of five hours or more is involved 
in a flight, flight service employees shall be guaranteed a minimum of 
32 hours of rest. The present contract states that adequate rest is 
normally construed to be a minimum of 12 hours between arrival and 
departure (block to block), and to include a minimum of 8 hours at a 
hotel or layover facility. 

Union Proposal 8 is to add a paragraph to the contract to provide 
that 8 hours be the maximum scheduled flight time and 12 hours the 
maximum scheduled duty time in any 24 hour' period. The present 
contract is silent on this subject, except as noted in the paragraph 
above. Finally, Union Proposal 17 is to modify an existing appendix 
to the contract, specifying a minimum total of 36 rest<lays in eac~ 
calendar quarter, to a minimum of 12 rest days per month. 

Two Carrier proposals for flight service employees relate to the 
subject of hours on duty or work assignments. Carrier Proposal 8 
is to amend the contract to provide that, when agreed upon by the 
Carrier and the Union, the Carrier may assign employees to flights 
on two or more consecutive days when the total flight time falls within 
the range of 2 to 12 hours inclusive. 
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Carrier Proposal 7 is complex, but would specify the Carrier's r ight  
to consolidate work assignments at any single geographical location 
where more than one base is located, with common bidlines, common 
flight and scheduling policies and practices for all flight service em- 
ployees in the geographical location. In  substance, this proposal is 
to eliminate a practice which now exists whereby a given group of 
flight service employees "own" the r ight  to fly a particular group of 
flights to specific areas of the world, even though other qualified em- 
ployees are located at the same geographical location. The Carrier 
asks the right to assign all employees at a given location to any flight 
or group of flights which originate at the location, ,-rod to operate 
portions of particular flight patterns with personnel from more than 
one flight base. 

Involved in all of these issues, to one degree or another, is the ques- 
tion of whether the work that  is now being required of flight service 
personnel is lmduly burdensome upon employees. The  Union argues 
strongly it is unre~on,~ble flint its members ,~re being scheduled to 
work over 12, up to 14 and even 16 hours ,~t a time. They point out 
that  scheduled flight times on non-stop flights run from 8 ~o 10 hours, 
dur ing most of which cabin a,ttendants are on their feet, and that  the 
impact  of ,the modern jets upon working conditions and duty periods 
has been substantiMly to incre~e  the burden of work required of 
flight service e~nployees. Moreover, the Union notes that  modern 
flying schedules permit  the crossing of many time zones in ,~ single 
non-stop flight or scheduled flight pattern, with consequent severe im- 
pact upon employees' personal and physical well-being. I t  points to 
recent studies of the effects of disruption of the so-e,~lled diurnal or 
metabolic clock, and suggests th,~t the only means of re-establishing an 
individual 's physical bM,~nce under these circumstances is longer pe- 
riods of uninterrupted rest. Finally, .the Union points out tha t  the 
existing contr,~ct.% while gu,'~ranteeing flight service employees rest 
over ,~ quarterly period, do not guarantee that  employees will get ade- 
quate rest in any particular month. 

The  Carrier replies to these contentions by not ing that  modern 
international jet flight schedules require more mult iple time zone 
flights. They note that  the total flying hours per  month of flight 
service employees are not excessive, at least by industry standards 
generally, and that  employees who fly extended patterns and ~he great- 
est dist,~lces also receive the greatest ,~motmt of t ime at home per  
month,  and the greatest monthly compensation. The Carrier cites 
studies to show that  its percentage of layovers under 16 hours between 
flights has declined eturing the last two years and that  i.t is, in fact, 
paying more flight credit hours for 9_4 hour l,~yovex periods than it did 
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two years ago. Fln,~l]y, th~ Carrier argues tha.t the rules proposed 
by the Union wotfld result in immense additional costs for layover 
crews because of the resulting rigidities and limitations in their flight 
scheduling. 

We will deal with the various Carrier and Union proposals in this 
are,~ separately, but in light of the foregoing considerations. 

U~ion Proposal 5 
This proposal is 'to reduce the normal flight time hours of flight 

semdce personnel from 85 to 75 per month. I t  is not in conformity 
with existing practice among international carriers, and would have 
the result of substantially incre~ing employees' overthne earnings 
under circumstances where ~there would be no possibility that the 
Carrier could significantly reduce total hours flown by individual 
employees. Thus, the proposal would either result in ,~ substantial 
hidden wage increase, or require the employment of large nmnbers of 
new flight service attendants. Employees are adequately protected 
against excessive flight time requirements by the present contractual 
limitation of a maximum of 255 flight time hours per calendar quarter. 
The Board recommends that  this proposal be withdrawn. 

U~ion Proposal 6 
This proposal wotfld require a minimum of 32 hours of rest for 

employees making a five or more hour change in time zones in a par- 
ticular flight schedule, and is based on considerations involving phys- 
ical upset resulting from disruption of personal metabolism. The 
members of ~his Bo,~rd are aware of ~he problems of employees whose 
work requires them regularly to adjust to time disruptions. Many 
travelers encounter the problem of adjustment to substantial time dif_ 
ferentials involved in %ranscontinental and transoceanic flights. 
Nevertheless, we do not recommend %hat the employee proposal be 
accepted. 

Crossing o~ m,.~ny time zones occurs in transatlantic flights, polar 
flights and Pacific flights of P,xn American. To require the Carrier 
to institute a minimltm of 32 hours rest for every crew making such 
flights would require an additional azmual expenditure of four million 
dollars for layover clews. Moreover, the present state of medical 
multiple time zone crossings is incomplete and conflicting. Available 
evidence suggests that some people suffer no disruption, a larger 
ntmlber suffer minor disruption, and a minority find the disruption 
severe. No evidence is available to us on the question of whether 
employees who must repeatedly and frequently cross many thne zones 
find their problems of adjustment easier or whether, in fact, the ad- 
justment problems are cumula%ive. The Federal Aviation Agency has 
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existing statutory ,~uthority to promulgate rules requiring extended 
rest periods for employees affected by these circmnstances and has 
not seen fit to do so. 

Multiple time zone crossing is a normal condition of employment 
for flight service personnel of international carriers. They should 
not be subjected to excessively long duty periods and should, of course, 
receive as much rest at intermediate bases as is commensurate with 
reasonable flight scheduling. To require the Carrier to institute 32 
hour rest periods at intermediate layovers would have the effect of 
keeping flight service personnel away from their home bases for much 
greater periods than they are now away, and would run counter to the 
elnployees' general objective of maximizing time free of duty at home 
bases. The Board recommends that this proposal be withdrawn. 

Union P~'oposal 8 
The Union proposes maximums of 8 scheduled flight hours and 

12 scheduled duty hours in 24 hour periods. While flight hours and 
duty hours are not full), interchangeable, we feel that  duty hours, the 
entire time when employees are required by the Carrier to be flying 
or at certain locations, should be the primary consideration. Evi- 
dence was placed in the record showing that some employees pres- 
ently have duty schedules far  exceeding 8 hours a day, frequently 
rmming over 12, 14 and even 16 hours on duty in a 24 hour period: 
Even though total duty hours in a week~ or ,~ month, are not excessive 
for flight service personnel, we nonetheless feel that hours on duty in 
a 24 hour period should be limited. 

The Board recommends as a minimmn that the contra~t contain a 
flat prohibition against scheduled duty hours exceeding 16 in a 24 
hour period. We further suggest that studies be made of possible 
scheduling changes to work toward ,~ daily maximum of 15 or 14 
hours in the future. Further,  when lower general maximums are 
achieved, if certain schedules make it unfeasible to limit duty hours 
to those maximums, we suggest that the Carrier give consideration 
to carrying an extra or relief cabin attendant in the flight crew to 
reduce the work burden upon the crew. Finally, the Board recom- 
mends that the Union accept Carrier Proposal 7, dealt with below, 
which will facilitate the achievement of these objectives. 

U~7,ion P'roposal 17 
The Union proposes that  the present contract requirement of 36 

rest days per quarter be amended to 12 rest days per month. We feel 
that this proposal would tmduly hamper the Carrier in scheduling 
wil:hout substantial resultant benefit to employees. ~{oreover, quar- 
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terly balancing of rest periods is customary among international car- 
riers. The Board recommends that this proposal be withdrawn. 

Garrlev P~oposal 7 
As discussed earlier, the Carrier proposes a detailed new rule which 

would authorize the Carrier to consolidate work assignments at a 
single geographical base, to reassign flight rights among the bases, 
and to operate portiofis of a flight pattern with personnel from more 
than one base. The Carrier states that the effect of these rules would 
permit closer to optimum operating efficiency. We believe there is 
substantiM merit in the Carrier's proposal and recommend that it be 
accepted by the Union as the quid pro quo for Carrier acceptance of 
Union Proposal 8 in the modified form which we have recommended 
be negotiated by the parties. I f  the Carrier is given the kind of oper- 
ating flexibility which it seeks, more can be done than at present to 
ameliorate some of the longer duty assignments of which the Union 
now complains, and which led to Union Proposal 8. 

C. PROPOSED I~ULES AFFECTING PAY 

Union Proposal 2 

Under their present contract, flight service personnel have their 
base salary calculated as piston flight pay and receive additional 
compensation when flight time is in straight jet aircraft. Jet  pay is 
considered a premium and is paid separately from, and in addition to, 
base salary. Since the time the existing contract was negotiated, and 
at present, Pan American has become an all-jet Carrier insofar as 
its scheduled common carrier passenger flights are concerned. The 
Union proposes that the piston pay base of earnings be deleted from 
the contract, and that the jet premiums be incorporated into the 
base pay, with a separate memorandum of understanding covering 
any. special piston operations which the Carrier might wish to operate 
(as,  for example, in its Sai~on-Hong Kong vest arLdJ recreation 

operation). 
Considering jet pay as premium pay adversely affects employees' 

personal finances and slightly reduces their contractual fringe bene- 
fits. To continue the jet payment as a premium under circumstances 
where it no longer reflects the nature of the Carrier's operation per- 
petuates a distinction which has no justification. The Board recom- 
mends acceptance of this proposal. 
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Union Proposal 4 

In  its original Section 6 notices, the Union proposed that a para- 
graph be added to the contract to provide guaranteed pay pattern 
protection (guarantee of payment for the flight schedules bid at 
the beginning of each month by employees, even though such sched- 
ules could not actually be flown), similar to that provided in existing 
contracts covering flight-deck personnel. During the course of our 
informal discussions with the parties, the Union modified this proposal 
to request that employees whose monthly bid schedule was interrupted, 
through no fault of their own, be allowed to bid other available 
flights in order to protect their earnings. This procedure is known 
by them as %pen board" bidding, and is now in practice by mutual 
agreement of the parties at their San Francisco base. 

The Board recommends that the parties explore further the opera- 
tion of the "open board" with a view to making this type of bidding 
generally operative throughout the system. 

Union Proposal 7 

At present, flight service employees receive a payment of 50¢ per 
hour for operational duty hours, defined as those hours when an 
employee is required to report for flight duty but before the flight 
leaves, and those hours after a flight has terminated but before an 
employee is released from duty. In  addition, employees are required 
to compute and file records with tim Carrier claiming their payments 
for operational duty time. The Union requests that the operational 
duty pay be increased to $1.00 per hour and that the time shall be 
computed by the Carrier. The Board recommends that no change be 
made in the present amount of operational duty pay, but we do 
recommend that the computation be made by the Carrier. 

Union P~'oposal 9 

The Union proposes that when a flight service employee is required 
to report for an assigned flight~ and such employee is not utilized~ the 
employee shall be compensated one hour of pay and flight time 
credit. Under the present contract between the parties, no pay or 
flight time credit is awarded in these circumstances. 

In  accordance with general practice in most industries, and the 
practice established by some other airline carriers, the Board recom- 
mends that the parties negotiate a contract clause calling~ in these 
circumstances~ for one hour of flight credit for pay purposes only. 
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D. T R A ~ Q  PROPOS*LS 

In  its Proposal 10~ the Union asks the Carrier to pay employees 
for all training except that required by the Federal Aviation Agency 
and that required of probationary employees. The Carrier~ ill its 
Proposal 6, requests a provision which states its r ight to train em- 
ployees in any subjects it deems necessary. We believe that the Car- 
rier should have the right to require employees to report for any 
training the Carrier deems necessary. Related to this~ we believe that 
employees should be entitled to compensation for such training~ ex- 
cept in the case of the exceptions that the Union proposes. The Board 
recommends that the parties negotiate a training clause in conformity 
with these conclusions. 

E. OT "I:I:ER U~rION PROI~OSAI~ 

Union Proposal 1 
The Board recommends that the Carrier review and c la r i~  the 

duties and responsibilities of Check Stewards~ Check Stewardesses 
and Check Pursers to ensure that the functions of these personnel 
are not fundamentally supervisory or disciplinary in nature. 

Union Proposal 11 
The current contract between the parties specifies that no more 

than six percent of employees at a location will be required to take a 
vacation during the months of January~ February, November and 
December. The parties are in disagreement as to whether the six 
percent limitation includes~ or is in addition to~ the number of em- 
ployees who voluntarily request vacations during these months. ~¥e 
understand that the Union in negotiating this clause felt the existing 
related practice with regard to ground service employees would be 
followed. The Board recommends the clause in question be clarified 
to make it explicit that the six percent limitation on involuntary 
vacations in the months in question shall include the number of em- 
ployees who voluntarily request vacation time during those months. 

Uq~ian Proposal 1~ 
The Union requests that Stewards or Stewardesses be provided 

single rooms at layover stations. This proposal is not in conformity 
with existing practice in the industry~ and would add substantially 
co Carrier costs at no subsantial benefit to employees. The Board 
recommends that the proposal be withdrawn. 
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Union P~'oposal 14 
In  its original opening notices, the Union requested that a mhai- 

mmn crew complement be established for various kinds of flight equip- 
meat. During the course of negotiations, this proposal was modified 
to request that two of the four flight service personnel assig, ned to 
the Boeing 727 be designated as Pursers, rather than one as is the 
present Carrier practice. We believe that it is a prerogative of the 
Carrier to man its planes as it sees fit, so long as its manning meets 
minimtun legal standards, and that the Carrier has the sole right 
to specify the class and amount of semdce it wishes to provide to 
passengers. I f  the workload assigned to individual employees is un- 
dtfly burdensome, this is a matter  to be decided through use of the 
~'ievance procedure. The Board recormnends that the proposal be 
withdrawn. 

U~ion P~'oposal 16 
The Union proposes that a new a1~iele be added to the contract 

to state that the established policies of the agreement and the employ- 
meat practices of the Carrier would apply without discrimination 
based upon sex, color, race, creed, or national origin. Unobjectionable 
though this proposal may appear on its face, Pan American and other 
carriers are now awaiting a decision by appropriate govermnental 
agencies as to whether, sex is a bona fide occupational qualification 
for flight service employees. We feel tlmt such questions ultimately 
should be settled by the state and federal equal employment opportuni- 
ties conunissions and by the courts. The Board recommends that  
this proposal be withdrawn. 

Union Proposal 19 

The Board recommends that  this proposal, that  trip insurance be 
provided to flight service employees, be withdrawn on the basis that 
we have elsewhere in this Report proposed beneficial changes in em- 
ployee life insurance. 

F. OTm~ C ~  PRoeos~s 

Carrier P~oposal 

The Carrier proposes a clause specifying that it may operate tem- 
porary bases so long ~ the duration of anticipated need is bldefinite, 
but that no employee shall be involuntarily assigned to such ~ base for 
more than seven months. We think this is a reasonable proposal which 
provides adequate protection for employees. The Board recommends 
that this proposal be accepted. 
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6'a~'ier Proposal 3 

The Carrier proposes that  it be allowed to schedule employees to 
work on two or more consecutive days when tbe total flight time falls 
within the range of 2 to 12 hours. As noted previously, we think 
duty time is tt more appropriate consideration than flight time in con- 
sidering total hours worked. Since the clause proposed by f.he Carrier 
is a muttml consent clause, however, allowing the Union the possibility 
of rejecting such assigmnents, the Board recommends that the proposal 
be accepted. 

6'(t.~'rier Proposal 4 

The Board recommends that this proposal, involving invohmtary 
assignments of employees to flights, be withdrawn on the basis that 
the present contract seems adcqu:ttely to cover the subject. 

Carrier Proposal 5 

We recommend that this proposal, involving assignment of new 
employees to bases upon completion of training, slmuld be considered 
and resolved by the partio~s in joint negotiations. 

V. CONCLUSION 

I t  is tim Board's considered judgment tha.t the findings and rec- 
ommendations set forth in this report provide a fair  and equitable 
basis upon which tl~e parties should be able to reach agreement in the 
settlement of tbis dispute. 

Respectfully submitted. 

October 30, 1966. 

(S) DAVID H. S'mwE, Chai~'m,an. 
(S) Cm~LES M. RE~[US, Member. 
(S) JnRan S. WILLL~S, Member. 
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