~like: the one we went through in this case. One sid

~ which, to my understand
~ appropriately be limited
- with respect:to the extent’

~ on quite a few areas, and on the other hand when they went t

| ~ Secretary Wirrz. That is my point

o accept it; they go on strike then? . -

- Mr. SerincEr. Mr. Secretary,
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~ would be in a position to serve notices, section 6 notices, for change
n the agreement. If a dispute developed,there would be aperiod then,
ik throug ; e or the other, de-

- pending on who wanted to change the situation, would serve a notice
 indicating that change. It would go through the processes of the' Rail- =~
~ way Labor Act. It would involve mediation, the proffer of arbitration.

. If that were declined, then the establishment of an emergency ‘board, =
~ Then 'we could conceivably come back to this point again. Tdon’t think

~But my short answer would be, Mr. Friedel, that the normal proc-
-~ esses of the Railway Labor Act would obtain at thatpoint. =~
~ Mr. Frizper. Would they be able to go to the courts to try to settle
the dispute? SR R T
. Secretary Wirrz. No. You are talking about at the end of the =
2 year period ¢ e R A R S
. Mr. FrigpEL. Yes. =
* Secretary-Wirrz. No,sir.
‘Mr. Frieper. The bill that
- Secretary Wirtz. There was a lot of litig ion on that case, some of
ing, is ‘still pending, so my answer should
o that. There was a history of litigation both .
ind proper application of that act and with =~~~
respect to the question of what the situation should be afterward. "
T will take just a moment to-explain that. The result o Publi‘cio AW
000 to

17,000 firemen on the railroads. The legal question ,‘Wh,i‘eh‘ar:(;?s'é,*aﬁd,t L

we passed in 1963 did give them that

88-108 ‘was, in hard, practical terms a’'reduction of about 1

to which you refer is whether at the end of that period there should -
~ be continued operation at the reduced manning: basis or whether that
period over it should revert back to earlier numbers, That is the litiga-

~tion to which you refer, I think. There is no comparable possibility
e e e L T e e TR e D
. Mr. Frieoer. The thing that disturbs me is if they can’t go to-court

it is OK, but I remember in 1963 a bill where they were in agreement, :

courts they went back to the very beginning and couldn’t even take T
_into consideration what they agreed upon. 1t makes it much worse. T .
~ wouldn’t want the same thing tohappen here. o i g
; 4 1t in saying I know with con-
fidence, Mr. Friedel, that this resolution has been drafted with that, I
think, unfortunate experience clearly in mind and has been so drafted
‘astoprevent thatpossibility. -+ . oo
My, Frimprr. Just to summarize, at the end of 2 years, after the -
agreement is handed down by the Mediation Board and they donot

‘Secretary Wirrz. Yes, sir, subject only to those delaying p
in the Railway Labor Act which require them to go first to t
_tion. But mine is a lawyer’s qualification and answer. The
answerto your question is,“Yes” = .. o

Mr. Frreper. Thank you.
* The Cmaremax. Mr. Springer. -+~ 0 G
- Mpr. Sern T want to be sure of-just what ground
| we are on this morning. I am not going to give away anything that




