- and is still not settled. =

L 1ngrs in the district court.

1965, the district co

© RAILROAD LABOR DISPUTE

g SmceSegtmberwesthe month after the public law was enscted
we have had to spenc 650,000 on. legal battles involving problemsaris- |
, in%from the publiclaw or theaward. . . ‘ Lo e L

.

hat is a huge, and worrisome and unfair burden imposed on a small ot

 organization. It is the same burden you are now considering imposing

- onthe various sho craftunions.
~ Here I would hie to cite one example for you of a dispute that took .
s back and forth between the reconvened board and the district c rt

- The only method. by ‘which theemployees
 of the arbitration award was through the long, formal lega
he brotherhood first wttempted to enforce the terms of

tion award on February 11,1965, in the district court by :

for supplemental relief against the Southern Pacific Co. This motion
- involvegjnine different kinds of action of the Texas & Louisiana lines
 of the Southern Pacific Co. and other carriers, which depri ed firemen
of earnings and jobs in violation of the terms of the. award. Some 900
femglqyees{;élaims‘Were involved. 4 e b
Ce

rtain claims were finally settled after the filing, but
1 rt declined to rule on the remaining
~ the arbitration board. clarified the meaning and applica
- award. It was ‘thus necessary to return to the arbitration boar
itsaward clarified.
" The arbitration board made additional rulings on May 6,
taining to these elaims. Tt was then back to court to amend o
~ for supplemental relief, .o o o
" At this point the proceedings involved mainly the claims o
with less than 10 years’ seniorityuWho-ha;df‘bﬁéfen»imprq)erly\
comparablejobs. = B
“The district court on June 7, 1965, heard argument:

and requested further interpretations-of the award
tionboard. = - e e

. TFollowing further rulings by the ‘board the dist
‘opinion on September 13, 965, upholding the pos
" hood. However, this was not the end of'th‘é;praceeding e .
The carriers refused to make appropriate amends to some of the
 employees involved, ‘contending that they failed to pursue certain =
grievance procedures esta ished by collective ba: gaining agreemen

® Notwithstanding the f that this issue ha

distriet court on June 7, 1965, it was necessary 10

* return again to the district court on December
motion for supplemental relie L
,‘The*court'Qecidadathe,%matter:. anarch*%B\S, 1966, and i

this order on April 18, 1966, and the court denied this reques on

~ June 2, 1966. Thereupon, the carriers filed notice June 2 6 ;

~ this matter was being taken to the U.S. Appeals Court £
trict of Columbia. Thient ean s ;

" This appeal is now pendin Thus, the c¢laims of inc v1duh ren

- growing out of the carriers misapplicaton of the award
~ a few months after the award went into effect in 196




