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DCKXZT X0. 1 1 7  -“- 1.7;  thdr;r;n bv Carrier-----L--e-----

D

Chicago, Rock 1.slar.d  and Facific Railrzay  )
Southern Focific Cmpany

Texas and Louisiana Lines ;
> Part ies  to  the  Displire

V S .

,’
The Order of Railroad Tele3raF?!crs 1

QLXSTIO:::

1. Would the arrang?a:nt described ir. the fsct.5 which follow constftuce
a “coordinztion  xit~hin the Eeaoing  of Sectico 2:a) of the AgreeTent  of Y!y,
1936, Washington, D.C.?”

2. If the answer to Question No. 1 is affirmtive, what are the proper
bases to permit the coordinaticn of the separate station facilities and ser-
vices of Chicago, Rock Island azd Tacific RaiiVay and Southern Pacific Company,
Texas and Louisiana Lines at Alexandria, Louisiana, since the parties have been
unable to ccinpcse  their differences?

J
DECISIOU:

3

Withdrawn.

DOCKET EO. 118 --- IJithdrzwn

The Order of~,Railrcad  Telegraphers )
~46

vs. ; Parties to the Dispute

Union Pacific Railrocd Conpany ;

gL~slIou:

Was D. E. Erighton the c;‘ner cf the abolished  agect-telegrapher  position,
Union Pacific RailroAd Company, Minneapolis,  K;?sas, as provided in the letter
of under; taTdin&  dated Karch 19, 1.963, and is he entitled to ths protection
affordnd :y Section 5 of th? uz;hi?;ton  P,gzer.+:nt,  &y, 1936, as supplcreqted
by the l.>?orandd!n  of Age.zn;er?t  of >!xrch 18, 1953, betseen Union Pacific Rz.il-
road Cc;;~pa.ny;  the r\t.chison, Topzk;  and S;nta Fe Railway Ccmpany, Eastern Lines,
and ccplo)ecs  of L~C Carriers ,~Jho  are reprcscctrd by The Order of Railrcid
Tcle$raphcrs?

DECICTO’::_I---



At St. Louis, Missouri
Septmber  22, 1965

1.:cssrs.  cxar12s Lena (10) President
C. L. DK.~:s (lo) &-2nt  ?residfr;t
1Gic:h.e  1 Fox (20) PresLlcr.t
Ralph y. !~!2&ovizk  (10) Grazd  ?residcnt
G. E .  Leighty President

BRT
DIR&SC
RED
RYA
TCU

SIBJEC’?: Dccket  119 A, 3, C, D; a;ld i:
P,UffilC T.emi.-..l



Septmber 22, 1965

‘“1
After thz Scptezber  16, 1965 h~&riil~,  CheFrr.;n  >!aegill Lndicatcd  that

he xsuld, uPon recaipt of ?,:effrcf Seyns;eLp.‘s  tic-; Ti--d-3n 02 this issue,  notify
and ursc  the Zrie-Lzc!c;w~~:~; 222 Sick1 ?late Z.:2nq;ne2ts  to ?rcz?tly rescze
confcrexes  with the sevcrz.1  Orjanizatisx and eztizvor io resolve the dis-
putes on the property.

The Gcns-rzl  Chairrren  should also be cautimed  ken ncgotizting  t:hese
Fmn?c.enting
u&r

2gceccr.t~  to fully protc;:  vt.xeve.” z;:hts their :xzbers have
the e:;istLcz stibilizz:ion  and/or rergfr agr~sxcz:s. 3x exm~le,  t i e

t:ickel ?lztc c~.~loyccs shoul d ::ot  b e  &c?rFved oi ;ny bczcflts ;vailaole io
the- under the ?:z,er- Agreszmt of Jan-ary 10, 1962, ;r.d the Cicr!;s. m.d _
Coxxzicztion  k?Zoyecs or. t:-.z Lnck~~x~.~  ‘cave the added pro:ection of the
?ebruxy  7, i965 S:sbllizatioa  .Xgreerr,e:zt. Lanyzgz  should be inclcdel  in tke
in??c::.mting  ;grccrr.c.-ts which will pre:se-rve  any rights ad privileges accorded
in the stabilizscion  and mrger zgreexenis.

Please  note Scferee Bcxstein dxires a rc,ort  fro?. C:lair~2n  Ikc$?l_
end cc to bo z&led no later tk;?. Octs’o~~  12, 1965 02 the bz.-zaining ?rosress
t ogc;:2er with a stite:ent  02 i!;;ccher !v‘e eqect to resolve t’r.2  diqutes  by
octo4cr 19, 1965. In this conxction I ::<ll npprcciatc  receivinz suc:7  .? rz?ort
frcz ezch of you r.ot later t;?m Xozday,  October 11, 1965, so I my ccz.?ly b:ic.:i
the Xeferee’s reqcest,

Fraternally yours,

Agrecr:.;-nt  o ,f Xay 1330,  hksnin~ton, i). C .
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SUBJZC?: Dockzc  119 z',, B, C, D, and E
Euffclo Texixl

cc ' s Continued -

>;essr-s.  5:~. Fredenberger
H. C. Crotty
Jesse Clark
Lloyd ',!. Shel?ox
Jr-se X. Cz.?koox
T~OZX Id. Gleaso::
Eowzrd p<c\:tt
J .  W. 0'Srie.n
J . W. S.z:s cy
T. V. S?r:.s c-y
J .  3. Zi&
R. \,! . sY.?:t:?
L.  s .  Loo~:s
Homa  L.  -Ellis
S. Vader Eei

.rI,'. R .  >,c;‘ers

A. R. Loxy
Jcck Flc",c:?sr
Elc.er  ThLzs
Scrm;n i!ebb
E. J. zcsscrt
Ore7 '~'~.rtz, I,_
Kelvin 3. Frye
C. R. Pfrr.r.ir,g
D .  3. Lytle
Dznicl A. :.:ur?:'y
D, S. 3s;.ttie  (lo)
3. P .  T;'c:?n~y
I:n. G. >!Soney
R. R .  L>Tz'.
L. P. Sc:loae
R. E. :.:cttt.cws
M;- J. Hiayes
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New York, Chicago sgd St. Lctiii Railroad Co~psny  j
Erie-Lackmanna Riilroad Ccmpaay

vs. i

(a) Frothzrhood o f  Railrcad Traimen ; Parties to the Dispute
(b) Brot!:erhcod of R;il!~:!y  and Stex?hi? Clerks  >
(c) The Order of Railr-ad Ieic<r;phers )
( d )  Systm Fedc.rctionj 30;. 1 0 0  ;cd 57, Rrilwiy )

Ewployes’  Czp.zTtcezt,  AFL-CIO
( c )  Railroad Ynrdn;::ers  cf Ancrica

QUESTi@!::

1. (a) In the coordination cf The Ne? York, Chicago and St. Lo;lis  Rail-
rqad Company and Erie-bckawnna RaLlrc;d Cnmpaz:y  te,elrinal f sc i l i t ie ;  and ser-
vices at Euffalo,  ‘:ew York, pursuant ts the Order cf tte Interstate Cc,mzcrce
Commission in Fir?ance  Doc!;et  X’o. 21,S2C  iqxsing the Xew Orleins  Protective
Conditions for affected empl.oyes, iray the respzctive Central  Cmmittees of the

a
respondent organirzcion denand WV and diffzrznt. eGp!oys protection me8iures
and the retention in service of unnecessary  e~plcyes as the price for their
agreein to implexntaticn such as is contczp 1zra.d  under Sections 4 and 5 of
the Washington Asrccmnt?

(b) In the mordination of The E!w York, Chicago and St. Louis Rail-
road Coqpany  and Erie-Lackaixnna Xailrojd tcn~;ny terminal iacilitiej and
services and services at Euffalo, Xcr? York, Furju%nt t3 Ozier of the Inter-
state Co-r~?erce  Coznisjicn in Finance  Dcc:k+t No. 21320 impsing "Xew Orleans
protective conditions” for affactzd e-rpIcyes, may the respective System iioards
of Adjustrzent  of the respondent  organfzaticn der:..rd  new and different employe
protective masure;  and the retenticn in jrrvice rf unnecessary ec>lcyej .as
the price for their agreeing to icple%onrLtion such as is contemplated  under
Sections 4 and 5 of the Gashingtsn  ~zre’xnt?

0 (cy In the coordinaticn  of Thz ?::-v -Yl^crk,  Chicago and St. Louis Rail-

1
road Company and Erie-Lack&mnnz ?.zi? ro>d Csrpany carminal  facil ities and
services at Buffalo; X.Y.,  pursuzn: t.o Crder  cf the Interstate Coxzrce  Con-
mission in Finance Dz;krt :io. il:<lG  i,z;c;icg  “Xc:; Orlcan;  protective condi-
tion5’fcc  a f f e c t e d  cqiqes, :uy tie re;pzcris/s Coxittees of :he respondent
organiratrcn  demand  cw a?d diflere?t ~:~i313ye ?m:ective measures and the
retention of unnezcssary eT:ployc;  se:-ice as th: price for their agreeing, to
inplmxntatim such as is conx-:p!i.red 21:&r  Sectisns  4 aid 5 of the Washing-
ton Agycem2nt  to vii& they arc sigrtory?



/?
(c)  In order to effectuate tk cr;rdi?ation,  whit if any adjusti;:n:

is necessary in the Carrier;’ prcpc.nP;d  hasis frr seircci.cn  and assi<?xnt nf
employcs as s?t forrh in propose 1 e,~recrr,tn:  atxched  to Carriers’ Exhibit ‘&!

employcs as set
June 14, 196j?
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I conclcde, therefore, tiat the nUK:~er  of errploy.:is  to min tte coordi-
nated  f a c i l i t y  i s  a  ;nat.datr;ry subject cf b3rgrinir.g  u-.der  the \,!nshington
Agreement  where i t  i s  pertixnt tc the awldince  of worsened r:orkin: condi-
tio‘ns but not for the purpose of achieving a greater measure  of jcb securi,ty
than provided by Section 6.

(Sate: Follc;line Referee Bernstein’s intcrin  decision, the parties reached
agreezcnt  2nd thr dispute :?irs vithdrwn  f:om the Committee.)

DECISION  !:C!. 12C --- Decision bv Refr-rez  Bernstcir.

William F. XcGraw,  Individual )

and ,’ Parties to the Dispute

Erie-Lackarranna  Railroad Co.

QUESTICS :

“Respectfully submit that I, ‘Jilliam F. XcGrav,  ~5s adversely affected
as outlined under the terms of the Z%shir.gton  Job  Prctectio;l  Asrecment  when
my position as iissiztant  Scpcrvisor  of Statistics, Ezstcrn  DLstrict, Erie-
Lackawanna Rail.road,  was abolished when office of Assistant  Vice President
and General  %nager, Eastern Dlscricc,  wss di;cQnrinued.”

FINDIKGS  :

The Claimsnt  virs net represented  at thz oral hearing btit copies of cor-
respondence show that he v&s given ample  notice 2nd decided not to be prgsent
or rcprcsented because of the ccs:  involved. In such a situation the Referee
should scrutinize the record with special care 2nd m~i;e inquiries v’hich the
Claimant or his rcpresenrarive  might  ha.2~ made if present.  This I have dcne:

Hr. Tf?!Grav clair.,; th2.t th-i !Jcshington Asreement,a?plics to him becxse
his job was abolish?d :riicn ci:- stE;cz to which  hc was attached was discontinued
and its operations consolidated vith those of anot?er office as pzre of the
Erie-Lxcknxanna  .nergcr.

The difficulty is that both the offices which vcre ccmbincd  were forcer
Eric o::ices. The work d-x by CLairant, formerly an Erie en?loyee, was not
con5incd r:ith the Work o f  Znot!lZ: carrier;  t,is positicn  was disscatinaed azd
usa: rc-xl;.cd cf SC; j-5 :123 dr72 by 2 fom~r Erie c l e r k . ‘Ihe entire chansc
was effoctaatcd  by z;reemcnt of the Clcrl:s and tbc C;irrier pursuant to Rcle 11
of the ClcrL’s a;rccr:znt  and n3t ti?z i!~.s‘iiLn;ts!l  ?.grcCT.Cnt. Hence  neither joinL
action *cl- cocsoiii:~tisn in rc.;rard CO J::.I  i,:ork is mdc .out by the record.
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DOCGT  KO. IV2 1 - - -  Dccisiw bv R%f?rcc  &m;rcin---_-_---

Amtrican Train Dispatchers Asscciaticn  )

and
i

Parties to t.he Dispace

Eric-Lackavanna  Railroad Company 1

“(1) Claim of F. L. Sprztt,  R, Cisco, H: C. k?rinana, R. V. Rswls,  E, T.
Bcrrian, C. R. !v’allzce, F, A. Fccksc;-er ar.d R. L. i.lz.nd;: enslcyees whn vrr~
continued in sfrvicf  btit vere placed in a :r’>r;c  ‘-7.“‘“~l  with respect tor-s----’
compensation and riles govcming vorl:in; conditig.7; i n  t~hc rczrrangsnent  o f
forces as a ,rejult  of h coordinatisn, for a DlSFXCEr’ZXI  ALLC:?ti;CE.

“(2) Are enployees  who are ccntin,vfd  in service vhr, are placed i? a:
worse position r;ith rzspoct ‘3 coz?en;stion  2nd rdln_j $0~.;erninS  vorkir,g cxdi-
tions, as a result  cf a cscrdisa:io-: cntit-;1-d t3 pr~tectiv?becefi:s  pro.?ided
for in the AC-RZZ.1,ZXT GF ?;\Y 1936, :Jc~j!!IXC-IO::,  D,C. : spec i f i ca l ly  a  DISPL>,CS-
MEXT  ALLO’UEX  under Section 5 of j&id j,.>reer,.zp.t  7“z

FIWIX’X  :- - -
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9
co”stitutfd the 10;s 3f a third p3s:cicn due tr career; the Carrier ienios
this. In  Jux ar,d J,ii!y L\ic cttcr Fcsi!ion;  Ln ti:5 ccnsolidited  facility
were sbclisked.

The Organirati~sn  ccctends that Cliimnrs art ezplcyces  “conti-ued in
service” each cf I.;!:-,;* positr-2  wa; t;crje nrd in resard  ES ccE?c?snticn  by the
merger and they rhereby hr-r_:~ eii:ible fcr Section 6 all~::anccs.  On the
property thz Carrier reject-d the clainj o,n thy zrztind th.2’.  the  eTpioyees
continued in the 5x5 p9sickrs cf Train CiS?zrcixrS c-,d Tove-rmen tt:;: they
held prior to coordinicisn and hence wre net. dr;placed  frm their pcsitizrr.
f,For the reasons stated in Dzckec ‘:3. l?l thi: argm~nt i s  re jec ted , )  In
argument  before the Cczxitte-, ho<Jc-:er,  e mr< scbt’le argucsnt keyed closely
to the follozing  Ieng*~;ige of Sectisn 6 f;as xde.

No cq~loyee of any of t!-,e czrrisrs i:1.~clve.:  i n  a pzrticulnr  coordi-
nation who is ccr?t~kced  irr service shs!l~, :or a period not exce23ixg
f i v e  years followin: the effcctivc dzte of -,.-=,ih coordination be placed,
as a result of such cocrdinstion, io. a :arsz positic?. with respect to
compensation  ;r.d  ruks gril.erning  xlrl:in: cz+itions  tlxn h e  occ*ipicd  a t
t h e  tim c f  suc!l cccrdixricn  50 ixg a~ L.2 1s Uil-l5lf 1” t!x nornal
exercise of his senicrity  rig’hrs ;indcr csis c ing agrecmnts , rules and
practices to oFtail? a position pr:d.cci?g  cocpensitio:  eq.zal  to cr ex-
ceeding the cozps~sa:im  cf the position hcld by hin at the tim of the
particular coordina:ion  .  .  .

This language, it is argued, precl&es  i finding of worscncd  pzsiticn  “so long
as zhe ck<mn~ is . . . able .,.. t o  obc~in a posiricn prcducinc  compensa-
tion equal to 3r exceeding the coc?e.>sation, . . ” of his pre-csordixcim po-
sition; h-&k the “positions” o f  Di;+tchers ard Tar-erxn have prodaced  a t
least equal cmpensation  a?d so, it is conrxnkd,  valid clain can not be trade.
This ingenious rcadinz see!:s to ovc’:ccix t’x b,lsic Suarzntee  set f-rth in
Section 5 that “.“O caq!2yce . * .  . ccncin~~ed  ir. service shall . . . be placed
in a worse Tosition vrth respect  co compensation  . .  .  .‘I for the period of
the guarap. tee.

.

I’
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transferred. It follcr.!s  thst the ~carmtcc  shculd be cocxtcnsivc with both
the original prohibition and :hc cscc?tLm to the prohibition provfdcd  by
this Agcczcn  t .

F o r  a l l  t’msc ~casoz~s  i t  follws tiiat f o r any smth aftcr the coordfna-
tfon in which Ckixnts ha:! lox:crcS  cmp~n~n:isn  due to the dix!inishcd  extra
work, they vcrc adversely afccctcd  and cligiblo for Section G dlsplaccccnt
allo:ra;rccs.

As to the isszc of thzliness of the cl;ix, suffice it to say that they
were nndc and dfnicd bcforc the sxp~?cccntary  agrcemnt of- Dcccnbcr 20, 1962
f i r s t  introluccd  c tine IirLt.

Clainznts, who occupied f u l l  t i r e  positicns before and after the coordi-
nation, k-e:c nd.:erse?y sffccted  by thz cocrdinsticx  because jobs were  clinin-
atcd in the mcrgcr  which dccrea=--ad tkir cozpecsation  frcn extra r~zrk on the
positions clinimted or the positions of ~those G‘,ho forxrly parformd  the extra
work on the positions elininated. They therefore are eligible for displacecent
allovsnces  in any month after Xay, 19Gl  in r.?hic,5 their cocpcnsation fell below
their test period average. Their claims were tiz=l~y.

I _____________---___-

DOC!ZT KO. 122 --- Dccisiw by Referee Bernstein
,

Transportation-Comxnication Employees Unicn ,)

and i Parties to the Dispute

Southern Railway System ;

UESTIO:! :
Ed

“Did the Southern RaiZ:Jay fail to corNply T;ith the provisiom  of the
Agrecxnt of Xay, 1936, Washington, D.C.,  vhsn without oorice and A&reeaent
it effected a coordiaa:ion  of its facilities at Fair Street Tozer,  Atlanta,
Georgis, ,vith th” Sooth Tovcr o f  ,1clanta Terminal  Coopany  cccxncing Cecen-
ber 14, 1961?”

FIXDIXS  :

In early Xovcnber  196i. nev equi?ncnt in South Tower, a facility of the
Atlanta Joint Tcrzinal.,  began to perform  fmctions formrly controlled by
the F’nir Street T;::cr,  a Scuthcrn in;tallaticn. (Eorh carriers arc’ separate
parties to ti:c 11251!ic;,ton  A;rccccnt  1) fiy nid~.L!ccoz!xr  a Fair Street To:!er
position u-5 .abolisbcd. Althcu;!l i,lrlier th4 chin that  this 52qucnsE o f
CVCTICS  cocstitutcc! a cnordj.nL~ti,cn  v;jg ccnrc;tcd, t!tilt issue was vitbdra:ir. i n
arguxnt  bcforc ~22.
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- The sole isslle is :&et~~r the Ot~acizzricx  <lepr. cn its claim undar  tb.e
Washington ASresment  so
the doctrine of lncnos.

that it is barr.ad  from orsssing  it cn the merit; by

On Sovcmber  30 and again on Ds:ccbc~Z?, 1461 tha General Cbairmsn  pro-
tested that rhcse  e’ients :xre a c3rs~inatic.n  ‘;ihich,  in tb.o -Zkj$,nce of a Section
4 notice and a Section 5 i?c!e!xnrin~ alireemsnt,  :ioiatsd the I?;;hio:tcn  ASree-
mcnt. Obvicusly thcto protc;ts  k-*re tilG1yj cc,r.in< about 2s early as possible.
The quesci?n then bccc~,?s  ;:;ietisr iail,:re  to cre,‘;---..
nent  eno’blcs the Carrier to invoke

the ciais, under this Agree-
ttze d:ctrin.> cf Iaches, ~,e. that the claim

becamn stale fcr lack cf prcsic:ution and that t,he Carrier bccama  lull~ed  into
bclicving the: t!?e claim had been abandcaed.

On January 12, 1952 tl-e Carrier fcrmally rejected the claimed viointion
of the Iiashinztcn  a:roenkcnt. On Fcbrusry  5, 1962;  the Orzinizecion  allezed a
vio lat ion  c f  i ts  rtiles agreaxcnt;  ti;t claim :-a.% rejscted by the Carrier  ir. ,-
August, 1952 and reafiirmsd at a confer?rce  in September,  1962.  In Octcber
the General C!lairman indicared, the uraccepr;:ili:y cf the Carrie.r’s final, de-
cision. t!3y 22, 196i CSS the deidli?? fcr jsJkir!i;ji3n to tt!: xaticn;l q,-,iircad
Adjustment Doa.rd  of e grievance
On January 23,

based  upon  a virlation of t!le rules agreement.
19CL, tk 0:Sanization mAc!e its ex n~rteIs u b m i s s i o n  c o  thi;

Commit tee, foxxlly invoking the Yashinztoo  Aer<ement;
roughly IXO years after the Carrier fi.rst rsj.icte

Ihis acticn cams
1 the bJ2.5kingtsn Agraer2nt

conf:enticn and about fifteen nsntt,s  aitsr the Organization indicated it; di;-
satisfaction with the Carrier’s disposition of it; claim c.f rule; violaticn.

‘. The Carrier’s contention that by processing  a rule; a!;recment  grie.;snce
the Orga.nization a5;ndrned  its IJashi3gtrl  A;:eiwnt  claim is net perscasi-e.
This Agreement, if adkred to,
one rules aSreenent  to anoth3.r.

permits carrisrs to transfer OCR!; covered by
Usually when SecTion  5 of this Agreement is

violated the same sccion also fill breach the rule; agreenent~, There is’ no
incons  ii tc ncy i n  pursuin:  a grievance inTroking 5cr.h the rr?les atreement  and

.  the  Xashir.zton  Agreement. (S;le di;c,l;;icn  i n  Eockst 30. 106). -Uncertainty
as to x&ether  cny or adq3z:s  reli.zf  cscld ce procure d in either for,im arSu-’
ably made itadvis.ablc tc press cnc claim in addiricn tc the ether.
long pe.st  ?!?e con~on law notion that a

we arc
oirtv cxst make ;n “election” cf the

remcdies a.iailable ro him so tb.at Vten he choo;es, or scpekrs  to Chohj, one
he i; taken t.o have absndcn?d  th- orY;er. Such fcrsmality  an.i conceptualian
make poor Ial; and !:o:jc labor relatLcr:$  fcr it :<s~~ld permit the per;cttiation
of unresolved ccntrovcrsies.
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2. Claim of $5jO.G0 for CXpenjfi$ .-’inrirrs*_  ddr;ro,  the pericd of Xay 7,
1960 rl~rou$~ July 23, 1960, dx tz kin2
firerzin i n  Atknta, Cccrgia.

forced :o t:ks a position 2; yard

DE.CIS IO:: :

IJithdrarJn.

Transportatic:1-Cxzxnics;i3n  Erlplcyees  &ion )

and

Missouri Pacific Railrxd Co.
Nissouri-Illinois  Eailrcad Cc.

; Parties to the Dispute

i

QLESTIO!:S:

“1. DOCS the arbitrary coordixticn of service po-rfornad by train di.;-

63 patcher-car distributcrs  e;iNplc:icd  by th* Xiss:,Jri-Illinois  Railroad C9npzxy
at Bonne  Tzrre, Nissocri  prior to June  1, 1962 xith the services perfox-d
by train dispatchers  esploycd by tk,e Xiss:uri  Pacific Reilroad Coqany  ar
Chester, Illinois, vithsut  agreercent, constitute a violation of the Agreement
of Nay 1936, !3zshington  D.C.

“2.  If  the ansi.;zr  to  Qursticn Yc.  1 is ,  affirnxtive, ara all ~nploy~~s
adversely affected entitled to the prorectizn
12 to the extent  applicable?”

set forth in ScctioG 5 through

FIhx.)I?:C-S.-.

At issue is (1) vhather the trinsfsr of dispitchin;  war!;, governing
Missouri-Illinois train; perfcrxc!  at Bonn=  Terre, >Iissxri  by EKsscuriI
Illinois &l$loyces, to Chester, Illinois !;iip_rs it &as combined vit!l dispatch-
ing work perforged  21: the EIFssouri  P;cifiz facilities was a coordi?ation of
scrviccs and facilities a n d  (2) vhcr’her  the alleged coordinaticn  ~2s purjuznt
to “joint action by n<o or 33re csr:i2rs,” 3 necessary flfrcnt of a “coordina-
t ion” as defined in Section 2 (s) of the Vashington  Agreement.

Since 1929 the liissouri  Pacific k;is c:;ned  a ccntrolling  interest in the
Missouri-Illincis  and for nzny yes.rs the r.co Carrie.rs  have had COXZZF. cfficers
and direction. :-‘onc!?e1ESs)  e;c*n  1s 3 seplr.~.tE csrrisr  under the terms o f
Appendix  G cf the I:askingcx  Asrccxnt. In 1932, the Carriers declare, “tk

-3
dispatchin o f  X:iso-ri-Il?inois  t;;ins ax! car distribcting  v?rk o n  thz eest 2
side  o f  tk ?lississi??i  River uis cocso lid;tid with the :lLssouri Piclfic dis-
patchin:: o:flce St k;-sh, Illir;zis, .l?:d tt,;. dlspztching  o f  l.!issocri-illinois




