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-0FFAClS: The Interstate Ccnmerce chmdssial (ICC) appmed 
the dinatimofqeratims of theNorfolkandWesternFUllway Ccapeny 
(W)~Illinois Terminal RailroadCxqxny CT) hits decisicn inFinwcc 
k&et No. 29455 (WY Nos. 1-5: md related prowdhgs. saxvice date JLaE 22, 
1981. 

Articlel,Secticn4of~NevYorkDockCaodftirnsrequFres~tsub- 
sequent to carriers' serving aniriety (90) dayrntice of the interxled fxans- 
action, the parties mdeavortomgotiate an h@rentingagreenEntmder 
dLictl the eqloyeswilluorkup iaplelall~timofthe CmsoMatim. 

~suwtto~ICCor&rBld~NewYarkPxkCcnditi~,theCB-riert 
served the reguired notice m the United Transprta tim Unim (UlVm July 29, 
1981, of their intent to *, cocdttmte and/or consolidete their respective 
operatims m or after Noveuker 1. 1981. lhepartiesuetmseveralocasiom 
for the purpose of reaching agqmtas follw: 

'Ihe parties net m five days birg August, 1981, being August 10, 11. 
19, 20 and 21; and qm eleven days in Septexber 1981, be* Septenber 2, 3, 
4, 14, 15, 16. 17, 18, 28, 29 and 30; end m rhree days in Octcber 1981, baiq 
October1,2and 18;wdendcawredtoreach~~l~ting~~t~r 
hkhtheerployeeswxldworkupm consuumtim of the cmsolidatim. 

The parties, tmever, &spite such sustairedmtings auiefforts, did 
rut succeed in reaching a caqlete~inplenentingagreerent. 

Tt¶t?i@lTkproceeded by fmmking arbitratim as provided for in Article 
l,Sectim4oftheNNYorkDockCaditiars. 

kbitratim Auard uas rehered m Decehx 29. 1981, mpy atmcbed. 

Ihc arbitrator inhis awardwas of the o@.n.imfrmreadbS therecord 
tClltngotiatirnsforarrev~proper~lanentingagr~thad~tbeen 
carriedoutto the extent required for success. Ihe arbitrator-of the 
further c+nim that such negotiatims, if resunxl. wuld result in a full 
and ccnplete resolutim by agnxrentof allissues,bochmajor andmlnor. 
recessdry to me a caqlete inplmting agrcanent, satisfactory and fair 
to all. 

l%utber negotiatiaw mre resud m Jv 25. 26. 27, 28 and 29 and * 
cmtiruxl Febaay 16. 17 aFd 18. 1982. 
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lb&r deteofMerch10,1982,~. J. J. lblts.Garerel a,lhited 
Tbnspmmtim Mm. CFiE. Norfolk h Westan Pailway Gnpsny Weba& District), 
directedalettertoktr. R. D. Kiducll. SyetanDlxecturLaborkletlme,Norfolk 
hWcstcrn~~y~.Rosndcc.V~a,~follcus: 

'Tkar sir: 

;z letter is,in refers to yasr letta de*bhrch 1, 
fgcooniiM~~-tofN&wsacqutsftfm 

of&IlUnoisTermlnaliWkcad. 

'aUtoYerd~lchaFTmen Cprl%dck&C. R.Moremt 
agreeing to ttie proposed agreamt. I an uuble to rip 

'bier Article 85 of the UlU Cautitutim. the &nerel 
Chinnannu9thevetkca70xrenceofheLocalChebbzn 
before be cm si,gn a loal egrement. 

'Ihcvote tskenwas es folIowe: 

'Yard Iocal -: c. w. a&k-Against 
C.R.kare-A@nst 

'TbedLccal~: B. B. Ritchett - For 
J. L. Rxidy - For 
K. N. llxqsm - For 

'TireEn l&Cal L. R. Cnnrert - For 
-: D. L. Lea-s& - Ageirst 

J. J. Iklu 
Gznerel- 

cc: C. L. Calduell. Vice President UW 
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Wacb 6, 1982 

'Mr. Ievaett Ehads, Esq. 
2704 Scott Ave. 
Ft. worth, Texas 76103 

Tk: NSW Acquisiticn of Illimi~ Tern&al R.R. 

'Desr Mr. &ads: 

Ylq%ssehasdevelopedin amnectionwitheffortstoi@e- 
uent you decisim of Ikcedxr 29, 1981, as related to the 
integratimof senhrityrosters. 

"Yourawardprovidedthatycuuarldresenre 'arbitrd juris- 
diction to resolve by further or supplewntal Arbitratim 
Anrdorkards,anydeadlocksthatmayreuni.nfollwingthe 
qiration of tummy (20) days -.I 

'merefore, the siptory parties respectfully request that 
ycx rrcet with us in St. La&s, Missouri, at clx earliest 
date possible for the &se of presenting this dispute to 
you for decision. 

"Is1 R. D. Kiduell, System Director Labor Relatims 
Norfolk atldwesternRailwaycalply 
8 North Jefferson Street 
Ihxncke, Virginia 24042 

"Is/ C. L. Caldwell. Vice Resident 
lhited Thnsportatim Lhim 
8311 Webster Drive, N. W. 
Rmnoke. mrghia 24019" 

DISCUSSION: ‘IhcngotFations cahcted inJararary andFebruary, 
trade good progress. Mmmx, theyberemt unanhxsly 100 percent acceptable 
to the entire pxp of Local chewfen vho, LuldQx the UnJ Gxlstinltiar, appeer 
to have a mice in the mtter. 

The Arbitratormtes tbatthe qhyee positim in this casewpre- 
sented by a Vice Resident of the Naticnal Organkatim of the UTIJ, a repre- 
sentativeho bad spentmstofhis adult life in the handling of Unim 
negotiations md t&m has attained 81 artstmdbg reputatim of ability, laxwl- 
edge and fairness &has long held a pobirim as Vice Residentofhis . 
Organizacim. His canterpart m the Carrier side has attained a siwiler 

-3- 



recordmdreputatimwdaveryhigh positimuith amajorrailroad, System 
Director of IaborRelatim.9. Neither mpreaentativehes enyreasmorability. 
fox that matter, to be binary or to take mfair advantages. Each was 
asristedby;m interestedparticipating camdttee. Eachbas realizedtbatin 
accordinatim, suchas herein, theremaynotbe a satisfactory solution for 
ewqmeoreveryproblem. l%eArbitratoriafirmlyaxwincedtbatmeffor~ 
b been sparedby these ccmmittees to reachwagreerentes fair as possible 
to all concerned. reapizing it wuld be wssible to bring forth a solution 
thztwuld satisfy every interested party. 

Acloselysimilatprecedentuponw~tidenticalissuewpscrnsidered 
in anArbitratim Award in a disputebetwen CmsolidetedRail Coqoratimand 
United Tr amportation him. kbert E. Petersm, Neutral Referee. Anard dated 
ALlgIst 24, 1981. 
m June 25, 1981. 

A tentative agreanent had been reached between the perties 
Finalagreextzntuas subject to ratificationby tbelccal 

l.himunder&ticle 85. justashere. 

By letter dated July 29, 1981. the General ChakuenfortheM.imadvised 
Carrier's Senior Director of Iabor Relatims as follow: 

'Please be advised that I kve not been able to get IceLl 
WnmnJ. A. Mtto agrvtbatthe proposed rgreanent. 
~chuxldincludetheLktroitTerutinalRailroadCcmpany 
into Cunrail's Gmsolidated Detroit Tenrdr& is acceptable. 

'Ihrder Article 85 of the UllJ Gmstitutim the General chairmw 
austhavethe amcurrenceofthe Lccal --beforehe cHL 
sig a Local Agremnt." 

Ihe Arbitrator frnrhar stated: 

'As cmcems the dispute, it is obvicus frw a reading of the 
record that the desigtated representatives of both parties 
wre satisfiedwith the egreenxx theyhadrea&edmJuw 25, 
1981. It is an agrcaaent kich appeas to provide a feir and 
equitable arrangerrent to protect qloyee interests in the 
trznasactim. It is evident that all concerned wre ably 
represented by persms aperimced in the art of mg0tiatioos 
andfdlfarwitha 03nsactimofthetypeinvolvedfnthis 
displte. 

"~cordingly. al the basis of the record, written suindssime, 
md oral presanmts by representatives of the parties at 
the arbitraticnkaring. itwillbe the neutral referee’s 
&te&natimthatthetarm~cmditionsofagreement 
between tte parties be as set forth inAtta&~~~ I to this 
Award." 

“In amking a decision a3 above in this dispute, the neutral 
referee is guided by khat h believes to be a reasonable 



intapretatim of the &tes cmtained in be I.C.C.'s 
order, paticulsrly as v representativesofths 
partiesheving theprincipalrespnsibiliryforreachhg 
tenmandcmditimsofana@xnent-itskuldbe 
recogdd that regardless of tk~tofth me carld 
qe7ldinnegotiatinganagzeaBmt,no6uountofcfforttill 
solveorcureallinditicbaalworkeror~~needsor 
desires. lbep~poseofmllectiverepresentatimiato 
SntnLst individual rights with accredited repremmtivM 
so as to avoid ths pitfalls of bar@niq manindividual 
basis. Tbua.tkiwtralrefereehssplacedgreat~ 
upm the fact that therepresentati~ z t&YE 
indicated acceptarre of the agreaIm , 
neutralrefereetoattenpt toarbitrarilychmgethat~~ 
hedbeenagreedtowuldnodcubtonlyleedtohrthr 
coscmersy." 

lhe Arbitrator believes this is samdreasonbg and is as applicable to 
the disputencrubefore us as itwas in saidCmsolidatedRailtbrporatim-UN 
case fran which quoted. 

$E%rn~ and amditiau of the tentative iuplanentfng agnxsEn 
The Arbitratorher~~finds and accordingly decides yspt 

negotiation by the respective representatives wd setting forth temU ed cmdi- 
tions pursuant to Interstate tixmxce Gmndssim decisim m Firylw Docket 
No. 29:X (Subs Nos. l-5) service date Jme 22. 1981, shall be as set forth in 
Attachnmtltothis Award. 

ForeWorth,Texas 
Mach 16. 1982 

-5- 


