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LETFER OF TRANSMITTAL 

WASHINGTON, D.C., December 13, 1968. 

TI:tE PRESIDEN% 

The White Itouse. 

~'~R. PRESIDENT: The Emergency Board created by you oll Novem- 
ber 6, 1968, by Executive Order 11433, in accordance with Section 10 
of tlle Railway Labor Act, has the honor to submit herewith its report 
and recommendations. 

Th'is Board was appointed to investigate disputes between tile Il- 
linois Central Railroad Company, Louisville & Nash~dlle Railroad 
Company, the Belt Railway Company of Chicago and certain of their 
employees l~presented ~by the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen. 
In fulfillment of its obligation the Board has held bearings and con- 
sidered the evidence and arguments presented by the parties. 

Respectfully subm4tted. 

Msgr. GEORGE G. SlC, GINS, Chai?~(m. 

BYRo~ R. ABERNET].IY, Member. 

A. LANG~V COFfEr, Member. 

I l I  





I. INTRODUCTION 

Presldealtial Emergency Board 17"2, established by :Executive Order 
11433~ November 6~ 1968~ mot first on November 13~ in W,~shington~ 
D.C., organized, adopted rules of procedure, and recessed to Novem- 
ber 18, Washington, D.C., at which ~ime and place the Board recou- 
vened, heard the evidence, oral argument, received written summations, 
and closed the hearing on December 2, 1968. 

The transcript of the proceedings, consisting of l~ine volumes, 14=95 
pages, and 65 exhibits identified hi and filed with the transcript, and 
the written sunmmtions from e~tch of the parties have been carefully 
reviewed, studied and considered by this Board, and are made a part 
hereof by reference, 'but, for the purposes of this Report, need not be 
summarized .in detail :  

At  the conclusion of the hearing% this Board volunteered its serv- 
icers in a final attempt fo adjust and sei.tle the dispute in mediation. 
The tender was accepted, but the effort was nonproductive, the parties 
preferring to "stand on the record" and have the Board make its 
Report. 

Three carriers, out of a .total of 70 Class I line-haul railroads and 
25 Class I switching and term,in~l colnpanies in the United States, are 
parties to this dispute. They are the Illinois Central, the Louis~41le & 
Nashville (C],~ss I line-haul railroads) and the Belt Railway of Chi- 
cago (Class I switching and terminal railroad company)."- Certain 
of their employees in train service, road and y,~rd, represented by the 
Brotherhood of Raih'oad Trainmel b comprise the employee parties 
to the dispute. 

lI. BACKGROUND OF THE DISPUTE 

The specific dispute or disputes before this Board originat:ed in 
notices, pursuant to Section 6 of the R:ailway Labor Act, as amended, 
served on each of the Carriers by the Organizations, Ju ly  5, 6, and 
13, 1965, and similar notices served on the Brotherhood of Raih'oad 

1 The  t r a n s c r i p t  eonlu ins  a number  of cha rges  and  counter  cha rges  ref lect ing ninon Ule 
good fa i th  b a r g a i n i n g  of the par t ies .  We have  taken due no,lice of t h e s e  a l l e g a t i o n s  ill our 
careful  s tudy  of  the complete  record, but  we do not feel t ha t  i t  w o u l d  s e r v e  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  
of the pa r t i e s  to rev iew them in this  report .  

2 The  Bel t  is owned by 12 l ine-haul c~trriers. E i g h t  of  tile 12 have s e t t l e d  t h e  c r e w  c o n s i s t  
d i s p u t e  on  t h e i r  r o a d s  a n d  in t h e i r  yards .  

(1) 
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Traimnen by each of the Carriem on December 23, 1965, proposing 
to revise and supplement existing rules relating to crew consists. 

Ill brief, the Brotherhood's notices requested rules requiring the use 
of not less than one conductor (foreman) and two brakemen (helpers) 
oil all crews, with additional brakemen (helpers) on certain specified 
crews, a 

The carriers' notices, identical in content and all served on the 
same day, proposed the elimination of all such rules, agreements or 
reguhttions, and the establishment in lieu thereof a rule which woul~l 
give Management the unrestricted right, under any and all circum- 
stances, to determine the size of the crew to be used ill any and all 
classes and kinds of service. The Carriers ~urther proposed the 
handling of this matter on a joint national basis in the event that 
the parties were unable to roach an agreement in their bargaining 
conferences on the properties. 

These proposals are practically identical with those served in 1959 
and 1960, which were before the Presidential Railroad Commission. 
The issue is precisely the same. Neither par ty  to the dispute professes 
to want crews undernlanned or overmanned, bu~ therein, of  course 
lies the core of the dispute. 

The dimension of .the problem before this Board cannot be me~ured  
in terms of the number of railroads and employees involved. The 
dispute can only ~be properly judged in the context of its history. ~ 

This same dispute has been in one or more stages of handling 
for more .than 9 years without any lasting results. Three Presidents, 
the Congress, the Courts, a Presidential Railroad Commission, various 
Boards, and other Tribunals have been drawn into the controversy. 
All have made lasting contributions. However, at .the end of their 
productive and painstaking .labors, all of our predecessors were agreed 
that the matter can best be resolved with finality through the con- 
scientious collective bargaining efforts of the directly interested 
parties. 

The Presidential Railroad Commission found that a negotiated rule~ 
as opposed to managerial discretion, was desirable; but, that the nego- 
tiated rule should allow for either party to propose changes in crew 
consists after conducting ~ survey to support its proposed changes; 
:rod, upon the p~rties' failure to agree, that the dispute should be 
subnlitted to a tribunal which, in turn, would decide 'the dispute on 
the basis of : 

(1) The adequacy or necessity of the proposed crew consists hi terms 
of the s%fety of the operations; and, 

a E x c e p t  f o r  o n e  o r  t w o  c a r  t r a i n s  In s u b u r b a n  p a s s e n g e r  t r a i n  s e r v i c e  on t h e  I l l i n o i s  
C e n t r a l  w h e r e  t h e  O r g a n l z a t i a n ' s  p r o p o s a l  w a s  f o r  a c r e w  c o n s i s t i n g  of  a c o n d u c t o r  a n d  
one  t r a i n m a n .  

4 A p p e n d i x  A, C h r o n o l o g y  of  T r a i n  C r e w  C o n s i s t  D i s p u i e .  
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(2) Whether the proposed crew cousist would impose an unreason- 
ably burdensome or onerous workload.on the members of the crew or 
would be necessary to avoid such workload. 

The Commission further recog~ized that the consist of train crews 
in road and yard service would have to be updated (not more than 
once a year) to keep pace with the changing times. 

The operating crafts, in train service, rejected then, as now, the 
idea of surrendering their statutory powers to negotiate and make 
"lgreements, and the vesting of that power and final authority in some 
tribunal, permanent or temporary. The President and the Congress 
reluctantly forced such a temporary measure upon them ill 1963, a but 
only in the face of compelling evidence that the peace and tranquillity 
of the Nation were threatened because the carriers and the duly con- 
stit.uted representatives of their employees, bargaining nationally, 
could not settle the crew consist issue, among others in controversy, 
without a test of their economic strength. 

The solution, insofar as the present dispute is concerned, was the 
establishment of Arbitration Board No. 282 with jurisdiction over 
the broad crew consist dispute in road and yard service. 

On November 26, 1963, Arbitration Board iNo. "282 submitted its 
Award to the President and the parties. The Award became effective 
on JanualT. _05, 1964, 60 days after it had been filed in the District 
Court, District of Columbia. 

The Presidential Baih'oad Comlnission"s report and recomlnenda- 
t ions had emphasized the "safety" and "workload:' concepts for meas- 
uring crew size. The Award of Arbitration Board 1~o. 282 supple- 
mented and enlarged upon those concepts by the enumeration of 
':guidelines,:' all but one of them already agreed upon by the palsies, 
to assist them in resolving questions of proper crew size on different 
properties--the issue which is in dispute hem. 

Arbitration Board .082 also concluded that the crew size in yard 
and road service (other than engine service) which was needed to 
assure "safety" and prevent "undue burden" should be determined 
primarily in conformity with local conditions and demands of the 
service on each property. The Board then remanded the dispute to 
the indiviudal properties for resolution by collective bargaining if 
possible. 

In  any case, where the parties could not agree, the dispute was to be 
arbi.trated by a special tribunal using the "guidelines" as the test for 
deciding "safety" and "workload" on a crew-by-crew basis. The Award 
also established procedures for creating Special Boards of Adjust- 

Public Law 88-108, August 28, 1963. 
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time of the hearings 
major railroads and 
thereof had adjusted 
intervention, s 

As of this date, the 

ment, on individual properties, to settle unresolved crew consist 
disputes. 

The "~,a6del.ines" for assisting the parties in negotiation and for 
encouraging local bargaining are among the valid and lasting con- 
tributions made by Arbitration board No. 282. The Award expired by 
its own terms and as provided by Public Law 88-108 on January 25~ 
1966. 

The Award of Arbitr,ntion Board No. 282 and awards of the Special 
boards of Adjustment resulted in an uneasy peace. Employee repre- 
sentatives were impatient to be free of restraint. Attempts to resume 
negotiations led to litigation which prolonged the division of forces 
and widened the breach. Notable progress had been made in collective 
bargaining, however, during that period. A significant breakthrough 
was the agreements between the Brotherhood and certain major rail- 
roads in the Eastern terr i tory-- the Luna-Saunders Agreement, Jan- 
uary 28, 1965, and the Luna-Tuohy Agreement, h'[arch 0.2, 1965--which 
established a basic crew size of one conductor and two brakelnen on the 
railroads which were parties to those agreements. 

Collective bargaining, rather than litigation, became the order of 
the day on those Eastern railroads, and for them the crew consist 
issue was successfully put to rest, at least until 1970, on a basis mu- 
tually acceptable to the p,~rties there in voh:ed. 

Since the right to strike was restored .in Jauuary 1966, there have 
been additional final settlements of the crew consist dispute. At the 

before this Board, a total of 85 of the Nation's 
switching and terminal companies or divisions 
and settled their own disputes without outside 

railroads of this Country employ a total of some 
662,000 employees in all classes of service. Railroads employing 490,- 
0007 or roughly three-fourths of those employees~ have resolved by col- 
lective bargaining on their properties the issue in d.ispute here. The 
three Carriers, parties to tMs dispute, have approximately 37,500 em- 
ployees in all classes of service, or roughly 6 percent of those employed 
by all railroads. Those railroads which have resolved this issue by col- 
lective bargaining employ approximately 80 percent of the member- 
ship of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen. The three Carriers 
involved here employ approxilnately 6 percent of the membership of 
the Brotherhood. Of the slightly more than 300,000 miles of running 
and switching tracks owned by all of the Class I and I I  line-haul, 
terminal and switching railroads in the Country, roughly 200,000 miles 

6 Appendix B, Lis t  of Carr iers  Who Have  Setlled Crew Consist Disputes.  



are owned by c~u'riers who have reached agreements on this issue. 
Approximately 19,000 miles, or 6 percent of the total of such mileage is 
owned by the Carriers who are parties to this dispute. 

The roads of these three Carriers operate through or are ill the 
territory of, and in competition with, some of those line-haul and 
switching and terminal ra.ilroads on which settlements have been made. 

Ill .  COMMENTS 

As noted above, this Board sat through nine days of hearing and 
~Lrgtunent and has before it an extensive transcript of more than 1400 
pages of testimony and argument and 65 exhibits. From this record 
the conclusion becomes clear and inescapable that the parties have not, 
as the Railway Labor Act contemplates they will, bargained respon- 
sibly and creatively in a conscientious attempt to resolve these disputes 
for themsel yes. 

This same problem, as previously indicated, has been in contro- 
versy since 1959 and has been the subject of consideration by numerous 
public agencies. Two consistent themes run through all of the public 
handling of this dispute. One is that all governmental intervention in 
tlfis matter, including Public Law 88-108 and the Award of Arbitra- 
tioil ]3card No. ~8~, consisted essentially of interim expedients to 
enable the iuterested parties temporarily to hurdle the impasse in 
which they found themselves without subjecting the country to a dis- 
astrous nationwide raih'oad strike. -,ks Arbitration ]~oard No. o.82 put 
it, these were interim solutions to be relied upon "pendillg consumlna- 
tion of local agreements disposing of the issue." The assumption 
throughout has been clear that during t.he two year interim l~eriod 
provided by Public Law 88-108 and the Award of Arbitration Board 
No. 282, the parties wou]d undertake "through collective bargaining to 
bring about a more permanent solution of the problem" now before 
this Emergency Board. 

The other theme central to all of the earlier public handling of this 
issue is that historically and for good reasons there has been great 
vttriety hi crew consist rules and regulations ; that the consist of crews 
necessary to assure safe and eflicient operations without undue burden 
on members of the crew is a matter which varies from location to loca- 
tion, crew to crew, and from time to time, depending upon operating 
conditions, opert~tiug methods, service requirements, etc. ; and that to 
be disposed of properly, this issue must be resolved by local negotia- 
tions on the properties concerned, and by the pa~ies fami]iar with the 
day-to-day operations invoh;ed. In brief, the public findings heretofore 
have been consistent tha:t this is an issue which ca.n be satisfactorily 

328-945--69--2 
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resolved only by the parties immedia,tetly concerned, and td~imately 
must be resolved by them through informed and realistic local bar- 
gMMng oll the properties. The evidence adduced during the hearing~ 
before this Emergeacy Bored be~trs witness to tim validity of those 
findfilgs. 

As previously indic~Lted, since Arbitration Board No. 282 issued 
its Award on November 26, 1!)63, the Brotherhood of Railroad Train- 
men and carriers representing the great bulk of this industry have 
b~rgahmd solutions acceptable to the parties involved. The Brother- 
hood of Raih:oad Traimnen and tlm t.hree Carriers involved in this 
dispute ht~ve not done so. We see no rea.son why this seglnen8 of the 
industry should have ,~ continuation of the .interim procedures which 
other ca.rriers and the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen h'ave not 
found it necessary to peq)etuate; or why the parties to these disputes 
should not now, as contemplated by the Award of Arbitration Board 
No. 282, consmnmate agreements disposing of the issue on these 
prope~Mes. 

Ull)imately, uuless a policy of indefinite compulsory arbitrat~ion of 
major disputes is to be adopted for the raih'oads of this country, this 
issue must 1)e resolved by t~he interested parties bargaining to a con- 
clusion. After  10 years of interim expedients pointing .toward t.his 
solution, it is clear to this Board that t~he time has arrived for these 
parties to do just that. 

In the context withhl which these disputes must now be considered, 
we fail to see how ~his Board can make any other recommendation 
without b~ving a seriously disruptive influence on the stablized rela- 
tionships already jointly achieved in the industry by other carriers 
and this Organization. 

The bargained solution may not be, in fact probably will not be, a 
perfect solution from the point of view of either party. As the Presi- 
dential Raih'oad Commission observed in 1962, "Inescapably we find 
ourselves in an area where the best must yield to the better." Of  course 
there is a public interest in the terms of a collectively bargained agree- 
ment. But  under the p,~rticular facts and circmnstances of this case, the 
primary public interest here would .tppe~tr to be not so much in the 
terms of the agreement, as such, as in tlm final resolution of this pro- 
longed dispu,te through thee collective bargaining. As the Supreme 
Court has observed, under tim RMlway Labor Act, t, be terms and 
working conditions finally agreed upon "m,~y be as bad as the em- 
ployees will tolerate or may be as good as they can bargain for." The 
basic issue before t'his Bo,~rd, therefore, finally comes down to the 
question, not of what are the "right" terms or rules which the parties 
should agree to accordhlg to some standard fixed by oflmrs, but rather 



why should not the Brotherhood of Raih'oad Trainmen and these 
tht~e Carriem, l~lu'ough free collective bargahfing, consumma.te mutu- 
ally acceptable agreements just as has been done in the greater pal4; 
of this industry--not  necess,nrily on the same or comparable terms, but 
by the same responsible and good-faith bargahfing. 

On the record before us, we find no reason why they should not be 
able to do so or why they should not do so. Moreover, our contact ~xfith 
these parties leads us to believe that, t;hey have the maturity, t.he sense 
of responsibility and the creative imagination to enable them now to 
resolve these disputes constructively and without further disruption 
of service to the public. 

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 

The Board recommends that tlle partie~s concerned immed,iately 
resume negotiations on their respective properties in a conscientious 
attempt to resol ve the matters at issue wi thout furfJber delay. 

I t  is our sincere hope ~h~rt the true collective barg~tillhlg which we 
tnls~ will now take place will be assisted by the following suggestions. 

1. We suggest th,rt tlm issue r:~ised by the Sec'~ion 6 notices filed 
by the parties, and the issue toward which barg,~ining a,ttention should 
now be directed in good faith, is the consist o/crews, not the subse- 
quently introduced counterproposal of :~ppropriate additional com- 
pens~ttion for membet~ of suoh one-'rod-one crews as may remain after 
the basic issue of crew consist is resolved. I t  is the judgment of this 
Board ~ha't negotiations on the crow consist issue now present by virtue 
of the Section 6 noLices already filed will be better selwed by tim laying 
aside of this money issue. 

2. We think tlle parties mus~ expect to negot, iate a rule specil-ic'/lly 
governing the consist of crews; that the request :for a rule giving 
m'magcment the unfettered right to determine crew consists under any 
and all circumstances, and in all classes of service, is unrealistic at 
this time. We think the findings of the Presidential Railroad Commis- 
sion and of Arbitr.~tion Board No. 282, that the employees have ~t 
legitimate bargaining interest in this question, are still valid. 

3. We suggest that; the "guidelines': set forth in the Award of Arbi- 
tration Board No. 282 be accepted as the guidelines to be followed 
by the 1)armies in their ncgoti.ttions concerning the proper consist of 
Cl'eWS Oil these properties, crew by crew, terminal by terminal, and 
district by district. 



4. Serious consideration of experience under the rules established 
by the Award of Arbitration Board No. 282 should help the parties 
to engage ill realistic 'rod informed b'~rgaining oll this issue. 

5. Great :,rid l)roper eml)hasis has been placed on the quest;ions of 
safety and work burden in the hearings before this Bo.trd. Considera- 
tions of s'ffety and work burden properly enter into the determination 
~)f the crew consist required on any job. But these factors, we think, are 
better 'q)pr:lised crew by crew 'rod job bv job than by averages and 
general statistic-s. Ev:duation of tile safety and work burden factors 
on particular jobs, just as the use of other guidelines, is a matter for 
joint consideration by the bargainers on the properties. 

6. ~Ve have been urged to recommend, .is did the Presidential Rail- 
road Commission, Presidential Emergency Board 15'4, and Arbitration 
]_~oard No. 282, some method o:f achieving final it 3, in resol v i lie disputes 
over the consist of particular crews, preferably the mandatory referral 
of disputed c.lses to neut.rals. I t  is our conclusion that, under the cir- 
cmnstances now prevailing, insofar as possible, this Board should 
decline to interject itself into the bargaining process on the properties. 
We are of the opinion that this matter, too, should now be left for tile 
parties to determine tl).roug'h collective bargaining. I f  the parties 
choose to agree upon some form of a referral of disputed jobs to 
neutrals, they should do so. I f  t.hey prefer a different solution, they 
should be free to seek it. 

We are impressed here again with the fact that the mandaiory 
referral to neutrals recommended by these e.u'lier public agencies was 
directly related to their recommendations for interim expedients in 
lieu of the normal processes of bargaining to a conclusion. As we have 
suggested above, we think the time has .irrived for these p:Lrties to 
do what most of tile rest Of this industry has already done, namely, 
to COllSunlnlate their own tong range settlements of this issue by free 
collective bargaining, without further governmental prescription of 
interim expedients. 

7. We suggest that the parties recognize that the proper consist 
of crews is necessarily ~ continuing problem, requiring the contimling 
attention, joint study and negotiation of bolh parties, and tlmt 
arrangements be made for contimling, periodic reevaluation and 
adjustment, as changing circmnstances dictate. 

8. Finally, as Presidential Emergency ]_~oard 15'4 observed in 1963, 
regretfully we must also observe wit.h regard to the parties to this 
dispute, UThere has been an unfortunate tendency . . . to postpone 
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real collective bargaining unt.il the final hour. That hour is about to 
s|;rike.': We again press the par~ies, as we did during our mediation 
efforts, t,o recognize the urgency of the situat, ion wit, h which they are 
confronted. Questions which can be settled at t.he final hour can be 
resolved and should be resolved in the intercs~ of the Nation and in 
the self-interest of these parties before the final hour strikes. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Msgr. GEOROE G. Hm(a,-,'s, Chai,~.man. 
BYno.x" ]~. zkl~al~xl.;'rnv, Me,mbe'r, 
2~.. I~AR'GLEY COFFE¥~ Membe,r. 

W A s  n i ~'c'ro,,,', D.C.,  O ece~,b e~. 13.1968. 





APPENDIX A 

CHRONOLOGY OF TRAIN CREW CONSIST DISPUTE 

Nov. 2, ]959 

Sept. 7, 1960 

Nov. 1, ]9(;0 

Feb. 2S, 1:)62 

May 2], ]962 

July  16, 1962 

Ju ly  26,1962 
to 

M~,r. 4, 1963 

Apr. 3, 1963 

May ]3, 1963 

Carriers served ~oticcs under  Section 6 of the  Rai lway Labor  
Act (RLA) ra i s ing  the crew consis t  and  other  issues.  The  rail- 
roads  proposed e l iminat ion of ru les  requi r ing  the use of a 
s t ipula ted  number  of t r a inmen  in road service and  of brakemen,  
or helpers,  in ya rd  service. 
Brotherhoods served Section, 6 ,notices, l a te r  supplemented  on 
April  6, 196], on wages,  f r inges  and  other  rules. The  brother-  
hoods proposed t h a t  crews in road service consis t  of not  less 
t h an  one conductor  and  two t r a inmen  and  t h a t  crews h~ ya rd  
service consis t  of not  less than  one conductor,  or foremen,  and  
two brakemen,  or helpers  (one-and-two crew consis t ) .  
Presidential l~ailroad Commission created a f t e r  the par t ies  
agreed to submi t  the crew consis t  and  other  i ssues  for s tudy.  
The  Commission was  composed of five lmblic, five carrier ,  and  
five union members.  
The Presidential Railroad Commission submi t ted  its findings 
inc luding recommended guidel ines for  local negot ia t ions  and,  
if necessary,  "lrbitration of crew consis t  issues.  The ca r r i e r s  
accepted the recommenda t ions  of the Commission,  and  the 
unions  rejected them. 
Organizations made applications for set.vices of the Nationa~ 
Mediation Board ( NMB ). 
NMB tcrmbtated its services af te r  the organiza t ions  refused to 
submi t  the  dispute  to arbi t ra t ion.  0 n  the following day the 
car r ie rs  served notice theft they would place in effect changes  in 
rules,  and  other proposals.  
Th, c organizations brought suit scekb~g a j~ldgment that 
promulgation by the carriers of their proposed rule changes 
would violate the I~LA. The Dis t r ic t  Court  d ismissed  the com- 
plaint .  The decision was  affirmed by the Court  of Appeals and  
the Supreme Court.  (Brotherhood of Locomotive Engiueers ,  et 
al. v. Bal t imore  and  Ohio Rai l road Co., et al.) 
EmctTc~ey Board No. 15]t appointed l )u rsuant  to Section 10 of 
the  RLA. 
Report of Emergency Board No. 15.~ issued recommending  
negotiat ion of na t iona l  guidel ines for  use in local ha nd l i ng  of 
crew consis t  issues.  The Board  recommended submiss ion  of 
unresolved d isputes  to '~ special referee procedure.  The  ca r r i e r s  
accepted the repor t  and  the organiza t ions  indicated they were 
wil l ing to use the repor t  as  a basis  for  f u r t h e r  negotiat ions.  

(11) 
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Ju l l e  15, 19(;3 

J u l y  9, 1!)63 

J u l y  10, 1963 

J u l y  19, 1963 

J u l y  22, 1963 

Aug.  2, ].963 

Aug.  28, 1963 

Nov. 26, 1963 

Dec. 6, 1963 
to 

Apr .  27, 1964 

J an .  29, 1965 

Mar .  22, ]965 

Thv l 'rcsitlc~t ttskvd the parties to ex tend  the stattls q11o period 

to J u l y  10 a n d  to c o n t i n u e  b a r g u i n i n g  w i th  m e d i a t o r y  a s s i s t a n c e .  

The  Prcsidont  proposed, arbi trat ion of the  i s s u e s  I)y A s s o c i a t e  
J u s t i c e  of  the  S u p r e m e  Cour t ,  A r t h u r  J. Goldberg .  T im  b r o t h e r -  
h o o d s  r e j ec ted  t he  proposa l .  

Th.c I'rcMdc'nt appoi~zted, a special ,~ubcommittc6 of h i s  A d v i s o r y  
C o m m i t t e e  on L a b o r  M a n a g e m e n t  Pol icy  to r ev i ew "Hid r e p o r t  
0u t he  f a c t s  a n d  i s s u e s  in t he  case .  T h e  p a r t i e s  a g r e e d  to m a i n -  
r a in  t he  s t a t u s  quo  un t i l  J u l y  29. 

Subcommi t t ee  submi t t ed  its find i~gs to th.v Preside~lt. 

The  Pres ident  proposes  a Joi.nt l¢csolution to Congress pro-  
r i d i n g  fo r  a t w o - y e a r  s t a t u s  quo  per iod d u r i n g  whi , :h  t h e  l a t e r -  
s t a t e  C o m m e r c e  C o m m i s s i o n  w o u l d  be g iven  a u t h o r i t y  to r e so lve  
t h e  d i spu te .  I n  C ong re s s i on ' , l  h e a r i n g s ,  t he  ICC ind i ca t ed  i t  did 
no t  h a v e  t he  e x p e r t i s e  to h a n d l e  the  case.  

The  Secre tary  of Ltlbar proposed to the parties (t basis fo~ 
~tcgotiuting t h e  c rew c o n s i s t  a n d  f i r emen  i s sues .  

Congrc.~s e~aetcd Publ ic  L a w  88-108 c r e a t i n g  Arb i t ra . t iou  
B o a r d  No. 2S2 to r e n d e r  a b i n d i n g  dec i s ion  on the  c rew c o n s i s t  
a n d  f i r emen  i s sues .  T h e  l eg i s l a t ion  a l so  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  s e c o n d a r y  
i s s u e s  w e r e  to he  r e so lved  t h r o u g h  col lec t ive  b a r g a i n i n g .  
A rbitratio~. Board No. ,°.82 submi t t ed  .its A w a r d  to t he  P r e s i d e n t  
a n d  t he  pa r t i e s .  T h e  A w a r d  se t  f o r t h  a s e r i e s  of  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  
use in local n e g o t i a t i o n s  o f  t he  cons i s t  o f  c rews ,  a n d  e s t a b l i s h e d  
p r o c e d u r e s  fo r  r e s o l v i n g  i m p a s s e s  d u r i n g  t he  l i fe  o f  t he  A w a r d .  
T h e  A w a r d  b e c a m e  ef fec t ive  ou J a n u a r y  25, 1964, 60 d a y s  a f t e r  
i t  w a s  filed in t he  D i s i x i c t  C o u r t  o f  t he  D i s t r i c t  of  C o l u m b i a  
a n d  t h e  Bo-wd ' s  A w a r d  re in ' l ined  in effect  fo r  two yea r s ,  ex-  
p i r i n g  J a n u a r y  25, 1966. 

The  broth.crhood.v vh.allcngod P.L. 88-108 and the A w a r d  of 
Arbitration. Board  No. o8~ in, the courts by con, tending t h a t  the  
law w a s  u n c o n s t i t u t i o n . l l  a n d  t h a t  t he  Awa,rd f a i l ed  to c ~ n f o n n  
to t h e  s t a t u t e .  T h e  S u p r e m e  .Court  deu ied  cer t ior . l r i  a n d  t h e r e b y  
u p h e l d  d e c i s i o n s  o f  l ower  c o u r t s  a p p r o v i n g  the  l a w  a n d  con- 
firmirJg the  A w a r d  o f  t he  Arbi tr~t iou Board .  (B ' ro the r imod  of  
L o c o m o t i v e  F i r e m e n  and  E u g i n e m e n  v . . t he  Chicago ,  B u r l i n g t o n  
& Qu i ncy  R.HIroad. )  

"l'hc Luna-Suundcrs  Agrccmc.nt w a s  s i gned  by ~the B r o t h e r h o o d  
of  R a i l r o a d  T r a i n m e n  ( B R T )  a n d  t h e  New York  Cen t r a l ,  
l ' e n n s y h ' a n i a ,  a n d  E r i e - L a c k a w a n n a  R a i l r o a d s .  T h e  s e t t l e m e n t ,  
w i t h  c e r t a i n  excep t ions ,  e s t a b l i s h e d  m i n i m u m  road  a n d  y a r d  
(-rews o f  one-and- two .  T i m  B R T  a g r e e d  to w i t h d r a w  all  oppor-  
t ion  to t he  r epea l  of  s t a t e  fu l l  c rew l a w s  in .the s t a t e s  cove red  
by t he  a g r e e m e n t .  

The  L u n a - T u o h y  Agreement, w a s  s i gned  by t he  B R T  a n d  Ba l t i -  
m o r e  a n d  Ohio  R a i l r oad .  As  o f  F e b r u a r y  7, 1968, n e a r l y  40 ra i l -  
r o a d s  e m p l o y i n g  a b o u t  a t h i r d  of  .the m e m b e r s  of  t h e  B R T  h a d  
become  p a r t i e s  to t he  L u n a - S a u n d e r s  o r  L u n a - T u o h y  Agree-  
m e a t s .  



Ju ly  1965 

Oct. 1-15, 1965 

Dec. 22-23, 1965 

Dec. 30, 1965 

Jan.  24,1966 

Jan .  25, 1966 

Mar. 15, 1966 
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Tho B R T  ,~crvcd Section 6 ;~oliccs on about  90 car r ie rs  not  
covered by the  Saunder s  and  Tuohy  A g r e e m e n t s - - i n c l u d i n g  
the  Il l inois Central ,  Louisvil le  & Nashvi l le  (L&N), and Bel t  
Ra i lway  of Chicago---request ing rules  providing for the use of 
not  less than  two t r a inmen  on all crews plus  addi t ional  t rain-  
men  where  necessary.  The  ca r r i e r s  considered .the notices pre- 
m a t u r e  and  refused to d iscuss  the  mer i t s  of the  proposals  dur ing  
the  life of Arbi t ra t ion  Board  No. 282's Award.  

The National  Mediat ion Board dovl~eted the BR, T's request for  
mediation, sere;ices in connection wi th  Section 6 notices served 
in Ju ly  on the  ]l l inois Central ,  Louisvil le and  Nashvil le ,  and  
Bel t  Rai lway  of Chicago. 

,gcction, 6 ~otiecs served by th, c carr iers- - inc luding  the I l l inois 
Central ,  L&N, and  Chic'lgo Be l t - -p ropos ing  el iminat ion of all 
rules  requi r ing  a s t ipula ted  number  of t r a i n m e n  or b rakemen 
and  the e s t ab l i shmen t  of a rule reserving to m a n a g e m e n t  the 
unrestr icted r ight  ,to de termine  the size of  road and  yard  crews. 
]n  the i r  notices, the car r ie rs  asked  the B R T  general  c h a i r m a n  
ou each rai l road to agree to submi t  the d ispute  to na t ional  
handl ing.  In reply, the B R T  took exception to nat ional  hand l ing  
and  announced  its intent ion to ins is t  upon negot ia t ing  crew 
consis t  d isputes  to conclusion on local properties.  

N M B  commenced handling crcw consi.~t disputes  on the L&N. 
Mediation sess ions  with the  par t ies  were held a t  i n t e rmi t t en t  
periods to June  28, ]96S. 

TI~c Distr ic t  Oo,r i  for  th.c Distr ic t  of Colum,bia t~mporarily 
res trahled the brolhcrl~oods From s tr ik ing upo~ expirat ion of  
Board  No. 982's Aivard. A week later  the Court  ex tended the 
order  to March 16. Ear l ier  in J a n u a r y  the Brotherhood lind 
served notices on cer ta in  roads not  par ty  to the  Saunder s  or 
Tuohy  Agreements  denmndiug  res torat ion,  effective J a n u a r y  

26, 1966. of crew consis t  rules in effect pr ior  to the  Award  of 
Board  No. 282. 

Expira t ion  of Arbitration, Board No. 28°~ Award .  Dur ing  the 
life of Board ' s  No. 2S2's Award,  96 crew consis t  decisions by 
neu t ra l  a rb i t r a to r s  were issued, and  95 crew consis t  agreements ,  
obviat ing the need for a rb i t ra t ion ,  were executed.  These  a w a r d s  
and  ag reemen t s  author ized the e l iminat ion of more than  8,000 
t r a inmen  and  ya rdmen  positions. Neutra l  a rb i t r a to r s  g ran ted  
about  87 percent  of the car r ie rs '  requests  for crew reductions,  
and  the  B R T  agreed to about  70 percent  of the  reduct ions  sough t  
by the  roads. 

N M B  ~mtificd thv parties t/tat it was rcsehcdvl iag mediations. 
This  action was taken  af te r  a hea r ing  ~efore the  NMB, follow- 
ing which the Board  denied the car r ie rs '  content ion t ha t  the 
un ion ' s  Ju ly  ]965 notices were premature .  
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Apr. 6,1966 

Ju ly  1966 

Aug. 8. 1966 

Aug. 11, 1966 

Nov. 7, 1!)66 

J~m. 16, :lilt;7 

M:ly 12, 1967 

Sept. 6, 1967 

The Di~trict Court for the District ol Colnmbia issued its fudg- 
ment  concerning the effect of the expiration, of the Award  of 
Board iVo. o~82. The  Cour t  affirmed t ha t  the  A w a rd  expired,  and 
all procedures  unde r  it for  chang ing  crew consis ts  ended, on 
J a n u a r y  25, 1966. However,  consis t  ru les  es tabl i shed p u r s u a n t  
to the  Award  of Board  0.282 created a "new s t a tu s "  which con- 
t inued  in effect un t i l  changed by ag reement  or unt i l  procedures  
provided by t he  RLA were exhaus ted .  The  Court  ruled tha t  
Section 6 notices served by the  par t i es  pr ior  to the  expi ra t ion  
of the  Board ' s  Award  did not become effective unt i l  J a n u a r y  
26, 1966, and  t h a t  the  ,brotherhoods could not  resor t  to self  
held a f te r  exp i ra t ion  of the Award  unt i l  ent i t led unde r  pro- 
vis ions  of the  RLA. (The  Akron & Barbe r ton  Belt  Rai l road  
Company,  et a l v .  Brotherhood of Rai l road  Tra inmen ,  et al.) 

BlOT and various carriers held Conferences in accorda~cc ~cith 
the R L A  on crew consis t  disputes.  

NMB co~nn~e~cd mediation of crew cot~si.st dispute bvtzvccn tile 
IlTinois Ccntrat and BR, T. Mediatory sess ions  cont inued inter-  
mi t ten t ly  t h rough  A u g u s t  21, 1968. 

Rcadi.ng Company Agrcmnc~t establ ished,  wi th  cer ta in  excep- 
tions, m i n i m u m  road and  ya rd  crews of  one-and-two wi th  the  
ca r r i e r  hav ing  the  r ight  to d iscont inue the  use of t r a i nme n  
in excess of the min imum.  The  brotherhood agreed to desis t  
f rom efforts to es tabl i sh  m i n i m u m  crew laws in the  s t a tes  
covered by the  agreement .  

The District Court for the District of Columbia issucvl a tem- 
porary rcstraini~g order directing the BR, T not to strike rail- 
roads on which, the NMB had termi~latcd its services. The 
Court  ruled t ha t  the  B R T  had  breached a s t a t u to ry  obligation 
by r e fus ing  the  car r ie r s '  reques t  for na t iona l  hand l ing  of crew 
consis t  issues.  (At lant ic  Coast  Line Rai l road  Company,  et al. 
v. Brother lmod of Ra i l road  Tra inmen .  ) 

The District Court directed, the B R T  to negotiate crcm consist 
issues on a re,nitS-employer basis, and  enjoined the Brotherhood 
f rom call ing a s t r ike  unt i l  such  negot ia t ions  had  e x h a u s t e d  
procedures  of the  RLA. (At lan t ic  Coast  Line Rai l road  Com- 
pany,  et al. v. Brotherhood of Rai l road  Tra inmen . )  

Th.e Court of Appeals, District of Columbia, approved tlle Dis- 
trict C'o~trt decision, of April  6, 1966. that the work rules created 
pursuant to the Award of Board No. ~85 remained, in effect 
af ter  the Award  expired unti l  changed in accordance with the  
RLA. However,  the  Appeals  Cour t  reversed the lower cour t ' s  
ru l ing  t h a t  the  car r ie rs  had  no s t a tu to ry  du ty  to barga in  prior 
to the  expi ra t ion  of the  Award.  (Bro therhood of Rai l road  
T r a i n m e n  v. Akron & Bar,berton Rai l road  Company,  et al., 
bea rd  on cross  appeals .)  

The Court of Appeals, District of Columbia, reversed the lower 
court's ruli~g of January 16, 1967. The -~:ppeals Court  ruled t ha t  
na t iona l  hand l ing  of the  crew consis t  issues was  not  required 
unde r  the  RLA. (Bro therhood of Rai l road  T r a i n m e n  v. At lan-  
tic Coast  Line Rai l road  Company,  ct al. ) 



Sept. 12, 1967 

Jan .  15, 1968 

Jau .  18, 1968 

Jan .  29, 1968 

Feb. 5, 1968 

Feb. 9, 1968 

Feb. 14, 1968 

Feb. 22- 
Ju ly  29, 1968 

J u n e  10- 
Sept. 3, 1968 

Ju ly  29, 1968 

Aug. 1O- 
Oct. 10, 1968 

Nov. 6, 1968 
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8outhern  Pacific (Texas  and Louisiana Lines)  reached an  in- 
te r im agreement  wi th  the B R T  es tab l i sh ing  m i n i m u m  crews of 
one-and-two on road f re ight  crews pending the outcome of t he  
crew consis t  issue then before the courts.  

Th.c S~tprcmc Ootu't de~icd certiorari  over the Court ol Appeals  
decision of Sep tember  6, 1967, concerning na t iona l  hand l ing  of 
crew consis t  issues. 

NMB commenced ~nediation bct~vecn the Belt  Railavay Company 
ol Chicago a~ld the BRT .  Mediat ion cont inued th rough  Feb- 
rua ry  22, 1968 

The Supreme Court denied certiorari  o~cr the Court of Appeals  
decision of May 1°~, 1967, re la t ing  to the  Akron & Barbe r ton  
Bel t  R.R. case. The  lower cour ts  had  held t ha t  the  A w a rd  of 
Board  No. 282 cont inued in effect unti l  changed  in accordance 
with the RLA. 

fl'hc B R T  s t ruck  the Missouri  Pacific, Texas  & Pacific and the 
Atlm~tic Coast Line portion of the Seaboard Coas t  Line Rail-  
road. Tim At lant ic  Coast  Line s toppage followed promulga t ion  
by the company of ru les  changes  reducing  crews. The  Southern ,  
Union Pacific, and  Boston and  Maine Ra i l roads  also promul-  
ga ted  thei r  notices of rules  changes,  but  no s toppages  occurred 
on these roads. 

Jackson  Memorandum draf ted  joint ly by the  B R T  and the Mis- 
souri  Pacific, T e x a s  & Pacific, Seaboard Coast  Line and  South-  
ern Ra i l roads  provided for immedia te  res tora t ion of 50 percent  
of one-and-one crews to a one-and-two bas is  to be followed by 
negot ia t ions  to de termine  the  proper consis t  of the  r ema in ing  
50 percent  of one-and-one crews. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Raih'oad and the B R T  reached an  
accord s imi la r  to the Jacksonvi l le  Agreement .  

Final  crew consist agrccmc~ts  reached between the B R T  and  
34 addi t ional  carr iers .  

The NMB termb~atcd its services in the disputes  between the 
BRT and  the Ill inois Central ,  L & N, and  Belt  Ra i lway  of 
Chicago. 

B R T  s truck  the Belt  Ra ihvay  of Ch, icago. 

J,~inal crew consist agrceme~ts  reached bct.wecn the B R T  and six 
addit ional carriers. As of October 10, approx imate ly  80 percent  
of the B R T  membersh ip  was  covered by crew consis t  ag reemen t s  
negot ia ted outside of the Award  of Arb i t ra t ion  Board  No. 282. 
The  crew consis t  i ssue  remained  pending  wi th  67 car r ie rs  em- 
ploying approx imate ly  14 percent  of the B R T ' s  membership .  

B R T  s truck  the L & N. President  Johnson signed Execut ive  
Order creating Emergency  Board No. 172. 



APPENDIX B 

LIST OF CARRIERS WHO HAVE SETTLED 
CREW CONSIST DISPUTES 

1. "Luna-Saunders" Agreement . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Final settlement 
Railroad Parties: 

The Ann Arbor Railroad Co. 
Bessemer and Lake Erie Railroad 

Co. 
Canadian National Railways 
Central Vermont Railw'ty, Inc. 
The Dclawarc & Hudson Railroad 

Corp. 
Detroit, Toledo & Ironton Railroad 

Co. 
Erie-Lackawanna Railroad Co. 
Grand Trunk Western Railroad 

Co. 
The Lehigh & Hudson River Rail- 

way Co. 
Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. 
The Long Island Rail Road 
Monon Railroad Co. 
Montour Railroad Co. 
New York Central System 

The Now York Central Rail- 
road Co. 

Indiana Harbor Bclt Railroad 
Co. 

Chicago River & Indiana Rail- 
road Co. 

Pittsburgh & Lake :Eric Rail- 
road Co. 

Lake Erie & Eastcrn Railroad 
Co. 

The Clevcland Union Termi- 
nals Co. 

Peoria & Eastern Railway 
The New York, New Haven & 

H'trtford Railroad Co. 
New York, Susquehanna & West- 

ern Railroad Co. 
The Pennsylvania Railroad Co. 

Baltimore & Eastern Railroad 
Co. 

Pennsylvani~Reading Seashore 
Lines 

Pittsburgh, Chartiers & Youghio- 
gheny Railway Co. 

Youngstown & Southern Railroad 
Co. 

(16) 

Dale 

1-29-65 
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Date 

2. "Luna-Tuohy" Agreemen t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Final  s e t t l e m e n t  . . . . . .  3 -22-65  
Rai l road  Par t ics :  

Ba l t imore  & Ohio Rai l road  Co. 
Ba l t imore  & Ohio Chic~tgo Termin-d  

Rai l road  Co. 
S ta t en  I s l and  Rap id  T rans i t  Rail- 

way  Co. 
Cur t i s  Bay  R:~ilroad Co. 

3. Reading  Comp~my . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 - 11 - 66  
4. Sou the rn  Pacific Co.-Texas  .rod Lo~tisiamt I n t e r i m  sett lement__ 9 -12-67  

Lines. 
5. " Jacksonv i l l e "  M e m o r a n d u m  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 -  9 -68  
6. Chesapeake  & Ohio M e m o r a n d u m  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 -14 -68  
7. Gulf, Mobile  & Ohio Railw:~y Co . . . . . . . . . .  Final  s e t t l emen t  . . . .  2 -22-68  
S. Sou the rn  Ra i lway  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 -28-68  

T h e  Cincimmti ,  New Orleans & Texas  
Pacific Ra i lway  Co. 

H a r r i m a n  and  Northe~mtcrn Rai l road 
C o m p a n y .  

T h e  A l a b a m a  Grea t  Sou the rn  Rai l road 
C o m p a n y .  

New Orlcans and  N o r t h e a s t e r n  Rai l road 
C o m p a n y .  

T h e  N e w  Orleans  Te rmina l  C o m p a n y  
Georgia  Sou t he rn  and  Flor ida  Railw:~y 

C o m p a n y .  
St. J o h n s  l~.iver Te rmina l  C o m p a n y  
Carol ina  and  N o r t h w e s t e r n  Ra i lway  

C o m p a n y .  
9. Union Pacific Ra i l road  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -  1-68 

10. Missouri  Pacific (Gulf  Distr ic t )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 - 15 - 68  
I I .  Texas  & Pacific l)~ailway Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -15 -68  
12. F o r t  Wor th  Bel t  R:~ilway Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -15 -68  
13. Seaboard  Coas t  Line  Rai l road Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -16-68  
14. h'Iissouri Pacific (Proper)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -16 -68  
15. Chesapeake  & Ohio (South)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -22 -68  
16. Chesapeake  & Ohio (Nor th )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 -26 -68  
17. Bos ton  and  Main  Corpora t ion  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 - 28 - 68  
18. Te rmina l  Ra i lway  A l a b a m a  S ta t e  Docks  . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 -  3 -68  
19. Norfolk  & P o r t s m o u t h  Belt  Line . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 - 11 - 68  
20. Wes te rn  M a r y h m d  Ra i lway  Co . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 - 19 - 68  
21. Chicago, Milwaukee,  St. Paul  and  Pacific . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 -19 -68  

(Wes te rn  Region) .  
22. Chicago,  Milwaukee,  St. Pau l  and  Pacific . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 -22 -68  

(Eas t e rn  Region) .  
23. Cent ra l  Ra i l road  Coral)any of N e w  Jersey  . . . . . . .  d o _ : : : : : : : : : : : t ,  

N e w  York  and  Long Branch  Rai l road . . . . . . .  do_ 5 -  9-68  

24. Atchison,  T o p e k a  & San ta  Fe  (Eas t e rn  & . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 -10-68  
Wes te rn  Lines).  
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Dale 

25. A tch i son ,  T o p e k a  & S a n t a  F e  ( C o a s t  Lines)  . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 - 1 4 - 6 8  

26. T e r m i n a l  R a i l r o a d  A s s o c i a t i o n  of St.  Lou i s  . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  .5-16-68 

27. M a i n  C e n t r a l  P o r t l a n d  T e r m i n a l  C o m p a n y  . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 - 1 7 - 6 8  

28. A l t o n  and  S o u t h e r n  R a i l r o a d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  5-23-6,~ 
29. Chicago ,  B u r l i n g t o n  & Q u i n c y  R a i l r o a d  . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 1 2 - 6 8  
30. St .  L o u i s - S a n  F r a n c i s c o  R a i l w a y  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 1 4 - 6 8  

31. N o r f o l k  & W e s t e r n  R a i l w a y  Co. ( P r o p e r  . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 2 1 - 6 8  

a n d  f o r m e r  V i rg in i a n ) .  

32. St.  Lou i s  S o u t h w e s t e r n  R a i l w a y  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 2 6 - 6 8  

33. Ken t t ,  eky  & I n d i a n a  T c r m i , m l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 2 7 - 6 8  
34. C e n t r a l  of Geo rg i a  R a i l w a y  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 2 7 - 6 8  
35. N o r f o l k  & W e s t e r n  ( F o r m e r  W-~bash) . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 2 8 - 6 8  

36. N o r f o l k  S o u t h e r n  R a i l w a y  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 - 2 8 - 6 8  
37. Missol ,  r i - K a n s a s - T e x a s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 -  5 - 6 8  
38. To leda ,  P e o r i a  & W e s t e r n  R a i l r o a d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 - 1 5 - 6 8  

39. A l a b a m a ,  T e n n e s s e e  & N o r t h e r n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 - 2 4 - 6 8  
40. O g d e n  U n i o n  R a i l w a y  & D e p o t  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 - 2 9 - 6 8  

41. G e o r g i a  R a i l r o a d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 - 1 0 - 6 8  
42. A t l a n t a  J o i n t  T e r m i n a l s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do__-  . . . . . . . . .  8 - 1 0 - 6 8  

43. A t l a n t a  & W c s t  P o i n t  W e s t e r n  R a i l w a y  of . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 - 1 0 - 6 8  

A l a b a m a .  
44. L e h i g h  & N e w  E n g l a n d  R a i l w a y  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 - 2 2 - 6 8  

45. C o l o r a d o  & S o u t h e r n  R a i l w a y  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  10-  5 - 8 6  
46. St.  J o s e p h  B e l t  R a i l w a y  Co . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  do . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 0 - 1 0 - 6 8  

Un ion  T e r m i n a l  R a i l w a y  
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