
Ancrican ?ai.lVGy Sqcrviscrs  Associ‘ltioz? 1
American TraTn Dispatchers’ Asscc~~tion
Brother!locd  of Locsnotive Engineers ;
Brotherhgod  o f  Loco.xti*;e  FircWn 6  Engi!xncn
Brotherhood o f  X.xiir.tena.ncc  o f  I.-day Enp loye 3 :
Brotherhood of Railroad Sig?alncn >
Brotherhood of Railw;y  and Stearxhip  Clerks,

Freizht %ndlcrs,  E:qrcss  and Station Enployecs ;
Brotherhood Rail:~;y C.z.rr?? cf A!zerica
Brotherhood cf jlecping  Car Porters ;
International !issocintion  o f  ?izci:inists
Internatixal  Srorherhocd of Eoilern?!:ers,  Iron ; Parties to the Dispute

S h i p  Suildcrs,  blick;rrlths,  F’crgzrs a n d  Selpars  )
In te t-n; t i0r.a  1 Broth.erhocd  of  Electr ical .  Vorkers
International Brotherhood  of Firen!-n  and Oilers :
Railroad !Jarhis ters of America
Sheet-Ketal Vorkcrs International  Associat ion ;
Switchmen’s Linion of Xorch A!xrica
Transportation Communication  Employees Union ;

>
f-3 and !

Southern Railway Syster! and ;
Central of Georgia Railway Comp&ny 1~

quEsTIoN:

“(1) Whether the various arrangencnts descri’bed  in the ‘Statement of Facts’
set  forth belo:< constitute  ‘ ccordinations ’ wiXhin the maning of  Sect ion 2(a)  o f
the Agreement of Xag, 1936, Washington,  D.C.?

“ (2)  I f  the answer to  Quest ion 4’0. 1  is  in  the af f irmative,  are  the cariiers
involved excused from complying vich the terns of the Agreexent of Play, 1036, NasS-
ington ,  D. C . , by reason of the action taken by the Interstate Commerce Commission
in Finance Dock& No. 21400, 31? ICC 557, in which it imposed certain conditions
for the protection of employees?

“(3) If the answer to Qpxstion Z!o. 2 ir in the negative, may the carriers in-
volved place the said cocrdinations i:ito  e f fect  pr ior  to  the tice agree;;.ents  COG-
prehended by Sections L and 5 of the Vsshingtcn  Agreerant have been reached folls:J-
i n g  the postir.;  of ninety (90) day notices znd chc holding of  conferences as  pre-
scribed in Scctioin Ir and 5 of the Washington Agreenent?”

FI:;DI:XS :

In late  1962 the Interstate  Co:.zcr:e Cczxission  approved the Southern RaiV:ay
Systexl’s  acquisit ion of  control  o f  the Cenrral Georgia Railway (and a subsidi?.r;J,
Savznn~h  2r.d ,:t!.ants  i.ai1v.ia.y  Cozip;ny:!  by  purciase c f  Centra l ’ s  s t o ck . Finar.ce D-c:;-
et ::a. 21!~Ca,  317 ICC 537, :,?t!xi:~l‘  thzt crdcr ~25 t o  be Cffcctivc i n  Jzq,xary  1563,
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At the EIarch  1966 esectitive s e s s i o n  o f  the Coxi:+ae,  C a r r i e r  :eprc;rnta-

tives challcsgcd specific  itens cf aliczcd czcr.dirrrion, viz., ?araSrlphs rim-
bered (2j, (i), (S,, f9), (It), (ll), a:ld (12; of cbc Srzanizacicn SUhTli~Si311
at page; 6 and 7 and thc;c daacriird  ih Orcanizatfse Sshibiij  3-r!, 3-y: acd 3 - 2 ,
but did not addzca prcc:. The 0rg:cizaticns  a~>;rcz!ly  tcck t.oe pcsiticn  that
t h e  challen$; c,7?z :oo lace tc  be  entertained. ‘IS? Soir:?crn r e i t e r a t e d  tkese
challenges iq a  lcttcr  t o  TT.? d a t e d  >Iarch  30, ??..ere:ftec  I  inforaei  t i e  partias
that I did not :l:sS to diapcsc cf the %attcr o n  proc.cd:ra:  grands, i . e . ,  e i t h e r
that the Carrier;’ s p e c i f i c  ChallenSc.; sx tco 16:~ 2r thit t h e  0rBaniza:i:as
had faiIcd t o  ac!ducc procf o n c e  t h a  mattet$  vere pet i? issue. FIcncf in a series
of  letters  and tnl~c;io32  conversations I  rcq;ejted  b3tt ;ldza t o suIp.ft  s t;icer;ents
t o  enabIe n? tC rcrch r7 re;olution  o f  th: cc?taitcci ClCi!tj. I  su:-,sested a st ipu-
l a t e d  statelent  o f  fact.,  but that did act nir~rialize, I  also suzjeste? that the
p a r t i e s  night ;zrec  t o  d e f e r  rcsolstisr  o f  s,lch cf the con-rated issues  a; Lhey
c o u l d  aStee up->; lest i t  F~ca~a  necess;.?y  SC hoid a haaricg, irhich Iwas reluctant
to do in the fzco o f  tic ‘;any demods  open t h e  tir.?  cf t h e  p a r t i e s  i n  connectlo?.
with t’nis case . The part ies  vere unable?  tc. agree .  l!or=<ver,  I  have found their
a l l e g a t i o n s ,  stzt.ez?ntj, End ar~uxznts  adco.date f o r0 the decision cf scm of the
items. in controversy, The CarrieTs  -c!:c :lt-gad  that I act resclvs any of the fac-
tual  issues but confine r!ySe!f t o  a  de:ijico tr. the question  o f  j.uri;diction,
leaving the factual  issdcs ( i f  the Cot~irtee’s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  !;a~ scjtained by the
courts)  for a  hear ing  subsequent t o  a  final ccurt di.:positix.  o f  tha t  issue: But
I felt unable  tc  do this ,  a ;  I  explained,  ‘eecacse ‘~arnon~  crthar tt.in~s> i n  i-n eai-
lier case brought by a carrier; I decided both th? chal!er.ga  t o  the Comittae’s
jur i sd i c t i on  and  the d i spute  a5 we l l .  %ra the Or&anizacicns  seen equally en-
t i t led to  a  resolut ion of  the msjcr issues already bcfcre the Conzittee  to  the  ex-
tent that they can bc resolved. As to  chc i tem in controversy I  f ind:
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A t  issue i s  whether rhe non-nsrctary przccdtiral  aspects o f  t h e  Il;lj?ir!gtcn  .;zrce-
ment zest be observed vhcn raflrxd; ;ffecr coardicitisn; a f t e r  t h e i r  xrpcrate  ;f.
f i l i a t i o n  i s  authorized by t h e  ICC ;ir.d  t?,e Co:zi;si$ri  presc r ibe ;  ccndition~ for  the
protect ion of  cq3loyecs Section L. o f  Lk 1J2shir.gtnr.  Agr2exnt  r e q u i r e ;  ;dJance
not i ce  o f an inter.ded  ccsrdinaticn and Scctlc?  5 o f the A~rcen2nt reqxirfs  a n  agree-
mcnt bct:,aecn  carr i e r  a3d ilnion bcfcre a cKr(!inhtlon may be p4t inic effect. COc4f:S
Numbered 70 and 5?.

11 It provides :

A s  a  conditicn c f  i t s  a~provai, unc!?r  rh:s paragraph (2) of any transac-
t i on  involiiing  3 carr i e r  o r  c;rricrs by  rniIr:od  stibjecc  t o  :h? prov i s i ons  o f
thi’s par’<  the Ccrrmission shall rcqxir.2 2 Ee.ir  and  cq*Jic;ble  arranzewnt t c
p r o t e c t  the in te res t s  o f tke riilro-Id cxzployee;  affecrsd, In its or&r of ap-
p r o v a l  the Co~~issicn  shall inclzd e  terrs zcd ccr.dicra:  providing d u r i n g  the
p e r i o d  o f  focir.ycars  fron the cffectivc  dare cf such order such transaction
w i l l  not rcsl;!t  i n  c~plo~ces o f  the carric-r qr carriers b y  r;ilroa;l  iffected
by  such o rder  bein:: in  a  c~orie pc-siticn xitb.  rc:pec:  c o  the i r  e%;rioy:xr,t,  ex=
cept that t!lc protection  afforded  t3 any cqloyee pursuant to this sentence
sha l l  no t  bc required t o  co?tiqtic  f o r  a lo-ger  per i od ,  follc.:JLng  the  effectFv*
d a t e  o f  s u c h  orJ%r, ;h;n the period  dl?rz.< uk!ict.  s u c h  e~?loy’2c  ~‘2: i n  the eg-
p loy  0,: s:ich carr i e r  or C.>T’inr?.--.-, prix rI? c’s? cffp.c:ivc  d.xr.2  o f  suc1h o r d e r .
Noorithstz?dLng  cny .othcr pr~‘:is<o?.j 3f t!lis chapter and chs.pt?rs S 2r.d 12 of
this title, an c;r.:;.;z?.t  pcrtaintnz  t o  tl:z prztccticn  o f  the intercs:j  of 52x2
enpl~yL-~5  7x:, !:2:cG.f-er  b2 c:l!ercd :nt~  5;~ ary carrier  o r  c a r r i e r s  b y  railroll
and  t!:c tialy ai! t!io:-Fzcd rcprrsc,zra:iv.2 cr rapre;zntacivcs o f  its 3c rheir ez-
p l o y e c s
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Implicit ‘ in the proncuncccenc  rrlle t c  Scc t i cn  5;2)(:: t o  the e f f e c t
that ,  notvit!lstz.ndinc  the  relief affcr<cd in  that prevision  ar?d’ c e r ta in
other  sect ions, t h e  C a r r i e r s  ar.d <be a;ti;orize:!  reprrssa?nt!ves  o f  their
enp!oyccs c o u l d ,  ncverthcl&;~,  c>c:-eaftcr  enrrr into con:ractual  arrange-
ments for  the protection  of  ar:plcyc-c  inc?rZsts advfrscly affecred by Car-
r i e r  trapsacticns,  i s the rccogni,zisn t!la; ai! sxis:inz  prior understand-
ings ,  a r r ived  e t  by  the  sac  principil;, dcnlinz  width, cbe ident i ca l  s;1b-
ject, aCd similarly  designed t.z ser-o the vsry j;mrj  -,urp”:a,  a r e  also

sane tioncd .

In that case the Carriers aricc d that SzctFor.  5<.2)(fj  vi-tinted the Nashingtcn
Agreement. The Referee  rcjecte:!  t h e  conteatic?, alsc ncrinz that Carriers had not
g i v e n  ar.y  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  withdraving fro3 tix Y&shingtzn  &rcer;e:nt.

In Docket  ‘Xo.  6b I re jected a si-iilar csxtencion  by the Orcanizaticn  that an
outs tanline  Carriss ion order imposing t:?2 Xcr.7 Or’;c;nS ccnd~tiws (which  inc luded
the  arbrtracion prov i s i ons  c f  tha Ol:?.a?scnl  Cocditlons;, is;r;cd Fxrsuant to  Sect ion
5(2j(fj, precludzd applicsticn  o f  t h e la;iinston  Agreawn:‘s  prcccdure. I noted
that  the earli.?r  ruling vas made in chc fait o f  ICC cJniit<ons rrxch  l ike  the  Okla -
homa Co7.d  it ions. Ttie differences bc:vcr~ thsse arbitracicn  previsions and those
in the ICC order in the Southern-Czn:ral  case FreTida  no reason fcr  a di f ferent
conclusion  here .

L./ :4otc 2 i n Erctherhcod cf Lrcc-sti--ro E?eine?rs v. ChicaS” a n d  S.!J. Ry.Co.,
(C:S, 1963) 3 1 4  F.2d “?.%, 4 3 2  i; riot p;rsuazi:*e  cn t h i s  Faint. Sxch csmpsri-
sons p.37 be indicari’ir  b u t  are h.iir::y dii?zsiti”e  o f  Coz?gressional  i n t e n t .
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The Section 13 Com.nittee  has grccessqd n;ny uses invoI.Jinz  the NW Or-lean;
1 a n d  other condi:i?ns  and innuncrablc icplexnting n~rf2e!i!~r?ts  cnder the !.lashir?gtxl

Agreement hove been conclldcd desp:.te  the prior isstiance of ICC orders inposing
various protect ive  conditicns. Tt%iS per.4;; i:rc and cons is tent cogduct  is zt odds
wi th  Cc *C:rrLers  ’ ssserticn  that. the I,!zshin;:on  .A.grefcent i.s a  n u l l i t y .

Congress  did cvcrrid?  the Rsii;.;sy  Lb?: Act when the dispure over  f iremen and
crew consist did not respcnd  tg iqauccrztle et?ortency beardi and a presidential
commission and thrcatcned  2 national  tie-up of rzil transportation.  Only then did
the Pxesidcnt  propcse and Congress  rrlcctantly  pro=:ile  thst a public  agency (other
than the Co:-.!i.ssioq  as  origi,nally  proposed  by tbc Presidant)  impose  terns of  e-ploy-
ment. It  approaches  the absurd to  entertain  rhe notion  that  essential ly  the:sa-;.e
thing happene,~  sub sikntio in the- - IWO cnactxnc  o f  Secticns S ( i ) ( f )  a n d  5(11!
where no such crisis had exis:ed, no blrgcini:.g  ;calemate  hid occurred, and no
s t o p p a g e  tmper!$!.

The bac!cground  and purpose of the !J:shir:stQn Agreecent ;nd Section 5(2)(f)
d i f f e r . The f i r s t  is a  yroluntary  nz:icr.al  collecti-ie  %rzA:nin;  agrcsment w h i c h
s tems  f r om the pecu l iar  natilre o f  r:ilroAd rj~llcs zsreezrnrs--it  i s  the I:,?y which
~nloc!ts  t h e cults prcvcntinz  tr;lr!sicr sk cqnsclidaricn  c f  rjork. S e c t i o n  5 ( 2 ) ( f )
is  a  statutory rcq,lireccnt which cri-.zs  i=tc plzy wncn cjrricrs  seek governmental
permission t o  ccr;c  facilF:ies. I t  i; ti-2 p r i ce  imposed  by  gocernwnt f o r  such
pcrnisslon in the in te res t  o f  baL.?nckg  crnployce iqtere;ts  wit11 those of  carriers
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o p i n i o n  nor i n  :his f i n a l  cpinion.  Thus cpinio” i s ~&tl?jSCd to  the interact ion
o f  the A c t ,  Co;nissio”  crdcrs and t h e  C.grecxnt. If the Cc~rreiesion  dccidos that
i t s  o rders  ccmprchcnd~d  the ncticc  and  iaplcnc”r.ing  agrccwnt  prov i s i on ;  c f  the
IJicillington  .~tcc.xnt and i f  th;t d e c i s i o n  is sus:s~“cd,  t h a t  k’culd b e  cna b a s i s
upon vl:ic!l tlic Agrrcrxnt is applicable. Ihkt i s  “ct t!;s bas i s  o f  th i s  ru l ing .
na the t ) the r u l i n g  thct the :.7,rsh:ngton  A~ra.rocnc  znplics is tl;at t h e  backgrcdnd,
purpose,  and Iangcagc  of  Sccti,o”  S(Z)( f )  a11 cxintaln its  -opctatiw  force ,  as  do
the prcccdcnts a n d  conduct o f  ihfs Ccmnittcc.

For  a l l  of thcsc reasons ;  I  conclude that the Uajhingto”  Agreer;e”t  \ras n o t
abrogated “or  nodified by Sucti.c”s  5(2) ( f ) cr 5(11) or the ICC -crdets in Finance
D o c k e t  1io.  214CO.  ‘Zhcrefcre: the Cnrriers  viola-ted the Washington Agtcerenr by
put t ing  coordinations  in to  cLI==ecc vithmt observing  -.li;, i.T,zo:ta”t rcquiteccnts:  of
Sections 4 and 5. T h e y  thcrcfore must (1) conpcnsate  e~;loyecs f o r  any l o s s  o f
regular cocipeniction or fr inge &“efits and (2)  ~pusc giw the tcquisita  notices
and negotiate tile required implementing ogtcccents, Until that is done employees
are entitled to fuli compensation and fringe benefits as if the jobs had not been
abolished. Docket No.  106.

When inplercenting  qrcemenes are achieved !!nhingzc” Agreement benefits will
extend through Scptcnbet  15, 196s  (five years fron 90 days after ,June 17, 1963 -

?
the pcint in tfao when the Carriers , had they ful f i l led their  cbligaticns,  night

have bee” able to expect that a” inplonenting  agtezcent shxld have been achieved).
Indeed, that presunption  favors rhe Carriers. l!o~:c*.~t,  until thy do negot iate

- such an agreement (cr this Committee ~ritcs  ox in the event of a deadlock) the
C a r r i e r s can hardly expect to pay the less  than tctsl  cor,pensatio”  this  Agreement

al lows to  those  ;<ho cbscrvc  i t . The e f fect  o f  coordinaticn  upc” any individual
employees is to be detct~incd  as of the date such effect occurred. ‘rlowever  j such
a” individual will be entitled to the e~uivnlent  of undiminished earnings until
a” implegen  ting agtcsmcnt is  achieved,  I! af rer T;hich the allwa”:es  payable under
the AgrecQent shal l  go  into  ef fect . They ara tc  be  coaputsd  on rhe basis  of  the
date  of  actual  e f fect .

As to .the portion of the decision ordering the Cartizts  to give the Section 4
notices ard negotiate Section 5 implementing agreemeat;,  Carriers argue that such
an otdar  (1) e=E’eds the Referee’s rrutbrity, (2) gces beycnd  the questions posed,
and (3) is unreal~istic in view of the many changes nide since the cootdinations
were in fact btgJn in June 1963. As tg (i) and ‘2”,  ,, the discussion in Docket so.
106  i s  per t inent .  As  t o  (3>, the  notices nr$d ipD!ana”ting sgreercents,  c f  c ourse ,
must take into account intervening events. Eat this is  quite  di f ferent  from say-
ing that ~hetc the parties have contracted tc  agree upon inplemcntation,  a fajt
accomoli  by the Carriers deprives the Organizations o f  the i r  conctactual  r ights :
The Organizations cay pets-Jade the Carriers that other arrangements than those uni-
la tera l ly  made arc des i rab le ; in case of deadlock+ the Coirmittec  nay bc persuaded
o r  p r e s c r i b e  sore ether arrangesent. Ihat the Carriers actions and resulting am-
ploycc r e l o c a t i o n s ,  “ r e l e a s e s  ,I‘ resicnzrions  end -.he li!;e, nay rake imp leixn t ing
ngreewnts  more  d i f f i cu l t  t o  arrange  r?ay be  a  f a c t  o r  lrfe, but  i t  i s  no  O-xcusc  f o r
scrapping intc,~:.ll pxts o f  the &rcc.xnt. The Ag~rccacn:  must be observed.

L

II The Carr i e r ;  w i l l ,  o f  c ourse ,  b c  gilTen credit Ear any  wage o r  bene f i t  paycents
cnptsyces had r-ceivcd.

3
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DCCISICY:

The Carr!ers effected coordinations ai p~rciculzrfrcd  in the F’:ndfngs  on ar.d
after June 1 7 ,  1963 i n  v i o l a t i o n  of Sc:iixs 0 and 5 cf the Vnshixston :i;;recr?.mi.
Thy arc  dircc:cd t o  pay fu l l  back ?a’,? <i.e., ba~sd  upon the average co?.>,-cnsaticx
earned in the 12 sonths prccedin:  the date  o f  the :hanc,n-s  z~rtd incl.Jding  a l l  frfnge
b e n e f i t s ) ,  inzluding all suiscquent  Fncrcl<es Fn wa$es and fringe bfnefits,  l e s s
a c t u a l  i!sges sad/or bcncfits  rcccivcd, to all enploy”cs affected by those  unauthor-
i z e d  chanzcs a s  i f  the ccordtnackn  ‘-ad net ca:.:n-n  plscc tinti S e c t i o n  4  nociccs
arc served and Scctio>  5 icplczencin,0 a$r?cuents are achieved. The Carriers  arc
ordered to  scrw the not ices rcq,J,ircd  by Section 4 and to ncsotiatc  the inplcnent-
ing ngrcexnts  required by Sect-,;-n 5  o f  the Uashinston  .Qrcer:ent. The pro:cctive
conditions under the Xzshington .\>.c‘r-‘exnt shall be in force through Scptenber  15,
1965.

DOCKXT  NO. 142 - - -  Decision b y  Rcfcrl?e Eernst?in_

B r o t h e r h o o d  o f  R a i l r o a d  Traimen  )

and ; Pa,rties  to the Dispute

“1
Southern Roiluay  System and ;

I Central of Georgia Railvay  CO . )

QuEs-rIoI:s  ;

“(a) The transfer of Southern Xail~vay  y?rd vork at liarburg Yard, Augusta,
Georgia, to the Central of Georgia  Yard it Aiugl>;ta, Georgia, and the transfer of
Southern Railway yard war!; at Columbtis, Gcorsia,  to the Central of Georgia at
Columbus a Gccrgia, constit.ute  coordinati?ns cf  separate rai lroad faci l i t ies  and
are subject to the terms and conditions of the Agreement of Iky, 1936, IJashing-
ton, D. C.

“(b) The Carriers violated the terzs and conditions  of the tlashington  Agree-
m e n t  when theyLfailed  t o  furr:ish  a Secticn 4  n o t i c e o f  t h e  intended coordinatioxs
and failed and refused co apply the tarps a!xd conditions of the Ajreencnt for the
protect ion of  the cnployees  affected  by the coordination; .

“ ( c )  The Carricrs v i o l a t e d  t h e  terns a?d conditlonj  0,c the  !7ashington Agree-
ment hen they coordlnatcd  the Southe:n xork vith the Ccncral r:ork vitb.out  agree-
Gent as  contcc?latcd  2nd rcquircd by Section 5.

‘\

“(3) The Carriers shall now 5 rcqzired  to restore the status qvo and apply
a l l  the tcrgs a n d  c o n d i t i o n s  oE the ‘1zrccxnt  t o  rhc coordinaticns  i n v o l v e d  and
s h a l l  r.;;l:i-  %‘,is:z a ? ?  nz:,?ky~rs afF:ctn_d th?r?hy 15 i f said ccordinations  had not
taken p lace  ?cndFr.;,  corsliancc  wit!? Sec t i ons  L aad 5  o f  the  .igreecent.”

,
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This is a companion case to DD:ket Yo, 141 and its description of events
prior t o  Ju ly ,  1963  aptly  hrte.  The  diffetentizcin.g  fa c to rs  here  ate:  (1 )  tt.e
0tganizs:ion  hcte i s  ?.ot a patty  C o  that cOS$; (2; i t s  rr?mbets  vete no t  a f f e c t ed
unti l  July 27,  19G3; and (3 )  the ellsg:cd  cQotdinations  conplained  o f  c oncerned
transfers of votk from Southern to Central.

The factual  recital  provided by t’ni Otganizntfon  dcxnsttntes  that  Socthctn
jobs wte pur;>ottedly  abolished and their votk  transferred to and corzbined  with
Central operations sooil after the ICC iss,Jed its “cl;rifyin:”  report. The Cat-
ticts’ l e t t e r  o f  ji\uguSt

at $olun~us
lG, 1963 affirmaciuely  asserts tha.f Southetn Yardzen’s

"W0tk 2nd :1usustc]  was ttz.njfzttcd  to and conszlidaced  with Central’s
and . . . wzte adverse ly  cfffcted t!xt(:by,” Hcncc I  concIude t h a t  a  coordinaticn
tool; place end Sccticns4 and 5 of the VashinSton AgteeTznt were violated if the
Washington Agtcencnt applies,

‘?hc Organization wzs not a patty to the court proceedings described in Docket
NO. 141 in which I decided rrhis Corxitter was not relieved nqt deprived of the
authority to decide the controversy dcspice  per.ciency  of related issues before the
ICC; 5 fotricti, there is no qxstion that the applicability  of the Washington
Agteencnt i s  r ipe  f o r  dec i s i on  in  th i s  c&se. For the teasons s tntcd in Do&kc t !:o.
141 ,  i t  i s  c onc luded  that the Washington Agteenent  dczs apply to the clains and

J occurrences in this  case.
(

The remedy  nest follw the pattern adopted in Docket No, IL1 for the reasons
s e t  f o r t h  there.

The Carriers effected cootdinations on and after July 27, 1963 in violation
of Sections 4 and 5 of the Vashington  Agteexnt. They ate  directed to  pcy full
back pay ( i .e . , based upon the avctace  coopeasation  earned in the 12 months  pte-
ceding the dates of the changes and including  ~11 ftingo benefits and inpro-:ex?.ts
in pay and fringes since that time, l e s s  nccual wages  and/or benefits r e c e i v e d )  co
all employees-Mfectcd  by those unauthorized changes until Section 4 notices ate
served and a Section 5 irzplenenting azrcer;,cnc  is achieved. The protective condi-
tions under the Washington  Agtesm?nt shill be in force through Oztobet 26, 196S,

The Carriers  sic further  directed to setw the teqcited notices and nesotiste
the required agteerzcnt.
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The Atchinson, TOilCka a n d  Sontn F0 R a i l w a y  Conpzny
(6estorn L i n o s )

(Zorncrly Gulf D Colorado and Salt:. F e  R a i l w a y  Company)
S t .  L o u i s  jouthwcstcin  Zaililay Conpzny

Trenspoi-t,-tion-Co;::.:ur,ication  E:zployaos U n i o n
(forcerly T h a  O?dzr o f  Roilrond Tclozrnphors)

1. klhcn a  c o o r d i n a t i o n  i s  mndn a t  a  s t a t i o n  w h o r e ,
p r i o r  tiLr:icZ-, the fort:: r?qtiiiOd  b y  OT~C  Cnrriz!r  i s
cm2 tctci:r;::~h  scrvicc  enployc c.r.cl. one cloriccl. scrvico



1). C .  pro\!
a  c o o r d i n a
t'>c C;:riie



i s  cor~cludcd  t h a t  tiic Cnployes’  p o s i t i o n  i s  TXOTC tc’nablc a n d
sl~ould  prevail.

AAARU
I

- -

F o r  t h e  rch5cr:s stated in the Findi;:zs,  and ~:pon the
c o n d i t i o n s  cxistir,!:  i n  t h i s  case,  t h e t?ns*wr t o  Q u e s t i o n  X0. 1 i s
“I’*‘&“.

JJ/  . .
Lxecutod a t  dashingtcn, D .  C .  tl~is$,Sti~doy  o f  A p r i l ,  1969.
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Dockot  vo. 145

Southern  P a c i f i c  Company
(Texz.n  and Louisizns  L i n e s )
St. L o u i s  Southwestern  I:ai luay L i n e s

i:
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