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LETTER OF T R A N S M I T T A L  

WASHLNGTON, D.C., November ~, 1969. 
TIIB P, RF.SIDENT} 
The White House, 
Washier!/ton, D.C. 
DE.~R h'IR. PRESIDENT: 

On October 3, 1969, pursuant to Section 10 of the Railway Labor 
Act, as amended, and by Executive Order 11486, you created an 
Emergency Board to investigate disputes between the carriers rep- 
resented by the National Railway Labor Conference and certain of 
their employees represented by the Employes: Conference ColTmlittee 
composed of the International Association of Machinists and Aero- 
space Workers, the Sheet Metal Workers' International Association, 
the Intermltional Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and the Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Black- 
smiths, Forgcm and Helpers, ]abor organizations. That  Board, 
colnposed of the undersi~led, has {he honor herewith {o submit its 
report and recommendations based upon its invest.igation of the issues 
in dispute. 

Respectftflly submitted, 
RALrH T. SEWARD, Chairman. 
:ROBERT G. HOWLE'I'r, Me,tuber. 
2E. ROBERT LIVERNASH, Member. 

{III} 





CREATION OF THE EMERGENCY BOARD 

Emergency Board No. 176 was created by Executive Order 11486, 
issued October 3, 1969, pursuant to Section 10 of the Railway Labor 
Act, ~ts amended, to investigato aald report its findings on the unad- 
justed disputes between the railroad carriers represented by the Na- 
tional Railway Labor Conference (comprised of the Eastern, Western 
and Southeastern Carriers' Conference Committees) and ce,%ain of 
their shopcraft employees represented by the Employes' Conference 
Committee composed of the International Association of M~mhinists 
and Aerospace ~¥orkers, the Sheet Metal Workem' International Asso- 
ciation, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workem, a l)d the 
International Brotherhood of Boilemnakers, Iron Ship Buildel~, 
Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpem, labor orga.nizations. 

President Nixon appointed the following persons as members of 
,the Board: Ralph T. Seward, attorney and arbitrator, W~hhlgton,  
D.C., Chairman; RoberL G. Howlett, .attorney and Chairman of the 
5'fichiga, n EmploDnent Relations Con~nissioli, Grand Rapids, Mich. ; 
and Prof. E. Robert Livernash, Graduate School of Business Admin- 
istra.tion, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. 

The Board convenexl in Washington, D.C., on October 6,1969, to dis- 
cuss .procedural matters with the pat~ies, and thereaf terfor  3 days 
between October 11 and October 14, 1969, held public hearings in 
Washington, D.C., at which the parties were given full opportunity 
to present evidence and argument. Thereafter, at ,~ series of meetings, 
the Boa.rd ende,~vored to assist the palsies, to reach agreement on the 
issues in dispute. These mediation efforts and the present status of the 
parties' bargaining, will be discussed more fullybelow. 

BACKGROUND 

The Carriers before this Board include almost all of t h e  Class I 
ntilm,~ds of the United States and accotmt for more than 95 percent 
of the country's total railroad mileage. The Organizations represent 
approximately 48,000 shoperaft workers who are employed in the 
mai.ntenance and l~p~tir of the locomotives, cars, and other equipment 
used by the Carriers in rail transpoi~ation. A large percentage of these 
employees work in the Carriers' "back shops"--i.e., large shops where 
locomotives and railroad cars are inspected, dis~tssembled, reassembled~ 
and generally overhauled. Others work at large repair areas, making 
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the "running repa.irs" needed when equipment breaks down and must 
be quickly restored to operating condition, and still or, hers work at 
v.~rious out, lying points de,~ling with minor repairs mid maintenance. 

During 1966 and 1967 these Ca.rriers and Organizations 1 were in- 
volved in ,~ major wage dispute which lasted almost 18 months, which 
defied the media,tory efforts of a series of Govermnent boards " and 
which was fina.lly settled only by vi~qme of an act of Congress which 
gave binding effect to the determinat`ion of the last of these boards2 
I t  is umlecessary to recount the full history of this dispute in this 
report. Certain of the issues which t, hen a.rose, however, ha.ve reap- 
pea.rexl in the dispute presently before this Board, and an understand- 
ing of these issues requires some knowledge of their background in the 
prior controversy. 

One of the recurrent isstles has been the question whether the pat- 
tern of general increases gr,~nted to other railroad employees should 
be followed ill respect to the shoper,~fts, Most ra.ilroad labor orgmfiza- 
lions represent only railroad employees. The four organiza, tions before 
this Boa.rd, on the other hand, represent not only railroad shoperaft 
employees but skilled tr,%deslnen in many other, industries, who are 
engaged not only in maintaining and repairing transportation equip- 
inen~ but also in manufacturing and in the construction trades. Com- 
parisons with wage levels i.n these other industries, thus, have l~culiar 
iinpot%,~nee and sigq~ificanee to ~hese unions, and they have a corre- 
sponding impa.tieace with propos,Ms, which would limit their w,~e 
movements to patterns set, in the railroads. The GarNers, of coulee, who 
must bargain separately wi,eh many organizations, are under extreme 
pressure to adhere to t, he patterns estM)lished by .the early settlements 
in ,~ny round of wage increases. Departures from the patterns might 
either require the reopening of prior settlements or the disruption of 
relations with the organizations which had taken the risk of ln,~king 
such prior settlements and which--if  later settlements exceeded 
theirs--might be reluctant to take such a risk again. As a. result, both 
the earlier dispute ,~nd the present one have been framed, in part, by 
the Ca.rriers' pleas for adherence to ~he est,~blished r,~ilroad p,~ttenls of 
gener,~l increases and the Organizations' claims that any such limita- 
tion on their wage progress would be unreason,~ble and unfair. 

Another recurrent issue has involved the Organizations' claims of 
inequity. These claims have centered, in part, on the assertion that  
many yea~  of wage adjustments m,qAe on cents-per-hour basis have 

F u r t b e r  shope ra f t  o rganiza t ions  were  also par t ies  to this  d ispute  : The  Brotherhood of 
Ra i lway  Carmen of America  and the I[~ternattonal Brotherhood of Fi remen and Oilers. 

: T h e  Nat ional  Mediat ion B o a r d ;  Emergency  Board  No. 169 ( the  "Olnsberg  Board" )  ; a 
Special Panel  appointed by the P res iden t  ( the  " F a h y  B o a r d " ) ;  and a Special Board 
appointed pu r suan t  to Public La w 90-54 ( the "Morse  B o a r d " ) .  

s Public Law 90-54.  
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unduly narrowed the differen.tial bet, ween joulnacymen mechanics, on 
the one.hand, aud lielpers and other less skilled employees, on the other. 
As to this, it has been the Carriers' position ~hat this "wage compres- 
sion," hasofav as it relates to intrarailroad-hldustry wage relationships, 
.can best be dealt with by substituting percentage wage adjustments 
for cents-per-hour adjustments and thus gradually widening the dif- 
ferential. Further, the C~rrriers have consistently challenged ~he Orga- 
nizations' clahns that ,the rates of journetanen mechanics in the rail- 
road shopcrafts are inexluitably low as compared to those of skilled 
tradesmen ha other iudustt~ies. The advent of diesel-electric locomotives 
and improvements in repair and parts-changhag tech~fiques, th~ Car- 
riel~ subnfit, have substantially lessened ~he skill required of .tlle great 
majority of their craftsmen. Hence, in the Carrier's opinion, no mean- 
ingfld comparisons between the rates paid in th~ railroad shops and 
.those paid elsewhere can be made unless railroad work assigmnents 
.are firs~ studied and evaluated. 

The determination of the 5'Iorse Board which finally settled the 
wage issues in the 1966-67 dispute dealt with both the "general in- 
crease pattern" and the "inequity" phases of this dispute. Without 
going into details, it may fairly be said that its general increase de- 
termination (a 6-percent increase to run from January 1, 1967, to 
Ju ly  1, 1968, and an additional 5-percent increase to run from July 
1, 1968, to January 1, 1969) gave substantial effect to the existing 
railroad increase pattern for the year 1967 and the first half of 1968 
and established a new pattern for the last half of 1968. Wage agree- 
ments subsequently negotiated between the carriers and the other 
railroad labor organizations followed this new pattern for ' the last 
half of 1968 and then went further and established a new pattern 
of general increases for the year 1969. This pattern called for general 
increases of 2 percent effective January 1, 1969, and of 3 percealt 
.effective July 1, 1969. In the present dispute over 1969 wages, thus, 
the shopcraft organizations have again found themselves faced with 
an already established pattern of general increases, which h ~  been 
uniformly applied ,to the an.eat majority of railroad employees and to 
which t.he carriea~ ask them to adhere. 

With regard to the "inequity" issue, the Morse Board's determina- 
tion provided for four successive 5-cent increases, effective April 1, 
1967, October 1, 1967, April 1, 1968, and October 1, 1968. Further, 
to assist the parties in their future bargahaing, the Board called for 
the making of a comprehensive study of the facts underlying the 
"skill differential" and "wage inequity" issues, the study to be car- 
ried out under the auspices of the Department of Labor with the 
parties' a~-eement and promised cooperation. This study--a m e n -  
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umental undertaking, made even more difficult by the controversial 
nature of the issues and the fact that nmch relevant information 
could not be obtained because of limitations imposed by the parties 
themselves-has since been most effectively carried out. 4 At  the 
threshold of the present dispute, thus, the position of ~he jour- 
neymen mechanics relative to their helpers and other railroad em- 
ployees had been substantially improved and nmch information had 
been made available bearing on their wage relationships with crafts- 
men in other industries. The equity of journeymen mechanics' rates, 
nevertheless, was still a major issue between the parties. 

One fiwther point about the 1966-67 dispute should be noted. Both 
parties, in that dispute, had made proposals touching questions other 
than the "general increase pattern" and "wage inequity" issues so 
far discussed. The Organizations had asked for the establishment of 
a system of cost-of-living wage adjustments, for shift differentials, 
for additional overtime pay, and for improvements in such "fringe" 
areas as vacations, holidays, lunch periods, and jul:y duty pay. The 
Carriers had ~ked, among other things, for revisions in a number of 
work rules which they considered overly restrictive, including tlmse 
govel~ing the crossing of craft jurisdictional lines, the contracting 
out of work and the advance notice requirement in case of emergency 
force reductions, and had also requested the establishment of a rule 
that would require adherence to the common law rule of damages 
for breach of collective bargaining agreements. With the exception 
of a portion of the vacatiofi issue, on which the parties reached agree- 
ment, all of tlmse various proposals were withdrawn during the course 
of the dispute. A number of them have reappeared among the issues 
before this Board, however, and the requests of the Carriers with 
respect to certain work rule changes have this time received major 
attention. I t  is important to recognize that these work rule-issues 
are not new and that the Carriers have long beel{ taking the position 
that if they are ~o gTant Special increases to journeymen meclianics 
in the shopcrafts they should be Mlowed to improve t h e  efficiency 
and lower the cbst of their sliop operations. 

THE PRESENT DISPUTE 

The present dispute began in November 1968', when both parties 
served notices pursuant to Section 6 of the Railway Labor Act pro- 
posing changes in their agreements. The Organizations' proposals 
dealt mainly with wage rates to be esta:blished as of January 1, 1969¢ 
and the Carriers' proposals, for the most part, renewe<l requests 

Railroad 8hopcra]t Faetflnding Study, U.S. Department  of Labor, Labor-Management 
Services Administration, Washington, D.C., September 1968. 



made in 1966 for changes in work rules. The specific proposals and 
the issues to which they have given rise will be discussed below. Be- 
fore entering this discussion, however, we think certain comments 
should be made concerning the general course of the dispute, its 
present posture, and the motive and purpose of our findings and rec- 
ommendations. 

Our first comment concerns tile apparent absence of anything more 
than pcrfunctory bargaining between the parties prior to the creation 
of this Board. While we do not have detailed inforlnation, we gather 
from the parties that between November 1968, when the notices were 
filed, and October 1969, when the Nation was threatened by strikes 
and retaliatory lockouts that might have brought most railroad trans- 
portation to a halt, the parties met to discuss the issues on only a few 
occasions, ~nd t l~e total time they spent in face-to-face bargaining 
amounted to less than 15 hours. In pointing this out we do not find 
fault with any of the parties' representatives or discount the efforts 
c)f the National Mediation Board to mediate the dispute. I t  seems 
to us, however, that tile parties have assumed from the start that 
this dispute would eventually be brought to a Presidential Emergency 
Board, that bargaining was futile prior to the creation of such a 
board, and that the procedures of the National Mediation Board were 
little more than hurdles to 'be cleared before an Emergency Board 
could be created. Indeed, we suspect that in some minds, at least, 
tile assumption has gone further and that even the procedures of this 
Board have been considered merely a barrier to be cleared before 
the real test comes and it is discovered whether, as an alternative to 
a nationwide railroad stoppage, Congress will intervmlc and provide 
a machinery for final settlelnent. Any system of labor law and labor 
relations which induces the parties in an essential industry to oper- 
ate on such assumptions is failing to serve the public interest, and 
calls for serious study and review. 

I,t is not only the relationship of Government to the pa.rties ~ bargain- 
ing, however, that needs reexamination. I t  is also t.he basic structure 
of indepmldent mult.innion bargaining which has evolved in the rail- 
vottd industry and which has shaped the major issues in this dispute. 
The "wage pa.ttern" issne, which has been a..major obstacle to the set- 
tlement of this eas% is an inevitable product of that structure. The 
content,ion of the shopcrafts tha.t their wage claims should be con- 
sidered on their merits rega.rdless of what other railroad unions have 
azreed to and the contention of the carriers that they must adhere to 
ti~'e pat.tern of general increases est,tblished for the majority of their 
employees are m~del-standable and irreconcilable. Imaginat,ive and 
energetic wage bargaining, alone, will not suffice to resolve the 



,dilemma, for b~ie~lly 'it is not "t wage issue. I t  is an issue which con- 
-eerns the basic fnunework of railroad barga.inhlg and the a.bili£y of the 
raih'oad organization to participate in the setting of any wage pattern 
to which it is to be bound. 

Our fin,~l comment is that effective bargainhlg between the palsies 
lugs now finally begun and that though no permanent resolution of the 
"wage  pa~ern" dilemm,~ is possible at this .time, the framework of a 
possible ~tgreement for the year 1969 has started to emerge from their 
d'iscussions. Tentative agreement .has been reached as to one or two 
matters; certain propose,Is h,~ve, to all intents and purposes, been with- 

~drawn; and ~he p,trties h,~ve given some indication of tlle priorities 
they attach to their rem~tinhlg cl,~ims. Cleverly, the parties have a long 
and difficult road .still to travel before they C~Ul reach agreement. ~I:he 
possibility of an eventual impasse is still very real. I t  is out' belief 
lind our recommendal;ion, however, that tile parties shonld continue 
their b'trgaining during the coming weeks in a n effort to reach agree- 
ment and ~void the need for f.urther governmental intervention. 

The remainder of this report is devoted to a discussion of the issues 
which st, ill face the pal~t, ies. We h,~ve ende'~vored to cast this discussion 
in such ~ form its to aid the parties in their barge:in ing. The withdra.wal 
of issues is noted 'rod tentative q greements form the basis of recom- 
mend,~tions. As to the st~ubborn issues sf, il] in dispute, however, we have 
not attempted to m:tke final recommemla, tions or substAt, ute our judg- 
nlent for that of the parties. ]~ather we have endeavored to show t, he 
direction in which we think agreement lies ~md--where we can per- 
• ceive ¢.heln--point to the emerging m~tlines of such agreement. 

THE ISSUES 

Attached ~ Appendix A and Appendix I3 are file full statements 
of the Organizations' and the Carriers' proposals. 

The Org:anizations' proposals relate to the following: A. Establish- 
ment, of uniform minimum rates of pay; 13. Adjust, naent of straight- 
,time wage rates aad differentials; C. Sldll w'/ge adjustments; D. Cog- 
of-livfing adjustments; E. In.retest on deferred payment, of increases; 
F. Shift  differentials; and G. P,~y for Saturday and Sund'ty work. 
The wage issues cont,~ined in tim Organizations' propos~ls A, B, C, 
and D will be discussed below, as will certain of.the Carriers' proposals. 
'Orgtmization proposa.ls E, F, and O will no~, be discussed since ia is tile 
recommendation of the Board theft tile Organiza.tions withdra.w these 
proposals from t.his negotiat:iou. 



THE WAGE ISSUES 

U'~,ifo~ Jlinimum~ Rates" of Pay (Organization proposal A) 
The Organizations request t.lm following lninimum rates of pay to be 

effective J,~nu~ry 1~ 1969 : 

M a c h i n i s t s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $3. 60  

B o i l e r m a k e r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 60  

B l a c k s m i t h s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 60  

Sheet .  m e t a l  w o r k e r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 60  

E l e c t r i c a l  w o r k e r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 60  

L i n e m e n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 55 

G r o t m d m e n  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 22  

C o a l  p i e r  e l e v a t o r  a n d  h o i s t  o p e r a t o r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 55 

H e l p e r s ,  a l l  c r a f t s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 05 

A p l ) r e n  r ices :  

l.'¢riod 
1st  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2 (1  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

3d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4l, h . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

5 t h  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

6tAt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

7~h . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

8 t h  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Regular IIelper 
aplJre'ntices apprrTztices 

$2. 80 $3. 05 
2. 83 3. 08 

2 . 8 6  3. 11 

2. 89 3. 14 

2. 92  3. 17 

2. 95  3. 20  

3. 02  . . . . . . . . . .  

3. 12 . . . . . . . . . .  

Tile above mliform nlininmm rates of pay are designed primarily 
to  eliminate t.he existing four decimal system of wage payment. The 
Organizat.ions argue that, the existing rates of pay are unrealistic and 
tha.t, the adjuslments requested would provide, for the most, part, 
increases in mills and lenths of mills. In a few instances, a~ociated 
with slight rariat.ions in wage rates among ra.ih'oad properties, the 
proposed minimum scales would increase a few wage rates as much as 
2 or 3 cents per hour. 

The C,~rriers have indicated a willingness to adjust a.ll basic wage 
ra.tes to the nearest whole cent, bug not~ to accepg the proposed minimum 
sc'l }e. 

])espite th is d i fference, t,he Boa rd believes the patties are near agree- 
ment on this issue. In the interes~ of uniformity and simplicity we 
suggest that the Ol'ganiz~tions' proposal be accepted as the basis for 
set.tlement. 

General, Wage Adjustment (Organizations' proposMs 13 and D) 

The Organizations' request: a 10-percent general wage increase, effec- 
tive January 1, 1969, supplemented by an escalator clause providing 
a cost-of-living adjust.ment of 1 cent per hour for each fhree-.tenths 
point change in the Consumer Price Index ~Lbove tim base index for 
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Decclnber 1968, with such adjustnmnts to be effective April 1, 1969, and 
each qualCer therea.ffer. 

As noted ill the background discussion, the general wage increase 
issue cannot be considered a,l)a~ from the pattern offer by ,the Carriers 
of a 2-percent wage increase to be effective January  1, 1969, and an 
~tdditional 3q)ercen~ adjustment~to be effective July 1, 1969. 

Again, as earlim" stated, ~his Board is trapped in the "pattern" 
dilemma faced 'by the parties and by many previous Emergency 
Boa.rds. The Organiz:~tions are asked to accept; a general wage increase 
which w,ts established at bargaining tables at which they were not 

-represented, ,~ wage increase agreement which is thus not of their 
making. T.he frustration of the Organizations a.t, being locked into an 
est:~blished pat:tern is understandable, but, equally understanda.ble is 
the Carriers unwillingness to break and upset, for the year 1969, a 
wage agreement voluntarily negotiated in good fa.it, h at~ an earl ier date. 
Laie settlements above ~ pattern earlier esta'blished penal ize employees 
involved in the earlier vohmtary negotiations. T.his is destructive of 
the broader system of collective barga.ining in tim industry. Until and 
unless the structure of bargaining is modified in the industry there can 
be no improved a.pproach to this diflicult problem. Under  these cir- 
cumsl:ances this Board c:mnot recommend departure from the wage 
pattern already" in effect for some 77 percent of all railroad employees. 

This conclusion, however, only emphasizes the need for further 
bargaining with regard to wage increases whirl1, because they would 
be based on faclors pecMia.r to the shoperafts, would no/~ 'break the 

established pattern. One such avenue ~o specie.1 increases lies in the 
negot.ia~ions now in progress in t, he work rule are% discussed below. 
To the extent and degree mutually satisfactory modifications of rules 
are negotia.ted, appropriate wage adjustments could be made. Wage 
increases justified by modifications in rules which, through improved 
organiza.t, ion of work, eontri:bute to efficiency, productivity, and cost 
reduction would not be incompatil)le with e.lrlier wage sel,t, lements. On 
the contrary, the Boaa'd is of the opinion th.tt negotiations of this 
character should be encouraged in the industry. 

,57:711 l.l"c~ye Adju.s./,.,ne~7,ts (Organiza,/,ion proposal C) 
The Organizations request additional wage increases t:o all journey- 

men and mechanics, including supervisors, of 10 cents per hour effec- 
tive April 1, 1969, and 10 cents per hour effective October 1, 1969, to 
eont, inue to correct alleged inequities in the pay of railroad shopcraft 
mechanics relative to the wage ra.tes reeeived by employees in occupa- 
tions of simila.r or identical skill existing in manuf'mturing and otlmr 
industries. 



As we have pointed out above, quest,ions relat,ing to alleged inequi- 
ties in pay for railroad skilled mechanics when t, heir pa.y is compared 
So rases of pay prewdling in other indust, ries for similar or identical 
occupa.tions, and alleged inequities in pay for railroad mechanics 
when t, heir p,~y is compared to of, hers within and among ra.ilroad crafts 
and classes of employees--a.ll arising from the eout, inuous a.pplica.tion 
over the years of uniform Celts-per-hour wage inere'~ses to all railroad 
employees--have been st,udied and acted upon by earlier railroad 
Bo'l.rds. 

Of special interest, So this Boa.rd in this connection, tire I:he results 
of .the Rail~'oad £hopc;'a, f t  Fa, otl}'.,~di~,.q ,S'lmd, y carried out by tim De- 
pamnent, of Labor in accordance wit, h t.he recommendal;ions of the 
5{orse Board. Because of the inherent dilticulties of the task and be- 
cause of the failure of the parties to agree on the scope and content 
of this ttspect of t,he sgudy: the Labor Departmenl; could not mal<e :L 
de|,ailed job analysis of the work performed by railroad shoperaft 
elnployees as compared to tha.t, of employees in sldlled occupations 
elsewhere or compa.re wage rqtes on t,he basis of such an analysis. No 
a.ttcmpt was made to assess the relttt, ive degree of sldll ,rod responsi- 
bility required of railroad a.nd other similarly named mechanics. 
Attention was directed rat.her to wage trends and to changes in q.va, ge- 
,.ate diffe~'e,n,tial.s over the years since 1953, as developed from existing 
wage data. and wage surveys. Within the limits of |;lie method em- 
ployed, and with the available data, it, a.ppears that She special wage 
adjustments resulting from the reeomlnenda.1;ions of earlier Boards 
were not, only appropriate, but also etrect,ive in allevia.t, ing i:he general 
inequif, y then exist.lag between the pay of raih'oad shol?eraft, mech~mics 
and t.he pa.y of employees in oecupa.t, ions included in BLS Met, ropolitan 
Are~ Wage Surveys and Navy Pa.y Surveys. 

The significance of the special Department, of Labor study is made 
clear by Carriers' Exhibit  No. 1"4~ pages 77 and 78, which brings till to 
date (July 1969) the comparison between raih'oad shop mechanics a.nd 
U.S. Na.vy pay levels. The indexes by which these comparisons arc 
portra.yed include an assumed 1969 pattern i.nerease for ra,ilroad shop 
mech'mics, a.nd, wish this inclusion~ disclose, that the special skiil wage 
adjust,meats recommended I)3: t,he Fahy Board in its Report of April 2.9, 
1967~ 'rod increased and ejected by the Morse Board in its determina- 
tions of September 15, 196"/, have restored or even modestly improved 
the relative pay position which existed for railroad shop mecha.nies 
in t, he years 1953-58, and which had become quit, e mffavorable for rail- 
road shop mechanics during the ):ea.t's 1960-66. 

Indeed, the avaihtble dat,tr with regard to wage progress and changes 
in the magnitude of differentials between r'dlroad pa3; and oceupa- 
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tional pay in outside industry, would not support a conclusion that a. 
pay inequity presently exists. 

I t  should be emphasized that this Board has not attempted to ns~esa 
the pay of raih'oad mech,~nics in the light of the skill and responsibil- 
ity required for the average assigmnent actually performed relative t~ 
the pay received in maintenance occupations for the exercise of the 
skill and responsibility generally required in such occupations. Pal- 
ently, it is far easier to generate heat than 1 ight on tit is diflicul t question. 

~.~qfile this Board cannot suppot~ a general skilled wage rate adjust- 
men~, there remains a v m  3, important related que~.ion as to the con- 
tinuing appropriateness of a single wage rate in each craft. In the 
judgment of 'the Board the uniform wage rate fails to compensate ade- 
quately the minority of employees who perform assignmel~tS demand- 
ing the exercise of particularly marked or outsta.nding skill and 
responsibility. The testimony on this point establishes an inequity in 
pay among mechanics with reference to the performance of these more 
skilled and more responsible assignments. . 

'While recognizing the serious complexity of our suggestion, we are 
of the opinion that the par~ies should establish through negotiation a 
Class I ~'[cchanic Rate, not less than "20 cents per hour in excess of the 
Regul'~r Mechanic Bate, and negotiate those assignments on each rail- 
road property to which this rate might properly be applied. I t  is rec- 
ognized that such assi~mmnts would be open to bid, and that those 
successfully bidding the assignments must be capable of perforxning 
the work. As a general guid% it is suggested that some 15 to 0_,5 percent 
of men employed as mechanics might at this time be filling assignments 
to which the proposed Class I rate should properly be applied. Out" 
judgment is that  a determination through negotiation of the mgt.'e 
skilled and responsible assigmnents to which a Class I wage rate 
would then be applied, and the negotiation of such a rate, would move 
in the direction of removing ,~ pay inequity in the existing wage struc- 
ture which will otherwise become more serious with contilming tech- 
nological change. 

THE RULE-CHANGE ISSUES 
. 

The Carriers proposed rule changes on ,the following subjects: (1) 
Classification of Work; (9) Revision of September 25, 1964 Agree- 
ment; (3) Monetary Claims; (4) Discipline ~md Investigation; (5) 
Force Reductions; (6) 40-Hour ~rorkweek Rules; (7) Eliminate 
Staining Time Rule; (8) Assignment and Use of Employees; (9) 
Transfer of Employees; (10) Fillhtg of Temporary Vac,~ncies or 
Augmentation of Force; (11) Changing Employees Front One Shift  
to Another ; and (12) Wrecker Crews and Equipment. 
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At the mediation sessions, necessarily curtailed by the 30 days statu- 
tory lbnit on the Board's existence, discussion concentr-tted on the 
C,~rriers' first five proposals which, if adopted, the Carriem urge, 
would importantly reduce m'lintenauce and repair costs. 

As Carriers' Proposals Nos. 6 through 11, inc]usiv% were not ex- 
plored by the Bo~u'd during.the mediation sessions, we recommend tlmt 
they be withdr~wn from the current negotiations: ~ 

Ne,~r the end of the mediation sessions the Board, to advance the 
process of agreement, suggested that the C'u'ricrs withdraw the ~'[one- 
tory Cla.ims Proposal (Proposal 3, Appendix B). The Carriers acceded 
to the Board's suggestion, hence discussion is limited ¢o Carriers' Pro- 
pos~ls Nos. 1, 2, 4, and 5. 

Uh~..s'sification of ]Vor],: (Proposa.l 1, Appeudi x B) 

New teclmology including the substitution of diesel locomotives for 
stealn locomotives has, the Carriers cont:end, so changed maintenance 
• nd repair of equipment that the scheduling and performance of cer- 
tain work on craft  lines is neither realistic oi' efficient. 

The Carriers did not pursue the aill-inclusive change suggested by the 
wm.ding of Proposal No. 1, but urged the adoption of a rule which 
would afl'ord greater flexibility in assignments of mechanics at al I loca- 
tions, thus extending and expanding the outlying points rule. 

The outlying points rule adopted by Addendum No. 6 to Decision 
222 of the Uuited St,~tes Railroad Labor Board reads : 

R u l e  3 2  . . . A t  o u t l y i n g  ]vJ in t s  ( t o  b e  m u t u a l l y  a g r e e d  u p o n )  w h e r e  t h e r e  is  

n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  w o r k  to  j u s t : i f y  e m p l o y i n g  a m e c h a n i c  o f  e a c h  c r a f t ,  t h e  m e c h a n i c  

o r  m e c h a n i c . ~  e m p l o y e d  a t  s u c h  p o i n t s  w i l l ,  so  f a r  ",s c a p a b l e ,  p e r f o r m  t h e  w o r k  
o f  a n y  c r a f t  t h a t  l l l ay  b e  n e c e s s a r y .  ° 

The Carriers ilhlstrate the practica.bi]ity of gre,~Ler flexibility by 
citing repair ~and maintenaalce in the air transportation and truck in- 
dustries and in diesel locomotives manufacture, where such stringent 
era.f| limitations do not exist. 

The Organizations, noting .the failure of Emergency Boards in the 
past to adopt similar proposals, 7 contend that a rule based on the p1~)- 
posal would violate Section o~, Fore%h, of the Railway La:bor Act (45 
U.S.C. 159, Fourth)  which authorizes employees.to b~trgain collectively 
on the basis of craft. Legitimate needs of the Carriers have, the Orga- 
nizations aver, been recognized within the statutory limits, by the 

5 T h e  C a r r i e r s  have  in formed  the B o a r d  t h a t  P r o p o s a l  No. 12 is w i t h d r a w n  f rom these  
proceedings .  

° U n d e r  Rule 32. fo remen  are,  u n d e r  c e r t a i n  c i r cums tances ,  au tho r i zed  to p e r f o r m  
nleehD.n |cs '  work .  

Boa rd  No, 100, R e p o r t  of May 15, 1 9 5 4 ;  B o a r d  No. 160, R e p o r t  of A u g u s t  7. 1 9 6 4 ;  
Bo~lrds Nos. 161, 102, 163, R e p o r t  of A u g u s t  18, 1964 ; B o a r d  No. 169, R e p o r t  of M a r c h  10, 
1967. 
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outlying points rule, and by permitting mechanics ,to cross craft  lines 
in emergencies. 

During the mediation sessions information was offered which dis- 
closed th~tt craft  lines in both back shops and at running repair points 
have been relaxed by local agreements between several Carriers and 
the Organiz~ttions. 

While the Carriers' Propos~tl No. 1 is too broad to serve as a basis 
for agreement in the context of the history of craft  bargaiiaiz~g pur- 
suant to the Raihvay Labor Act, the evidence ]cads to the conclusion 
th,~t there is merit in the Carriers" contentiolt that changing teclmol- 
ogy and the need for increased eflicieucy warrants greater flexibility 
in the use of mechanics. 

During the mcditttion sessions at the reque.'~t of the Board several 
suggestions for ,~ new rule were discussed, including: (1) The ex- 
tension of the outlying points rule to various combimttions of run- 
ning repair locations, back shops, and shifts; (2) the perf9rmauce 
by a mechanic during a work assigammut of incidental work covered 
by the classification of work rules of another craft or crafts; (3) the 
performance of incidental work of one craJ~ by "L mechanic of an- 
other craft limited to running repair work locations; (4) the defini- 
tioa of incidental work, and (5) limitations which might or should 
be placed on incidental work. 

The Carriers' and Organizations' representatives, engaging in se- 
rious exploration and discussion, made progress in bargaining for a 
rule which would be acceptable to both parties, but when the media- 
lion sessions ended had not reached an agreement. 

We recommend that the C;~rriers and Organizations continue to 
engage in intensive collective bargaining in an effort to reach an 
agreement which will afford greater flexibility in the use of mechan- 
ics. I t  is apparent that significant cost reduction can be made in the 
area of craft  work assignments. 

Revisio~ of September 25, 1964, Agreement (Proposal 2, Appendix B) 
The Organizations have served notice on the Chicago, Burlington 

& Quincy Railroad and the Missouri Pacific Railroad to modify the 
contracting out provision (Section 2 of Article I)  of the September 

25, 1964, Agreement. 
The Carriers receded from their original proposal that all re- 

strictions on contracting out agreements, etc., bc eliminated and pro- 
posed a 2-year moratorium on the service of notices to change tl)e 
contracting out provisions of the September 25, 1964, Agreement. 

The Organizations a.ppear willing to agree to ~ moratorimn for all 
Carriers except the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy :Railroad and the 
Missouri Pacific Railroad. A moratorium thus restricted is not sat- 
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isfactory to the Carriers. The Organizations are unwilling to con- 
sent to a moratorimn unless satisfactory arrangements are made with 
the two carriers on which the Organizations have served notices. 

At t.he Board's suggestion, a meeting bet~ween rcpresent'ltives of .the 
Organizations and of the Chicag% Burlington & Quincy Railroad 
was held on October 28, 19692 We have been advised that progress was 
made toward resolution of the controversy. I t  is apparent~ however, 
that, addit, ional meetings will be required before consummation of an 
agreement satisf'mtory to both the Organizations and t, he Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy Ilailroad. Negot, i,ttions with regard to problems 
on the Mis~souri Pacific Raih'oad may also be necessary. 

We believe that the Organizat;ions "rod the Chicago, Burlin~:on & 
Quincy Railroad should eonl;inue discussions in a.n elfort, to resolve 
the differenees between them. I f  'lgreement is reached, and if the Mis- 
souri Pacific problems can be disposed of, we recommend that the 
Organizations consent to a 2-year moratorium for,the service of notices 
for any change in t, he contracting out provision (Section 2 of A l~.icle I)  
of the September 25, 1964, :kgreement. 

~Ve fm'ther recommend that the Organizations and Carriers e~a.b- 
lish a procedure for joint discussions during the moratorimn on the 
contract.ing out provision of the September 0_5, 1964, Agreement in 
order to: (1) develop a bel;ter understanding of the Carriers' and em- 
ployees' problems in this crucial area; (2) adopt, needed ehaalges, if 
any, in t.he contracting out agreement; and (3) provide for the achnin- 
ist ra~t, ion thereof. 
Di.scipli,ne and I~xestigation (Proposal 4, Appendix B) 

The Carriers propose the esta.blishment of a rule which will require 
the Na.tional Raih'oad Adjustment Board .to apply the common law 
rule of damages in awarding back pay to each employee reinstated 
:vfter discharge or disciplina.ry suspension. Under this proposed rule 
thel'e would be credited against wages to which a reinstated employee 
is entMed, aanounts earned at other employment. The Carriers further 
propose thaZ an employee be required to exercise re,tsonable diligmme 
in seeldng other employment, or face loss of back pay. 

The new rule is necessary, the Carriers aver, because some Adjust- 
ment Board decisions have not set off amom~ts earned in outside em- 
ployment or required employees to seek other employment following 
suspension or discharge. Emelgeney Board No. 33 in 1946 and Emer- 
gency Board No. 57 in 1948 recommended adoption of a rule providing 
for deduction of outside e~mfings. 

~There  had been prior  discussion between CB&Q and union representa t ives ,  but  no 
nelion has been taken by lhe Organiza t ions  on the notice served on the Missour |  Pacific 
Railroad.  
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The Organizations in opposhag adoption of the proposed rule urge 
that:  (1) the National 12.'tilroad Adjustment Board has seldom 
awarded back pay without taking into consideration amounts earned 
by an employee ill outside employment, hence the issue is of minimM 
importance; (2) in those occasional inst,~nces when back pay, without 
deductions for outside earnings, has been ,~warded it would appear 
to have resulted from an employer's arbita'ary or capricious :ration in 
discharge or suspension; (3) Ca.rriers would suffer no consequences 
from viohttion of an employee's rights; and (4) it is always difficult, 
and often impossible, for a suspended or discharged employee to secure 
employment. 

The Organiza.tions urge tha.t if a rule were adopted it shotfld specify 
that "wage loss" includes fringe benefits. 

Under Anglo-American la, w and generally by arbitral decision in 
American industry, employees damaged by breach of employment 
con.tracts, both collective and individual, are compensated solely for 
wages lost. Outside earnings from other employment are commonly 
deducted from wages due. 

We are in accord with the principle of tlm Carriers' proposal that 
employees who are suspended or discharged should be compensa.ted for 
w,~g'e loss a.nd that earnings froln o~hcr employment should be deducl ed. 
~Ve agree wit:h the Organizations' thesis tlm.L any such rule should 
include payment for fringe benefits. We recognize the validity of the 
Organizations' argument that there may be circumstances wherein an 
employee should not be required to seek outside enaployment. We are 
of tim opinion that  a requirement that  an employee seek out.side em- 
ployment is not practiea.l ill disciplinary suspensions, which, we are 
advised by representatives of the C,~rriers and Organizations, seldom 
exceed 30 days. 

Although t.he p,~rties have not reached agreement on this issue, we 
think they are not f,~r apart, and tlmt the following language should 
be adopted as the basis for fresher discussions: 

l,f it is found  th'at an  employee  h a s  been u n j u s t l y  s lmpcnd~l  or  d ischarged,  such  
employee shal l  be reills~ated w i th  his  sen io~t,y r igh t s  un imlmi red  and I)e com- 
1)ensa~te(l in an ,~mount which  wil l  n o t  exceed his  wage  lo~ss r e su l t ing  f rom such 
su.~)ension or  d i ~ h n r g e ,  less  a m o u n t s  earned  in o the r  employment .  " W a g e  Loss"  
sha l l  include .fringe benefits such  .as vaeai~ion pay,  hol iday  pay  and employer  
colitribtCtioxis to the  I~'tilroad R e t i r e m e n t  T r u s t  Fund .  

The  Nat iona l  P~uilroad Ad jns t ]nen t  Boa rd  m a y  cons ider  in de t e rmin ing  the  
wag~e loss  w h e t h e r  a d ischarged,  bu t  not  a suspended,  employee shou ld  have  
ai~tempted Jto secure  or, he r  employmerLt, and  if i t  finds in the  aff i rmat ive ,  shal l  
de t e rmine  w h e t h e r  reason'able diligence has  been exercised,  and  nmy cons ider  
th is  fact:or in de t e rmin ing  film amomtt ,  if  any ,  due  to a d isc lmrged employee. 
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Force Reduotion.~ (Proposa.l 5, Appendix B) 
The Carriers contend t.ha.t, t, he current, rule requiring 16 honrs" notice 

of force reduet, ions in elnergen%, situations is impossible of pro.el, teal 
application as emergencies do not, afforf; advance warning. The Car- 
rim.s, however~ are requil'ed to observe ghe 16-hour requirement. Some 
Nat,ion.d Railroad Adjustment Board decisions have relied on the 
second proviso of Arl;iele VI of t.he August 21~ 1954, Agreement, hold- 
ing that, despite enmi'gerlcies t, ha t. causc suspension of ra.ih'oa.d opera- 
|ions, t;he WOl'k Ill:it. would normally be performed by file shopcra.ft, s 
continued to exist, or could be performed consequently the 16-hour rule 
did not a,pply and the 5 days' notice rule was applicable." Because of 
these rulings Ca l'riel'S have. t, hey contend, been unable ~o reduce work 
t:orces even thoue,~h t.he work ma.v., be unnecessary or even ¢ulile becnuse 
of the emergency. 

During the collect, ire bargaining sessions, the representatives of 
t.he Carriers and Orgnnizations discussed the several aspects of l;he 
Force Beduet, ions Ilule. ]3ased on tentative agreements reached in 
such diseussions~ we propose a revision of Article VI of the August~ 
1954, Agi'eement, which in our opinion will relnove the Carriers' valid 
objections t, hercto, while a]so protecting employees' legitimate in- 
terests. "vVe recolnlnend that, Article VI of the Augusl; L21~ 1954~ 
Agreement be revised to read: 

A. Rules,  a g r e e m e n t s  or  pr:telices, hmvever  estnbl ished,  t h a t  requ i re  . idvanee 
notice to employees before  t t :mporar i ly  ~tbolishing pos i t ions  or  oinking tcn,- 
Dordry force reductiw~s an.' hereby  nlodilied to el i ,ninnte m~y requi , ' ement  for  
such notice unde r  en,ergency comlilion.s, stmh ~ls llood, snow s torm,  hu r r i emm,  
lor:lndo, e~lrthqllako, life or hiller d ispute  o the r  tlnH] :Is eov(.q'ed by l);lragral)h 
l~ hehnv, provided tha t  such condi t ions  resu l t  in SUSlmnsion of a C a r r i e r ' s  op- 
i~ratiolls ill whole or iH paltt. I t  is unders tood  .rod agreed t lmt  such teml lurnry  
force reducliozis will be conlined solely to t h . s e  work  locat ions direct ly nffeeted 
I,y ;lily s~L*.'lmn:sion of ol~erM'iot~s. It: i.~ f m ' t h e r  tlll(lerstao(l flll(l agreed  tha t  llOf 
wilh.-:tnnding the l'm'egoing, any  employee who  is affected by an emergency  
force redttelion and  repor t s  for  work  for  his l . )si t iol |  wit/lOllt hav ing  b e 0 n  
l ireviously notified not  to repor t ,  shal l  receive f o u r  (4) h o u r s '  pay a t  the  np- 
pli(.:tlde r;tfe for  his  lmSiliolL 

lk Roles.  ~tgreements or l~ractiees, how eve r  (.,stal)lished, t ha t  requ i re  a(lv'lnce 
notice before posiI:iOllS all'e tl?lllllOl'arily abolished m' forces a re  t empora r i l y  re- 
duced a re  hereby llloditied so als Imt to retluire lldVllllCO notice whe re  n SllSpOll ° 
shin ol~ a Ca r r i e r ' s  oper;~tions in wlmle . r  in p a r t  is due to a l abor  d is lmte  
betweell said O a r r i e r  and  any  o1~ its employees.  

t, The Carriers' orightnl PropOsfl l  NO..5 lnchldeS elllnlnatlon of tile 5 days' Ildl'tlnee notice 
rl,l|llfrO.lllelll" flltl)l IeIlble ~vhL~ll ca t r r ie rs  llllol|sll |)P.rlllllnellt ])(INItIoIIN or  redl lce  fo rces ,  h i l t  t i le 
C n l ' r l e r s  d id  llOt pl'O.ss t h i s  p o r t i o n  of  t i le i l roposnl  :I t  e i t h e r  t i le  h e a r i n g  o r  d l l r i n g  lrledllfl- 
t h in .  T h e  .q-day i/or, ice rfi(I I l i r emel l t  fo r  I i | )o l I sh ing  llerlnllllell t I IOsi t l° l ls  wlls  mlopte(I  f o l l o w -  
ing tile rccommendatiml Of Eulergency Bonrd No. 145 in Its report of May 3, 1962, 
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CONCLUSION 

The prim,~x'y suggestion and recommendation of tile Board is that 
the parties cont.inue to negotiate within the framework of this Report. 
Mol~ specifically, we propose th;tt: 

1. The Org,~niza.tions accept for the year 1969 the wage pro- 
posal of the Carriel~s of ,~ 2-percent wage increase to be effective 
January 1, 1969, and an additional 3 percent adjustment to be 
effective Ju ly  1, 1969. 

2. ~he Ca.rriers accept the unifovln minimum rates of pay pro- 
posed by the Organizations. 

3. The Carriers and Organizations negotiate a Class I Me- 
chanic Rate not less than 20 cents per horn' above the Regular 
5'[echanic R, ate, to be applied to the more skilled and responsible 
assignments as determined by the parties within the limits sug- 
ge~stcd and to be effective upon agreement. 

4. Negotiations be contimmd wi.~h respec~ to rule modifica.tion 
and the granting to the shopcra.fts of a special additional wage 
increase in reeo~litiou of added eIticieney and productivity made 
possible by such modification. In  this conneot~ion, i,l; is urged that  
the special negotia,tions which have been begun, apm~c from this 
proceeding, related to the oper'ttion of the contracting out rule of 
a particular carrier, be carried through to a successful agreement 
and £ha£ all obstacles to the successful negotiation of a °-year 
moratorimn on charges in the contracting out rule be removed. 

5. The Carriers and Organizations withdraw from the present 
negotiations a.|l of their respective proposals not within the frame- 
work of this Bo~u'd's report a.nd recommendations. 

Serious and diflicul,~ negotiations will be required to face realistica.l]y 
the issues rema.ining and p-Lrticularly the monetary implications of 
rule changes. The Bot~rd is confident, nevertheless, that  a framework 
of agreement has been erected. 

Finally, we wish to express our sincere appreciation of the construe- 
t ire approach which the parties have taken in exploring avenues for 
agreement and the courtesy and considcl,~tion they have extended 
to us. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Rm~rl~ T. Sl~w..~vm, Cha'~'iqn, n,n. 
ROBERT G. HOWLETT, Member .  
E. Roi~Ewr LIvl.:nxAS~b )lle,m])e'?. 

WasmNr~'rox, D.C., N o v e m b e r  ~, 1969. 



A p p e n d i x  A 

P R O P O S A L S  O F  T H E  O R G A N I Z A T I O N S  

A. Establishment of Uni fo rm Min imum Rates of Pay 

I. (a)  Effective J anua ry  1, 1969, establish a uniform minimum rate  of pay 
for  all Machinists,  Sheet Metal Workers,  Electricians,  Boilermakers,  
and Blacksmiths  of $3.60 per hour and for all classes of Electr ical  
workers in the Communications Department ,  except groundmen, of $3.55 
per  hour. 

(b) Effective January  1, 1969, establish a uniform minimum rate  of pay 
for  all helpers of the c raf t s  identified in A l ( a )  of $3.05 per hour and 
for all groundmen of $3.22 per hour. 

(c) Effective J anua ry  1, 1969, establish a uniform minimum schedule of  
ra tes  of pay for all regular and helper apprent ices  of the c raf t s  identi- 
fied in A l ( a )  on the following basis:  

Regular Helper 
Period apprenlices apprcrttiees 

1st . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $2. 80 $3. 05 
2d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 83 3. 08 
3d . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 86 3. I t  
4th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 89 3. 14 
5th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 92 3. 17 
6th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. 95 3. 20 
7th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 02 . . . . . . . . . .  
8th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. 12 . . . . . . . . . .  

B. Adjustment of Straight.Time Wage Rates and Differentials 

1. Increase  all s t ra ight- t ime rates  of pay established ,in A1 (a) ,  (b) ,  and (c) or 
exist ing higher  ra tes  of pay, including differentials,  by an amount  equal to 
10 percent  effective J anua ry  1, 1969, for  all employes represented by the 
organizat ions s ignatory to this  notice, regardless  of classification or job ti t le,  
applied so as to give effect to this  increase in pay regardless of the method 
of payment.  

C. Skill Wage Adjus tments  

1. Additional skill wage ad jus tments  for  all journeymen and mechanics, includ- 
ing supervisors  represented by these organizations,  in the amount  of ten cents  
(10¢) per hour effective April 1, 1969, and ten cents (10¢) per hour effective 
October 1,/969. 

D. Cost-of-Living Adjustment 

1. Wage rates  established in accordance with par ts  A, ]3, and C of this notice 
shall  be subject  to a cost-of-living adjus tment ,  effective April  1, 1969, July  1, 
1969, October 1, 1969, and Janua ry  1, 1970, and each quar te r  thereafter .  Such 
C0st-of-living ad jus tment  shall  be in the amount  of one cent  (1~) per hour  

(17) 
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for  each three- tenths  (0.3) of a point change in the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
t ist ics Consumers '  Price Index for  the months  of March, June, September, 
and December, respectively, above the base index figure for  December, 1968 
(1957-59----100) except t h a t  it  shall  not  operate  to reduce wage ra tes  below 
those establ ished under par t s  A, B, and C of this notice. 

E. Interest on Deferred Paymcnt of Increases 

1. Six percent  (6%) interest  to be paid on all increases due, s tar t ing thir ty  (30) 
days  af ter  the effective date of the increase. 

F. Shif t  Differentials  

1. In addit ion to all o ther  wage payments  required, effective J anua ry  1, 1969, 
al l  employes shall  be paid shif t  differentials of ten cents (10~) per  hour for 
work on any shi f t  beginning at  or af ter  12:00 Noon and before 5:00 p.m., and 
fifteen cents (15¢) per hour for  work on a n y  shi f t  beginning at  or a f te r  5:00 
p.m. and before 6:00 a.m. 

G. Saturday and Sunday Work 

1. Employes assigned to work on Saturday and Sunday will be paid a t  t ime and 
one-half rate  of pay, effective J anua ry  1, 1969. 



A p p e n d i x  B 

PROPOSALS OF THE CARRIERS 

1. Classification of Work 

All agreements ,  rules, regulat ions,  iu terp , 'e ta t ions  and pz~ctices, however  
~.stablished, governing the classil icatiou of work of mechanic.'s, hell)ers, a nd  
aPl)renl ices shall  be merged into three classif icat ions of work rules. Tile f irst  mile 
shal l  govern tile work of all mecha,li(~, the second tile work of :ill lmlpe~ ,  and  
the  third l.he work of all apl)rentices. Thereaf te r ,  any  work covered by such a 
consolidated mile may  be ass igned to and l~ r fo rmed  by a.ny employee of the  
class  to which the rule is applica.ble irrespective of craft .  

The  number  of meehanic.*s, helpers,  and  apl+rentic~es shal l  be de te rmined  as  
near ly  as  pract icahle  by  the rat io which exis ts  in c, ach senior i ty  d is t r ic t  a m o n g  
these  c r a f t s  on the  effective da te of ,these rules.  

All agreements ,  rules, regul.'~tious, in terpre ta t ions ,  and  practices,  however  
establ ished,  which conflict witJl the  above shall  be el iminated,  except  .theft any  
ex is t ing  rules, regulat ions,  in terpre ta t ions ,  or l~ractic~es considere~l by the  ca r r ie r  
to he more  favol'a'ble may  be retained.  

2. Revision of September 25, 1964, A g r e e m e n t  

E l imina te  all agreements ,  rules, ,regulations, in terpre ta t ions ,  and  pract ices  
however  es tabl ished which in ally way handical)  or  in ter fere  with the car r ie r s '  
r igh t  to : 

1. Cont, ract  out  work ; 
2. Lease  or pu rchase  of equipment  or componeut  pa.rts thereof,  the  ins ta l la-  

tion. operat ion,  servicing, or repai r ing  of which  is to be performed by the  
lessor  or seller ; 

3. Trade-iu or repurchase  of equ ipment  or un i t  exchange.  
All agreements ,  ru les ,  regulat ions ,  in t e rp re ta t ions ,  and  pract ices,  however  

es tabl ished,  which conflict wi th  the  .above ~_hall be e l iminated,  except  t ha t  a ny  
ex i s t ing  .m~les. regulat ions ,  in terpre ta t ion ,  or 15raettces considered by the  ca r r i e r  
to be more favorable  may  be retained.  

3. Moneta ry  Cla ims 

Establ i sh  a rule to provide t ha t  no mone ta ry  claim based on the fa i lure  of 
the car r ie r  to use an employee to perform work shal l  be valid unless  the c l a ima n t  
was  the e,uployee cout rac tua l ly  enti t led to perform the work and was  avai lable  
and qualified to do so, and no mone ta ry  award  based on such a claim shal l  
exceed the equiva lent  of the t ime ac tua l ly  required to perform the c la imed 
work on a minute  has is  a t  the s t r a i gh t  time. rate,  less a m o u n t s  earned in a ny  
capaci ty  in other  ra i l road e ,nployment  or outs ide  employment ,  and  less any  
a m o u n t s  received as unemployment  compensat ion.  

Ex is t ing  rules, agreement ,  in terpre ta t ions ,  or  practices,  however  es tabl ished,  
which provide for penal ty  paymen t s  for  fa i lure  to use an employee con t rac tua l ly  
enti t led to perform work shall  be modified to conform with the foregoing, and  

(19) 
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wl~ere .there is no rule, agreement,  interpretat ion,  or pract ice providing for  
pena l typay ,  none shall  be established by this r u l e . .  

All agreements,  rules, regulal~ions., interpretat ions,  and practices, however  
established, .which conflict wi th  the above shall  be eliminated, except tha t  any 
exist ing ru|es,  regulations interpretgttlons, or practices considered by the car r ie r  
to be more favorable may be retained. 

4. Discipline and Investigation 

Amend all exist ing rnles, agreements,  interpretat ions,  or .practices, however 
established, dealing with discipline and investigation In such manner  so as to 
make the following effective : 

I f  it is found tha t  an employee has been unjust ly suspended or dismissed 
f rom service, such employee shall  be re ins ta ted with his seniority r ights  
unimpaired and be compensated for  wage loss, if" any, suffered by him 
result ing from said suspension or dismissal less any amount  earned, or which 
could have been earned by the exercise of reasonable diligence, during such 
period of suspension or dismissal. 

All agreements,  rules, regulations, interl)retations, or practices, hou:ever 
estahlished, which conflict with the above shall  be el iminated except tha t  :lny 
exist ing rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  or practices considered by the carr ier  
to be more favorable may be retained. 

5. Force Reductions 

Establ ish a rule or amend exist ing rnles to provide tha t  no advance notice 
shall be necessary to abolish positions or make force reductions. 

All agreements,  rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  and practices, however 
established, which conflict with the above shall be eliminated, except that  any 
exist ing rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  or practices consi'dered by the car r ie r  
to be more favorable may be retained. 

6. 40-Hour Workweek Rules 

A. Eliminate all agreements,  rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  and practices. 
however established, applicable to the 40-hour workweek for regularly assigned 
employees which are in conflict with the rule.set for th  in paragraph B. 

B. Establ ish a rule to provide tha t  : 
1. The normal workweek of regularly assigned employees shall be 40 hours  

consist ing of 5 days of 8 hours each, with any 2 consecutive or nonconsecutive 
days off in each 7. Such workweeks may be staggered in accordance with 
the carr ier ' s  operational requirements.  

2. Regular  relief  assignments  may include different s ta r t ing  times, duties. 
and work locations. 

3. Nothing in this rule shall  consti tute a guarantee  of any n u m b e r  of 
hours or days of work or pay. 

4. Work performed by a regx l l a r ly  assigned employee on ei ther  or botll 
of his assigned rest  days shall be paid for at  the s t ra ight  rates, unless tbe 

~ work performed on ei ther  of the assigned rest  days would require him to 
work more than 40 s t ra ight- t ime hours in 'the workweek, in which event tbe 
work p e r f o r m e d  on ei ther  of his res t  days in excess of 40 straight- t inm 
hours in the workweek shall  be paid' for at  the rate  of t ime and one-half. 

5. Any overtime worked by the employee will be computed into s traight-  
t ime hours and be used for purposes of determining when he has  completed 
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his 40-hour workweek but not for the purpose of determining when the t ime 
and one-half rate is applicable. 

All agreements,  rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  and practices, however  
established,  which conflict wi th  the above shall  be eliminated, except t ha t  any 
exist ing rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  or practices considered by the car r ie r  
robe  more favorable may be retained. 

7. Eliminate  Star t ing Time Rule 

Eliminate  all s ta r t ing  time and uniform commencing and quit t ing time rules, 
regula~ons,  in terpreta t ions ,  and practices, however established, and subst i tu te  
in lieu tliere6fthefollowing : -= " '- '. 

All starting time, change in starting time, and uniform starting and 

• quitting time rules, reg~llations, interpretations, or practices, however 
.. established, which prevent or restrict carrier from fixing or changing the 

starting time of employees, individually or as groups, are eliminated. Carrier 
may, without restriction, fix or change the starting time of all employees. 

All agreements, rules, regulations, interpretations, and practices, however 
established, which conflict with the above shall be eliminated, except that any 

"~;xisting"rhles, regulatlons,.interpretations, or practices considered by the.carrier 
to be more favorable may be retained. 

8. Assignment  and Use of  Employees 

The carr ier  shall  not be required to work an employee if  working him wonid 
entai l  payment  to him of more than the s t ra ight- t ime rate, and use of another  
person in his place shall not be basis for claims of an employee not used. 

All agreements,  rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  and practices, however 
established,  which conflict with the above shall be eliminated, except t ha t  any 
exist ing rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  or practices considered by the carr ier  
to be more favorable may be retained. 

9. Transfer of  Employees  

Establ ish a rnle, or amend exist ing rules, to provide tha t  management  shall  
have the restr icted r ight  to t r ans fe r  employees from one seniority point an d / o r  
dis tr ict  to ano the r  in order  to meet ,carr ier 's  service requirements.  

All agreements,  rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  and practices, however  
establ ished,  which conflict with the above shall be eliminated, except tha t  any 
exis t ing rules, regulations, interpretat ions,  or practices considered by the  carr ier  
to be more favorable may be retained. 

10. Fill ing of  Temporary  Vacancies or Augmenta t ion  of  Force 

Establ ish a rule or amend exist ing rules to permit  the filling of temporary 
vacancies or augmenting of force wi thout  restriction. This to inclnde the employ- 
ment  of temporary personnel or the use of furloughed employees most readily 
available without  necessity of following seniority roster. 

-All agreements,  rules, regulations,.-tnterl)retations, and practices, however 
established, which conflict with the above shall  be eliminated, except tha t  any 
exist ing rules, l'eg~fl'ttions, interpretat ions,  or practices considered by the carr ier  
to be more favorable may be retained. 
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11. C h a n g i n g  Employees  F r o m  One  Shift  to Another  
• : . . - . .  . : ' .  • ~ . : -  . "~  . . . .  : .  . . . . . . . . .  

Estab l i sh  a rule to give ma lmgemen t  the unres t r ic ted  r ight  to 'change employees 
f rom one sh i f t  to ano the r  at  stra.ight'-tinm rate." " . - . :'"' 

All . agreements :  .rules,. regulat ions ,  in terpre ta t ions ,  a n d  prhctices, however  
es tab l i shed ,  which, conflict w i t h  the-above Shall be eliminated~ "except tha t  an.~ 
ex is t ing  rules, regulat ions ,  in terpre ta t ions ,  ok pract ices considered by the carrie~ 
to be more favorable  may  be retained.  

12. Wrecker.  Crews and  E q u i p n m n t  .; 

Man ag em en t  sha l l , have  the unres t r i c ted  r i g h t t o d e t e r m i n e  the composit ion of 
wreck crews and  the mmflJer and  ehtss to be called for wrecks, When called, a t  
m a n a g e m e n t ' s  discretion, they shal l  be d ispa tched within  ya rd  l imi ts  or outs ide  
yard  l imits  to the  wreck by wlmtever  m e a n s  t h e  c a r r i e r  deems feasible and  
r e tu rned  in like manner .  The  equ ipment  needed ma y  be t ranspor ted  sepfira'tely 
a t  a t ime and  by wha teve r  m e a n s  desired by carrier .  ~The use of any  cranes ,  
inclnding,  wrecker  cranes,  and  e x c h a n g e  of c ranes  between c a r r i e r s , . s h a l l  be 
wi thou t  penal ty  to carrier .  All .waiting and  t rave l ing  while in wrecker  service 
shal l  be paid for a t  s t r a igh t - thne  rate.  . " 

,All agreements ,  rules, regulat ions ,  in terpre ta t ions ,  and  practices,  however  
establ ished,  which conflict wi th  the above shal l  be el iminated,  except  tha t  az .~; 
ex is t ing  rules, regulat ions,  in terpre ta t ions ,  or pract ices considered by the ca r r i e r  
to be more favorable  m a x  he reta ined.  
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