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case No. 1 of PL Board No. 7 is 

attached for your information in the 
event you do not already have it. 
Although this was a 2-6-65 Agreement 
dispute, we understand that theparties 
agreed to submit it to a P.L. board 
with Mr. Dorsey as Chair!?an. 
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I November 24, 19~5 re.qulre cor~fersnce md a,-remzrt 
es a prerequisite to the coxolidetion of stations 
and/or zsency positiox et separate locatioils ,'I 

Dy a,areen.ent of the parties hearirss me= held in.Chicngo, . 

Illinois. The parties filed Submissi.ons ~1x1 weri afforded fuli o~~ort.unity 

to be heard, to intmduco rsl-cwht evidence, to present oral ar:uxnt and 

to file briefs; The partic *c mivctl the filiu: of briefs. 

The Agracmnt of tke par-t.icn s,?ccirys t?lst: 

11 . . , the Row\l ::iKll continua in ~senslon 
until t.ho 1mt.t 31' E:\lb!::.?' t.ttxl to it under this 
Agrecmut is dispowi of, which shall be within 
tllir-i.y (30) day3 efter d.&'te Of this ASroex%mt 
or within 'E:LI~.~~ othx* perk&of tixs ns the 
parties OtllOrXSSe Imy ,n$ri!e.I', ' : i. 

EIY stipulwtion of the pfwties, in t.hb .courae~ of tha hearing,' %a time 

', '.: :'!; I:,, 
'. ,, . 

liulttatlon 1~26 striol:en. . 

",, 

,: 
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,' 

'1; " ;, ." ,, ,, L',,",, Page 2 - CARRIER8S ESiiiRiT - 11 ,. ',' ,,; :',,Y ,,, ,,,,~ :, ':: ., . . 
.~ ;:, .,; ,,,,,,, ,,',( ,,,':',,,.: 



! 

~ ,’ 

~ ,’ 

i’ 

. . 



. . 
.~ . ‘-4,i~’ 

,‘. ; Page 4 - CARllIER’S EXiXtiiT - 11 

‘i, ..” ‘,‘, 



. . 

the contonplation of Ar.ticle 111, l(b) of the ;iovmber 24, I$&:, 

Intxpreta-tion. 'Inn dicputc pertaim to ~~dual.isntion~~ o'i' "c~~,~o~id&,~o~," 

of ngcncg 'stations--the rcarranCing of i:.gmcy roiik at tm or km2 

.adjoccn-t opn stat-ions being cerwd by full time npmk.3, so that only one 

: ei:cn-t 3.9 n.w:i.~ncd to the v/or% at tb .t-,to or mm stations on a rc~illar 

part-time hric;ia during his awsjgned v;or%iq hours; tine conscquenc:c 3Cirl~ 

* the abolishmnt of agent positlonu .t:?c work of which is mrgod in the 

&lualizatiorVt 

II. Position of Organization 

Tine Orsanizatio3 aditits that Carrier by virtue of Article III, 

Section 1, of the FebrilarJ 7, 1965 Agreemnt has tiie.contractuel right 

to lldualizo10 agencies. Rut, it says it my not do so milaterally ukeiJn 

an iqolemnting qreemcnt is required; and, it points to Article Iii, 

Sections 2, 3 and I!+ of tine A,~u. .- CI *-~~-ht v;hich, v;hzn &an inplezntir.5 aeree- 

Emit iS 'biSCSsSWy", rsquire:, (1). no-bite fro:a Carrier to Orplicatio:i; : 

(2) conference and a5reeinmt; and (3) in tie abscncc of apeoxeni referral 

to a Disputes Comittee, nil viithin PIU ~~wribed tim limftations . F&her, 

Organization ndmits that xhen no in~plerr,nting agreelaent is '!ncceSS3rj~ 

&wrier my unilaterally effectuate the ~~dulization~t. HoGever, the thrust 

of Or~auiaation position is that " Wualieationl~ by its very nature cmntes 

changes, in hours, Working conditions, changes, in hours, Working conditions, increased work load and 'set-tin2 increased work load and 'set-tin2 

'. '. .', ,, .', ,, 
.': .': 

,,, 
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Carrier e.rgum 'iAn%: (I) Article II? of the I;‘ebrunlal-J 7, I.965 

Agrwwrt and ths Interprote.tion of hove:;ber 24, 1965, mst b3 inter- 

.pret%l in ccmnects’.on with rules of thz cxictin~ SchleduJe Agrccxzn-t; 

(2) Carrier '61 mnogemnt pmroSat:i.ve to abolish a positi.os of qcn-t or 
‘. 

nent or any other hgreaent; (3) the historical past practice on tine 

property has been for Carrier to create a nex position and t:?er?after, 

u?on request, to bargain with the OrSanimtion concernins rate of py, 

ho.;& azd v;or%ing cosditions; (L,) in .a ~~duali~ation~~ the contractual 

rights of the affected e&oyes, 0:: the property, are’ r:ot i-aired; 

(5) an in@eznt,inS agreemnt is required by the Februazy 7, 1965 Agree- . 

nent only to cure eoz existin; contractual 01’ legal bar to Carrier 

escercisiqg ‘I+& right of the Carrie& to n<ake tech~olo$cal, olxratioilal, 

’ and orSmizatiom1 chnnsosa vested by Ai:ticle .III, Sectio? 1, of t&at 

.., A)px!1m1t: 

IV. Resolution : 

: 
As stilted, Ey:a., Orpniention aclmtts that Article III, 

lli,ar.essal~“‘; and (2) if tha parties reach an iqasse as to the conieut of 
. 

” ‘-6s 
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!i?nis argument is without mxit in that during the heqfng in tine instant 

case the Organization admitted that bt w.13 the practice on tine pro?etiy 

for Carrier to unilaterally create Ned positions or mt+ally change t?ae 

duties of an existing position; then, u2on rec;uest of Organixation tat 

parties v;ould g Dost factg CO:lfel- 3XXi agree 02 t~coxper+ationtl. Iiiis 

rule and past practice in its inter2r etation and application, thcrafore, 

do not make %ecessary18 ‘.” an ~qGcn:cnting aZreem;nt within tic conte:a$ation 

. of Article III, Section 1, of. the February 7; 1% Agraerznt. 

\Ye find that all the rights and entit1e.ment.s of ‘err$oy~~ vested 

in them by Schcdke ‘Agreement and practice on the proparty are unirwir2d 

by Carrier unilaterally effectuntin~ T n ‘~clualization’~by virtue of Article 

III, Section 1; of th3 %~abruar~ 7, 156.5 Agreement., Therefore, the rules 
.’ 

and practices: on’ the property do not present, a bar to .efiectuating’ a 
,( 



. 

. , 

2. Cc~rl~Lruc!ts <and r,w 

Orpmimtion adduoxl no Cor,~Lra~ts, other than tiiose referrcci 

to hcrcin, rolevnnt and rmtzrial to .Liie i.ssu.0 presen,Lcd , 

ot&s tht :tppr0~01 of a stat3 o.zcncy must be ob-t,ain?d b$fore a carr;or 

can reduce tine hours o! ocrvl.ce at an agency location. ‘Ii& is a bar to 
‘. 

%iualizatiorP vfhich mwt be djscolverl xith or v(itnwJt an Sqlcc,-n-tine ’ . 

apeement; it cxannot be’set aside bjr agw?zent of the parties. 

Y/e find no contract or lax :r’hich nakes a? ix@.ei;,fnting~ egzczsni 

QecessaqP within the conte&ation of Article III, Section 1, of t3e 

Feb,rdary 7, 1365 Agreesent. But, ~:hetiizr an iqlezentinz a,-reezent. is on 

is not necessary then renains, the statutory duty of the parties ‘to bargain 

in good faith ,concerning wages, hours wd worki= conditions as rxnfiated 

in the Rnilwy I.abor Act. 

’ 3. Conclusions 

Ad judicnting tkke question prc:se~~ted: 
. 

“In what circww’L:cxes, if cany, do the 
rules, apxxmhs , i~nteqwatations and set-tlc- 
malt:: b,c-tween .thz Ca?xiw and the’ Unio:1 in&xl-. 
ing Article III of the I.:xliation hgrsaxent 
(cage A-712C) clflte;l’ ~k!brcnry 7, 1965 and the 
int,erpr&,n-tiorm -L.heret& dated h’ovexber 24, 1965 
require cmierznoe nncl n;li - * ser;,ent as ’ a ‘prerequisite 
to the consolidation of statioi3s and/or.agency . 

. pqsitions at ,:~ep&rnt~ lo+tions .‘I 



I_- ____. _.- 

we find that Article III, Section 1, of the February 7, 1965 Agee;;ient 

requires conference a&agreement e.s a grerequiste to the consolidation 

of 6tations and/or agency position.? at &ieparats locations in the follo7k 

ing circumstences : 

1. lYHENJCaR THIS PROPWED CHMJGE INVOLWS 

THE TRANSFER OF IMWXii FRCJX ONE , 

iXNIORITX DISTRICT OR RWfi':B TO AbJGTHXR, 

AS SUCH SENIORITY DJSTRICTS OR ROS'I'EFLS 

EXISTED ON FEBRUARY 7, 1965; AND, 

2. WHENEVER THX CONTEM'LKi'ED "DUAISiXTION" 

WOULD aE IN VIOLATION OF RUIZS OF THE 

SCHEDULE ACi.REKMBJT OR OTKZR AGRZEKENTS 

&FFECT PRIOR TO FEBRUARY 7, 1965; 

OR;,WOULD CONTP&VBh% JZSTABLISHED PAST 

PRAcmC@ ON TH3 PROPsmY.', 

‘As per Concluei& net forth in P&t IV(3) of Cpinion, h. 



!SPECL4 L BOARD OF ADJJ~;STM~‘NT NO. 6L5 

TO 1 and 

DISPUTE ) TBE A TCHISGN, TOPEKA AND SANTA FE RAILWAY COMPANY 

FlNDiNGS: 

Case No. CL-5-w 
Award No. 1 

Special ,Board of Adjustment No. 605 was established on May 11,’ 1965, 

by an agreement of th? parties signrrtoy, to the National Agreement of 

February 7, 1965; namely, those carriers represented by t& National 

Rail~way Lubo~ Conference and the Eastern, Western ati Sol&eastern 

Carriers! Conference Comm tttees, and certain of their employees 

represented by Employes’ Natioruzl Conference Committee, P(ve Cooperating 

Railway Labor Organizations. The Buard was empowered to hea and 
- 

render awards in disputes submitted by tke parties in a&ordance with t& 

&--ovisions ojA?-title .Vll of the aforesaid hrational Agreement. 

The parties here aye signatories to the February 7, 1965, National 

Agreement and the dispute has been submitted in accordance with Section 3 

of Article VII thereof. Accordingly, tlxz Board has jurisdiction of the parties 

and the matter at issue. 

The following Pas bceu submitted by tke Ih-othuhood of Railway Clerks 

for resolution by this &xx?-d: 

QUESTIONS AT ISSUE: 

(1) Aye Snyzta Fe e,nployes with. a seniority date of October 1, i96.2 

at;d eat-tier, who pyioy to August 1, 1965 were elIgaged in tlze 

]kqnd!ijg of Aratioizcl Car~oadii2g’ Coi-poi-al;on pr*e fght at the Conuilh 

Hmdse #I, Chicago, ill., eutifled to protcclio~z tcndcr the 



-L’- 

I’C b77dCiy 7, 196.5 Sfabiliznlioi2 P,:;i.eezerii 1 

(2) ?f so, still c;r$oyes q::alifyi77gJrw j>mfectto~~ flzye1m&r 5;: 

reLici?x?d to the jkzyroll of l?~e Santa Fe md cm;;>cnsnted ucc.<rdi~g 

to tke plvovisiom of Article iV of the rFebmc~y 7, 1965 

Stabilization Apeement ? 

Scctim 1 of Article I of the ajoresuid hTatim?al Algrcetnort conkins 

c:-iteria and slanak;~ds for oxaiifying as a protected employee so as to 

become elfgibic for the benefits of job seczriiy end protection of wor2 riglzts. 

Employees so qualifying a?-e to be retained in service ‘I.. . urt.kss OY until 

retired, discharged for cause, or othm-wise removed by uatuul attrition. ‘I 

The term “employee (s)” as used in this section obviously meam a pe-/sm or 

persons in at2 employnzellt relationship wi!h a carrier party to that agreement. 

,I,z the light of tke foregoing, the real issxe upon which this case !ums 

is whelher that group of persom described in Questim (1) as “‘Santa Fe 

employes” may properly be treated at this time as rlemployees” w~ithin the 

meaning, intent a!ld ofiplication of Section I of Article I of the National 

Ayyeement. 

The Board finds tk evidence of record supports the conclusion Ihzt 

the employment status of &se employees was judicially detemined to have 

shifted f?-mn the Santa Fe Railway Company to another corpolSatiou ??ol party 

to the Fehmmy 7, 1965, Natiozal A~ecmcnl. This dcterruiriafim was a 

result of a succcssfd suit by the Brothm*hood of Railway CLc~?zs in AubqLst O/Z 

19G5 to obtain e;zfo,memcnt of its contract of Fcbmaky 5, 1957, with Santa 
,/ :‘///l I_ n 1 

fiTe atld i+&+ssuJ Carloading Co@omtion under rul~ick f?z Ialier agreed l0 

“l&e 02je+’ t]cse Smzln 17~: employees tlu31 etzgagcd in jrcigkl hudlii:g at 
/ ;/ CI<.h A/ 

Coywith iVa~ek:use No. 1 if and when LrjM<bl Cm-loading ralher thmz Sa?11j I 

Fe decided to pe:*fwm thd ~or~k on its own accomt. C&i August 6, i96.5, the 



Sar.ta Fe Raikcay Con:#ny and tk? affected gro+ of its empioyees here 

inoolucd. Such sev.wazat?ce is a bcr to their inclusion as protected emplqyecs 

coming wi:iiitt tiii pusvim of Article 1, Scctia 1 of tt;e National Afiveemezt o. 

February 7, 1965. 

AWARD 

2%~ answer to the quest&s submitted 
is “‘No”. 

,. 
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BROTHERHOOD OF RAnwAy, Ammrrs 
urn STEAMSHIP Cbsns, FREIGHT 
HAXDLERS, EXPRESS AND STATION A ~~i;~~ls~~f~~ $: 
EBXPLOYEES, 

Appelkmt, I 
trict Court for the 
Northern District 
of Illinois, Eastern 
Division. 

V. 

SPECIAL BOND OF hJUSTMENT No. 
605, and THF. ATCHISON, 
MD SANTA FE RAILWAY COMPANY, 

‘. 
Before DUFFY,. Senior Circltzt Jadge,’ KILEY and 

i :, 
SWPGERT, Ciwuit hdges. 

SWYGE~T,’ Circuit Jttdge. This appeals presents-the issue 1’ : : 

whether an award of a board of arbitration created by 

,~ . . - .. +I. -,: 
.’ i ,,~. 

private agreement between parties subject to,the Raibvay .~ 
Labor Act is to be accorded judicial review’!in a federal 
court on the same basis as provided in the Act for the ” 
awards of statutory ‘arbitration boards. In light of ‘our 
holding v;ithb respect to this jurisdictional question, we 
need not reach the subsidiary issue whether the arbitration’ 

‘, 1 .; t. ~,~ 

award in this ease should be set aside. 
i 

.’ 
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w the Brotherhood of R,ailmay, Airline and .: 
Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Station ‘.~_ 
Employees,&& a petition in the district court seeking 
& of an award of a board of arbitration created 
by contract and designated Special Board of Adjustment 
No. 605. The petition alleged that the award had been 
entered pursuant to the provisions of the Railway Labor 
Act, 45 U.S.C.. $4 151-185 and that jurisdiction to revi% 
was conferred upon the court by Section 3, First (4) 
the Act, 45 U.S.C. Q 153, First (q). 

: ~J .,, ,’ :~ 
jurisdiction, the pleadings failed to establish any sticient 
ground for review. *, 

The controversy which gave rise to the disputed arbitra- 
tion proceeding grew out of a complicated bargaining 
history. In July 1944, National Carloading Corporation, 
a freight forwarder, located its loading ~operations on a ” 
site served by the Chicago and North Vestern Railway 

; 

Cornparry. National’s .employees doing freight handling . 
work were transferred at that time to C&XXV’s payroll ” 
and a C&NW-National joint seniority roster was estab- 1. 

lished u-hi& maint;ined employees’ seniority rights with .’ 
both companies. 

Although this arrangement prevailed during the ensuing. 
years, in 1956, after it became known that National 
contemplated another transfer from the C&SW facility 
to a warehouse owned by Santa Fe, the Brotherhood 
demanded that Santa Fe enter into a joint seniority 
roster agreement similar to that which had been in effect 
with C&NW. Consequently, Santa Fe, Xational, and the 
Brotherhood entered into a tripartite agreement :on Feb- 
ruary 5, 1957 whereby the parties stipulated that the 
freight handlers then on the C&XV payroll would be 
transferred to Santa Fe without loss of seniority. The 
February 5 agreement further provided : 
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6. The National Carloading Corporation agrees 
that in the event the work transferred from the 
C&NW to the Santa Fe is returned to National, the 
latter will take over the employees then employed 
by Santa Fe in the combined Xational-Santa Fe 
seniority district without loss of their seniority. 

SubsequentIy, the freight handlers on the C&NW payroll 
were transferred to Santa Fe and performed National’s 
dock work without incident until mid-1965, when National 
announced that it intended to exercise its right to resume 
supervision of this work itself on ‘August 1, 1965. Em- 
ployees who had been performing National’s freight han- 
dling were informed that they could submit new empIoy- 
ment applications and be considered for employment. 
When National did not find it necessary to employ all 
the freight handlers previously carried on the joint Santa 
Fe-National seniority roster, the Brotherhood claimed 
that those not employed by National were still technically 
empIoyed by Santa Fe and thus entitled to the benefits 
of an industry-wide job protection agreement which had 
been executed on February 7, 1965 by the National Rail- 
way Labor Conference, Santa Fe’s bargaining agent, and 
the Employees’ National Conference Committee, which 
represented the Brotherhood. On the basis of a provision 
in the February 7 agreement relating to job stabilization 
benefits for “protected employees,” the Brotherhood 
asserted that the employees who had not found employ- 
ment with National were to be retained by Santa Fe 
in their jobs and protected from loss of earnings “until 
retired, discharged for cause, or otherwise removed by 
natural attrition.“ 

Santa Fe contended that its employment relationship 
with the freight handlers in question had been severed 
by operation of paragraph 6 of the February 5, 1957 
tripartite agreement by virtue of the fact that the dock 
work involved 114 been taken back by National and hence 
the freight.handlers were not “protected employees” within 
the definition of the February 7 agreement. 

Because the parties were unable to resolve their dis- 
pute, the Brotherhood submitted it to t&e “Disputes 

_. 

‘z 

. 
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Committee” as provided in the February 7, 1965 Agree- 
ment.’ In its submission to the committee created in 
response to the request, designated “Special Board of 
Adjustment No. 605,” the Brotherhood advanced tx-o :I 
specrtlc questions: ! 

(1) Are Santa Fe employees with a seniority date ! 
of October 1, 1962 and earlier, who prior to 
August 1, 1965, were engaged in the handling 
of National Carloading Corporation freight at the 
Corwith House #l, Chicago, Illinois, entitled to 
protection under the February.7, 19,65 Stabilisa- 
tion Agreement? I 

(2) If so, shall employees qualifying for protection 
thereunder be returned to the payroll of the 
Santa Fe and compensated according to the 
provisions of Article IV of the February 7, 1965 
Stabilization Agreement? 

‘Board No. 605 considered the questions and concluded 
from the two collective bargaining agreements presented, 
the tripartite agreement and the February 7 Agreement, 
that employment of the bargaining unit had shiited from 
Santa Fe to National when National took back its freight 
handling work Thus it found that the employees were 
not “protected employees” within the meaning of the 
February 7 Agreement and were not entitled to benefits. 

Thereafter, the 
in the district co 
The district court entered summary judgment for the 
defendant Santa Fe. We afirm the judgment. 

1 ArticIe VII, Section 1 of the February 7 Agreement provides: 
Any dispute involving the interpretation or application cl azy of 

the terms of this agreement and not settled an the carrier may be 
referred by either party to the dispute for decision to a carr,littee 
coniistig of two members of the Carriers’ Conference Csmr..it~es 
signatory to this agreement, two members of the Employees’ Yiational 
Conference Committee signatory to this agreement, and a referee 
to be selected as hereinafter provided. The referee selected shall 
preside at the meetings of the committee and act as chairman of the 
committee. A majority vote of the partisan members of the car-xirtee 
shall be necessary to decide a dispute, provided that if such pantian 
members are unable to reach a decision, the dispute aball be decided 
by the referee. Decisions so arrived at shall be fmal and biding 
upon the parties ta the dispute. 
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It is our opinion that the district court correctly 
determined that it did not have jurisdiction to review 
the claims presented. The first provision of the Railway 
Labor Act relied upon by the Brotherhood to press its 
claim of jurisdiction is Section 3, First (q), 45 U.S.C. 
Q 153, First (q). That provision was part of a package 
of amendments to Section 3 enacted by Congress in 1966. 
The two basic objectives behind adoption of these amend- 
ments were (1) to eliminate the backlog of claims pending 
before then National Railroad Adjustment ‘Board, and 
(2) to provide equal opportunity for limited judicial 
review of NRAB awards. 19GG U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. 
News, 2235-K ,The part of Section 3, First (q), upon 
which the Brotherhood relies reads: 

If any employee or group of employees . . . is 
aggrieved by the failure of any division of the 
Adjustment Board to make an award in a dispute 
referred to it, or is aggrieved by any of the terms 

. of an award . . . then such’employee or group of 
employees . . . may file in any United States district 
court in which a petition under paragraph (p) could 
be tiled, a petition for review of the division’s order. 
. . . The court shall have jurisdiction to atErm the 
order of the division or to set it aside,, in whole 
or in part, or it may remand the proceedmg to the 
division for such further action as it may direct. 
On such review, the findings and order of the division 
shall be conclusive on the parties, except that the 
order of the division may be set aside, in whole or 
in part, or remanded to the division, for failure 
of the division to comply with the requirements of this 
Act, for failure of the order to conform, or confine 
itself, to matters within the scope of the division’s 
jurisdiction,. or for fraud or corruption by a member 
of the divisron making the order. 

ard of the “D 
under the February 7 Agreement is precluded. 

Section 3, Second of the Act, which, in pertinent part, 
provides for the creation of “special bonrds of adjust- 

. 
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ment” to consider and decide grievance-type disputes 
which otherwise could bc submitted to the KRA 23 is ; 

7Them 
to statutory b& 
buo IS not a statutory board at all but solely the nroauct 
of a contract between prrvatc parties. Board Ko. GO5 1s a 
common law uoara or nrmtratro~ es’lablished by parhes 
who nappened .otherwme to be subject to the Act.= 

No. 605 was sanctioned by the Act,, it was not a statutory 
board and therefore not subject to the review provision 
of Section 3, First (q). 

The second jurisdictional. basis proposed is that this 
oause arises under 28 USC. $5 1331 and 1337. As a& 
thority, petitioner calls our attention to the Supreme 
Court’s decisi~on in Internatiod Association of Machinists 
v. Central Airlimx, Inc., 372 U.S. 652 (1963). That this 
ease is inapplicable to the dispute before us is apparent 
if we keep in mind the fact that Board No. 605 is a.con- 
tractual and not a statutory board. In Central Aidimx, 
the parties agreed to establish a system board of adjust- 
ment to resolve grievance disputes. The Supreme Court, 
in ruling that awards of an airline system board of 
adjustment can be enforced in a federal court, made it 
clear that agreements to submit matters to these boards 
were not permissible but mandatory. The court observed: 

The parties were placed under the statutory duty 
of establishing and utilizing system, group, or ,, 
regional boards of adjustment for the purpose of l 

adjusting and deciding disputes arising under existing 
contracts. Id. at 686. 

In ihe.case at bar, neither party was directed by the 
Act to establish the “Disputes Committee.” This com- 
mittee was created by contract and was not a statutory 
board like that involved in Central Aidi~zes. For the 
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same reason, the two other casts cited by the Brotherhood 
involving statutory boards are inapposite. Northwest 
Air&es, Inc. V. Air Liue Pilots Association, 373 F.2d 
136 (8th Cir. 1967), and Dominpcz V. A’ntional AirZiw&, 
hc., 279 F.Supp. 392 (S.D.N.Y. 196s). 

There is no overriding equitable ground for finding 
a source of jurisdiction here. The result of this case 
cuts both ways, neither labor organizations nor railroads 
can petition a federal court to review a private arbitration 
board’s award. 

Likewise the decision here is consistent with the na- 
tional labor policy of avoiding court review of the merits 
of arbitration awards rendered under collective bargaining 
agreements. United Steelworkers of America v. American 
Mfg. Co., 363 U.S. 564 (1960). 

The decision of the district court is affirmed. 

A true Copy: 
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