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favor of fiscal control. While we may
differ, there is no question that in my
chairmanship and his ranking member-
ship of that committee, we clearly set
the tone for the country that a bal-
anced budget was absolutely necessary
for the future of our children and our
country. He has gained expertise, obvi-
ously, in some special areas of armed
services, for which I commend him.
Those who are in agriculture and farm-
ing in his State know how hard he
worked to maintain the right things,
as he saw them, for that part of Ameri-
ca’s marketplace mix. Much of that
was directed at his State, but it helped
many farmers everywhere.
SENATOR HOWELL HEFLIN

Mr. President, | have just a few re-
marks about the distinguished Sen-
ator, Senator HEFLIN. | think we all
know this Senator came here as a re-
nowned judicial reformist from his
State, where he presided in a masterful
way over reorganizing the judicial sys-
tem and putting honesty and integrity
back front and center in that system in
Alabama. He brought to us his very
sharp mind on legal matters, and he
has been consistently well-prepared on
a wide diversity of issues, for which he
will be remembered as much for the
clarity of purpose and the clarity of ex-
pression as for the issues themselves.

He also deserves our accolades, be-
cause anybody who chairs the Ethics
Committee of the U.S. Senate for any
sustained period of time deserves our
highest esteem. Not only did he do
that, but he did it during the most dif-
ficult of modern times in terms of that
Ethics Committee. | believe the mat-
ters before him took a long time be-
cause of their complexity and personal
nature, but things came out fairly well.
I believe he is entitled to a great deal
of respect for that.

SENATOR DAVID PRYOR

Mr. President, | want to say a few
words about a Senator on the other
side of the aisle, Senator PRYOR. Let
me just say that this Senator, as | view
it, has been a marvelous, quiet, strong
advocate for the issues that concern
him. Whether it was the Taxpayers Bill
of Rights, which he proposed, or wheth-
er it was his advocacy for small busi-
ness, he obviously did it with a kind of
calm and calmness that many of us
wish we could have every day we come
to the floor of the Senate.

I also want to commend him, because
it fell to him—and | assume it was with
relish on his part—to be the principal
defender in many instances of the cur-
rent occupant of the White House,
President Bill Clinton. They are from
the same State. Senator PRYOR had
been Governor, as had Senator Bump-
ERS, of that State. | think his efforts to
support the President and fellow Ar-
kansas resident was done eloquently
and articulately. But | also believe
that he had the ability to do that,
which puts him in an extremely par-
tisan mode, without ruffling the feath-
ers of those of us on this side of the
aisle because of the way he did it. It
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seems to me that he added some great
character to his personality, because
he did it in a way that was not in-
tended to offend us on this side of the
aisle, and he did it in great, good spirit.
I commend him for that. He had a
heart attack and came close to death
in that episode. He brought a great
deal of calmness to all of us, as he
shared going through the rigors of that
incident. 1 thank him for the personal
way he has affected all of us in a posi-
tive manner.
SENATOR ALAN SIMPSON

Mr. President, | would like to say a
few words about Senator SIMPSON. |
don’t know what we can say to label
him. We all, in a very strange way, sort
of smile when we think of Senator
SIMPSON. | guess it is fair to say that
he is our cowboy philosopher. He has
educated and delighted the Members of
this Chamber with his unmatched
sense of humor and his sharp wit, with
his fine mind and his broad knowledge.

He has helped lead the charge in so
many areas that are so desperately in
need of reform. While he didn’t yet ac-
complish his goal of reforming the en-
titlement programs of this country, it
is clear that he never backed away
from calling things exactly as he saw
them, whether or not that would lead
to his adulation or to, as he has indi-
cated to many of us, clamor by many,
or to being chastised by many groups
because of the way he presented issues,
which was in the forthright manner
that he believed in.

He took a lead in such matters as im-
migration reform. | think it is fair to
say we would not have major immigra-
tion reform signed into law by this
President but for this Senator. He was
courageous in that regard, and he will
be very much missed.

There will be a few Senators whom |
will mention before we adjourn. 1 will
try to find time without burdening the
Senate. At a time when perhaps there
is nothing else to do, | will try to find
another 15 or 20 minutes to comment
on a few other Members. Those | have
commented on and talked about will be
missed. | trust that we will all get to
see each other again, and frequently.
But | understand that may not be the
case, for as you leave the Senate, some-
times you don’t see each other for
years. We will miss them dearly.

I yield the floor.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA-
TION REAUTHORIZATION—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued to consider the
conference report.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from Massachu-
setts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | yield
myself such time as | might use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | want
to take the bulk of my time to talk
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about really the underlying fundamen-
tal issue, which is how we are going to
treat working families, because we
have heard a great deal about technical
amendments, nontechnical amend-
ments, holdings, committee reports,
and all of the others. I will just ref-
erence some of those items very, very
quickly and then get to what | think is
really the fundamental issue. That is
the issue of fairness. Are we, by the ac-
tion that has been included in the leg-
islation, really denying some fun-
damental justice to scores of American
workers who have been playing by the
rules and believe that they ought to
have their rights considered and adju-
dicated under the National Labor Rela-
tions Act, a process and procedure
which is being considered at this very
time?

Mr. President, just to reiterate the
points that have been made by Senator
FEINGOLD, Senator MURRAY, Senator
SIMON yesterday, and others, all of us
are for the FAA conference report—
without this particular provision. We
were prepared to offer the FAA con-
ference report without this provision
as an amendment to the continuing
resolution and do it within a 5- or 10-
minute time limit. That would have
been over and been accepted in the
House of Representatives, and we
would not be here this afternoon dis-
cussing this particular amendment. Or
we could follow another procedure by
just calling a clean bill up from the
calendar this afternoon and acting on
that this afternoon and doing that by
voice vote, and our colleagues and
friends would not have to inconven-
ience themselves by being here tomor-
row.

There is a question then about
whether the House would accept it or
not. But the precedent is quite clear
that the House has taken favorable ac-
tion in such situations in the past and
are still acting on some measures, even
as we are here.

There is really very little reason to
doubt that they would accept it, par-
ticularly when you look back over the
debate and discussion in the House of
Representatives when they were con-
sidering the FAA conference report.

So that is where we are, Mr. Presi-
dent, and that is why we continue to
maintain that it is those who are con-
tinually committed to this provision
who are the ones that are really hold-
ing up the Senate. It is not those of us
who want to move along into other en-
deavors but feel compelled to protect
the rights of working families to make
this case.

Mr. President, just very briefly, the
National Mediation Board has ruled 12
times since 1978 on cases involving Fed-
eral Express. There has been a discus-
sion of that by my friends and col-
leagues, the Senator from South Caro-
lina and others. These cases involve re-
quests for union elections, unfair labor
practice charges, and other labor-man-
agement issues. In one case involving
the Airline Pilots Association, the
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court Board found that FedEx had en-
gaged in unfair labor practices that
tainted the election so badly that a
new election was ordered.

In all 12 of these cases the National
Mediation Board exercised its jurisdic-
tion over Federal Express as an airline.
Federal Express argued over and over
to the National Mediation Board that
it was an express company too. The Na-
tional Mediation Board ignored this ar-
gument every single time. No court or
board has ever held Federal Express is
an express company under the Railway
Act.

That is the statement | made yester-

day. Individuals can quote various
cases and draw various conclusions.
But those statements remain
uncontroverted.

Mr. President, just again very brief-
ly, was this really an oversight, or was
this just a technical question? If we ac-
cept the arguments that have been
made by my friend and colleague from
South Carolina—he interprets the
cases favorably to Federal Express, and
states that the National Mediation
Board ruled that all of its trucking op-
erations would be considered under the
Railway Labor Act, there is no real
reason why we have to even be in the
situation that we are in. You can’t
have it both ways. You can’t say they
have all ruled in all of these cases to
include it and, therefore, they would
achieve what Federal Express wants to
achieve, and that is to get all of their
trucking operations under the coverage
of the Railway Act so that there will
not be the possibility of the workers to
get together to pursue their griev-
ances. We are not under any illusion—
and nobody should be—about exactly
what the issue is really all about. So if
it is, as the Senator said, they should
not really need this measure. But,
nonetheless, they have fought tooth
and nail, tooth and nail in order to get
it, which basically sustains the point
that | have made.

How did we come to this situation? |
refer just to the ICC Termination Act
of 1995. That act struck the term *‘ex-
press company’” from the Interstate
Commerce Act. In the conference re-
port, by Senate amendment it said
““Outdated references to express and
sleeping car carriers, which no longer
exist, would be removed.”” A conform-
ing amendment struck the same term
from the Railway Labor Act.

This is the conforming measure in
the ICC Termination Act. You have it
specifically in the legislation, and spe-
cifically in the conference report. And
that conference report was signed by
my friend and colleague, Senator HoL-
LINGS, and many others.

So it is difficult again for us to per-
ceive that this was somehow just a hy-
phen that was overlooked. Those are
the facts. There may be different con-
clusions drawn from this fact. But,
nonetheless, that is so.

Mr. President, the fact remains that
when we asked an independent review
board to review and evaluate whether
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this was a technical correction, or
whether it was a substantive correc-
tion, the Congressional Research Serv-
ice reviewed the history, reviewed the
legislative history, reviewed the var-
ious documents, and indicated that it
was not. It was a substantive issue. |
know the Senator from South Carolina
is unwilling to accept the Congres-
sional Research Service’s independence
in its review of this and its conclusion.
But, nonetheless, they have found and
supported the same position that |
have taken. Senator FEINGOLD, Senator
MURRAY, Senator SiMON, and | have not
taken the position of the Senator from
South Carolina. I can understand why
he differs with it. But, nonetheless, the
Congressional Research Service again
supports our position.

If you review what the debate was
over in the House of Representatives—
where the members of the House Trans-
portation Committee and Aviation
Subcommittee, Democratic members,
indicate very compellingly their view—
they never viewed this as a technical
amendment. And, as a matter of fact,
the House Parliamentarian ruled it was
outside of the scope of the conference
itself because it was nontechnical and
required an independent vote. The
House Parliamentarian is not under
the purview nor under the control of
the Senator from Massachusetts, nor
our other colleagues. He made a judg-
ment that it was outside of the scope of
it and required the House of Represent-
atives to vote on it. Virtually all of the
Democrats voted in opposition—30 Re-
publicans voted in opposition, and 15
Democrats voted in favor of it.

So, | took time yesterday to review
the relevant statements of the mem-
bers of the House Transportation and
Aviation Committee that made com-
ments on this, that are basically in
support of the Congressional Research
Service and others that this is not a
technical correction. It is an effort by
Federal Express to have this growing
operation of the utilization of trucks
considered under the Railway Labor
Act, and thereby be able to have a com-
petitive advantage over any of their
competitors. Make no mistake about
it. This provision is only for one com-
pany.

I mean the idea that we are making
a technical correction out here like it
was generic and it was going to apply
to a whole class defies any kind of
logic, or understanding, or truthful-
ness, as has been used here on the floor
of the Senate. It only affects one com-
pany; and that is Federal Express.

So, let us try to at least not to mis-
represent exactly what the significance
of all of this is. The reason for that is
Federal Express currently has 560 air-
craft, and 37,000 vehicles, according to
the fiscal year 1997 earnings statement,
Federal Express makes no secret of its
plans to increase its trucking-only op-
eration.

In May 1996, a top Federal Express of-
ficial told a House staffer preparing a
paper on Federal Express for a grad-
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uate school course that FedEx’s ulti-
mate goal is to send 80 percent of its
packages by truck. In the future, ac-
cording to this Federal Express offi-
cial, only overnight packages traveling
more than 400 miles will be flown, and
all others will travel on the road.

So this business shift is the real rea-
son Federal Express wants ‘‘express
company’”’ reinserted in the Railway
Act.

To date, Federal Express has success-
fully argued that the Railway Act ap-
plies because the company is an air-
line. But, as Federal Express looks less
and less like an airline and more and
more like a trucking company, its ar-
gument that the Railway Labor Act
applies becomes much weaker.

That is what this is all about. Those
facts have never been really disputed
or argued with, and that is because this
is the essence of what this whole spe-
cial interest provision is all about.
Federal Express wants assurance that
its workers will forever be covered by
the Railway Labor Act, thus requiring
nationwide bargaining units and mak-
ing union organizing far more difficult.
If ““express company’ is reinserted in
the Railway Labor Act, Federal Ex-
press can argue in the future that its
trucking operations qualify and, there-
fore, block its employees’ efforts to or-
ganize.

Mr. President, that, all respects to
the contrary, | think is the fair rep-
resentation as to the reasons that we
are here and why this particular provi-
sion has been put into this legislation.

Mr. President, | have here the letter
from the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, the Office of Management and
Budget. | will include the whole letter
in the RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent that the
whole letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, October 2, 1996.
Hon. LARRY PRESSLER,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: | am writing to ex-
press the Administration’s position on the
conference report to H.R. 3539, the Federal
Aviation Authorization Act of 1996.

Let me begin by stating that there are
many positive aspects of the conference re-
port including many vital provisions which
we strongly support. The bill authorizes Fed-
eral Aviation Administration’s (FAA) pro-
grams, including the Airport Improvement
Program, which enables the award of critical
safety, security, and capacity expansion
grants to airports throughout the country.
H.R. 3539 also includes several important
aviation safety and security initiatives, in-
cluding many recommended by the Vice
President’s Commission on Aviation Safety
and Security. In addition, the bill provides
for many important reforms to the FAA that
will enhance air travel safety

Unfortunately, the conferees to this bill
also added a new controversial provision
which would reinstate coverage of ‘‘express
companies’ under the Railway Labor Act.



S12180

The provision appeared in neither bill and
was agreed to without hearing or public de-
bate. Congress deleted express companies
from the scope of the Railway Labor Act last
year in the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion Termination At (P.L. 104-88) believing
that the last express company went out of
existence years ago.

The Administration believes that the pro-
vision is not a ‘‘technical amendment” to
transportation labor law. In fact, it could re-
sult in a significant shift of the relationship
between certain workers and management.
We hope Congress will not jeopardize avia-
tion safety, security, and investment initia-
tives as it comes to closure on this issue.

Accordingly, the Administration opposes
inclusion of this extraneous ‘‘express com-
pany” language in H.R. 3539, and urges the
Senate to complete action on this important
authorization bill.

Sincerely,
FRANKLIN D. RAINES,
Director.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | will
just review it very quickly.

I am writing to express the administra-
tion’s position on the conference report on
the Federal aviation authorization.

There are many positive aspects of the
conference report, including vital provisions,
which we strongly support. The bill author-
izes the Federal Aviation Administration’s
program, including the Airport Improvement
Program, which enables the award of critical
safety and security capacity expansion
granted to the airports throughout the coun-
try.

H.R. 3539 also includes several important
aviation security initiatives including many
recommended by the Vice President’s Com-
mission on Aviation Safety and Security. In
addition, the bill provides for many impor-
tant reforms to the FAA that will enhance
air travel safety.

Unfortunately, the conferees to this bill
also added a new controversial provision
which would reinstate the coverage of ‘“‘ex-
press companies’ under the Railway Labor
Act. The provision appeared in neither bill
and was agreed to without hearing or public
debate. Congress deleted express companies
from the scope of the Railway Labor Act last
year in the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion Termination Act believing that the last
express company went out of existence years
ago.

That is the REA.

The administration believes that the provi-
sion is not a technical amendment—

I will stress, “‘not a technical amend-
ment.” ““Not a technical amendment.”
to transportation labor law. In fact, it could
result in a significant shift of the relation-
ship between certain workers and manage-
ment. We hope Congress will not jeopardize
aviation safety, security and investment ini-
tiatives as it comes to closure on this issue.

Accordingly, the Administration opposes
inclusion of this extraneous ‘‘express com-
pany”’ language in H.R. 3539, and urges the
Senate to complete action on this important
bill.

Mr. President, there you have it as
well. They understand us. | do not
know how much more we have to do. |
do not think much more because any-
body who has followed this discussion
or debate can see and understand very
clearly that this is not a technical
amendment. Here it is in the adminis-
tration’s review, Congressional Re-
search Service independent review,
members of the various committees
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who understand the history and the
background of this review, that it is
substantive, and as the administra-
tion’s own letter points out, ‘‘the pro-
vision is not a technical amendment to
transportation. In fact, it could result
in a significant shift in the relation-
ship between certain workers and man-

agement.”
That is the issue. That states the
issue. It affects the relationship be-

tween workers and management. Now,
let us get to what that really means in
terms of the workers and the manage-
ment.

Mr. President, | regret very much
that we are facing the impasse, but an
important issue of principle is at
stake—whether a large and powerful
corporation can abuse its power and
misuse its influence and obtain an un-
justified benefit that flagrantly under-
mines the basic rights of employees.
Let us get to the real issue, and that is
the rights of working families. That is
what is at stake, the rights of these
workers’ families who have pursued
their interests under what they be-
lieved would be the law under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, and that is
the trucking operations would be under
the National Labor Relations Act.
They have not been able to get the
final judgment and decision but the
matter is in litigation. They believed
they would be under that National
Labor Relations Act. | think any fair
evaluation, looking at UPS and other
examples of holdings, would say they
would.

Now, the issue at stake here has
nothing to do with aviation security. It
has everything to do with special inter-
est legislation of the worst kind. The
Senate Republican leadership is cyni-
cally using the aviation bill to conceal
their antiworker payoff to the Federal
Express Corp. The delay in the vote
gives us time to shine the spotlight of
public opinion on this unacceptable
antilabor rider. | am optimistic that in
the coming days we can succeed in
passing a clean aviation bill without
the Republican personal interest provi-
sion. That provision is designed solely
to deny employees of a single corpora-
tion their right to join a union.

Truck drivers employed by the Fed-
eral Express Co. in Pennsylvania began
organizing a union because they had
not received a raise in more than 7
years. It is unconscionable for the Sen-
ate to intervene on the side of manage-
ment to deny those men and women
their rights.

Federal Express is a company that
has grown rapidly in the past 20 years.
The original motto of the company
was, ‘“‘People, Service and Profit.”” But
as the company grew the rank and file
men and women who contributed so
much to the growth of the company
found that they were being left further
and further behind.

In 1991, truck drivers at Federal Ex-
press in Pennsylvania began organizing
to address the same economic issues
that face most working families. Not
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only had Federal Express truck drivers
been denied a pay increase for over 7
years but the drivers also were con-
cerned about company decisions sub-
contracting their routes, hiring tem-
porary drivers instead of full-time reg-
ular employees, and reducing their
hours on the job.

The organizing effort started with a
group of 12 employees in Pennsylvania.
After months of preparation, the work-
ers filed a petition with the National
Labor Relations Board for an election
to form a union of 1,200 truck drivers in
Federal Express’ Liberty District in
Pennsylvania.

The corporation, with its intense
antiunion bias, has used legal maneu-
vers ever since to block those employ-
ees’ efforts, and 1,200 truck drivers still
have not been granted a chance to vote
on whether to have union representa-
tion. Federal Express’ delay has not
cooled the drivers’ commitment to
work together to improve their condi-
tions of work. In fact, more and more
Federal Express employees are stand-
ing together and standing up to man-
agement. Employees are organizing not
just in Pennsylvania but in 48 other
States as well.

Now in desperation Federal Express
has come crying to Congress to obtain
this special interest rider to block
their employees’ efforts.

Now, who are these workers? Let me
tell about some of the people at Fed-
eral Express, people who have worked
hard year after year, people who want
nothing more than to provide for them-
selves and their families. They are
loyal workers. They are proud of Fed-
eral Express and the work they have
done to build the company into a na-
tional powerhouse but they want to
join together to better themselves.
They want a voice. They want the abil-
ity to organize and address issues that
are of concern to them.

Let me tell you about some of them.
We heard from Leanna Cochran, from
Indiana, who worked for Federal Ex-
press for 14 years as a courier, truck
dispatcher and, in her own words,
““anything else that needed to be
done.”

When she joined there were 80 em-
ployees in the area. Now there are
4,000. She told us how proud she was to
wear the uniform.

We dedicated our lives to making Federal
Express what it is. In the late 1980’s, | often
worked over 100 hours per week. My friends
say | have purple blood.

Meaning the symbolic color of the
Federal Express.

My friends say | have purple blood. Now
there is no overtime because the company is
contracting out more and more of its work.
As Federal Express grew, management
stopped caring about the people. The compa-
ny’s President, Fred Smith, has said there
will never be a general pay increase in Fed-
eral Express, only performance standards
that are impossible to meet. Even Fred
Smith could not meet them.

Joe Carney, a tractor-trailer driver
at Philadelphia station for 16 years, is
1 of the 12 original employees who met
in 1991 to try to start a union.
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I've always given 150 percent of my effort
loyally to the company, and | still am. I’'m a
team player, but | feel strongly that we need
to have a union to help the workers. As a
senior employee, I’'ve seen my wages, bene-
fits and other conditions steadily erode. At
one point | didn’t have a raise for nearly 7
years.

He explained that Federal Express’
success, growing from 5 to 17 truck ter-
minals in the Philadelphia area while
he has worked there, has not translated
to better wages or job security for the
workers.

We are all dismayed by what is happening
in Congress. It’s difficult for us to under-
stand why any Senator would support a spe-
cial interest provision for Federal Express
that will undermine our efforts to get a
union or try and build a better life for our-
selves and our families.

Elizabeth Tucker, 42 years old, has
been paying taxes for 24 years. She is a
Vietnam era veteran. She enlisted in
1973. She served her country. She was a
married mom for a number of years but
was divorced and had to go to work to
support herself and her 10-year-old
daughter. She took a job at Federal Ex-
press in 1987. She started as a package
handler, then a service agent, then be-
come a truck driver, which she is
today—a hard working, loyal employee
since she started.

Last year, her mother was diagnosed
with cancer. She asked the company to
work with her so the family could help
her mother with cancer treatments.
She asked to use all of her own time,
her vacation time, and her personal
time to arrange her schedule with her
sister and four brothers so that their
mother would not have to go through
the cancer treatment alone. Federal
Express told her she could use her own
time and arrange it with her sister and
brothers so that they could take care
of her mother.

They all arranged their schedules to
take care of their mother, but 7 days
before she was to take the time off to
take care of her mother, Federal Ex-
press said they were not going to honor
their agreement with her, they were
not going to let her take the time off
to take care of her mother. She had to
rearrange everything with her sister
and brothers so that their mother did
not have to undergo cancer treatment
by herself. To make matters worse, her
daughter had recently had an infec-
tious intestinal disease which required
her to take time off to care for her. She
was also exposed to the disease and
therefore could have been contagious.

What did Federal Express do? Just
before they finally agreed to let her go
to take care of her mother, they gave
her a disciplinary letter due to her ab-
senteeism—because she missed work
because she and her daughter were
sick. Imagine the stress. Her mother
has cancer, her daughter is sick, all she
wants to do is use her own time to take
care of her mother. Her employer fi-
nally lets her, but sticks a disciplinary
letter in her hand.

Her job is stressful also. Her truck
has to make 100 stops a day. Federal
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Express gives a money-back guarantee
if a package is not delivered before
10:30 a.m. Drivers are required to de-
liver packages within 3 minutes of each
other during the morning. From the
time they hand one customer a pack-
age they only have 3 minutes to get the
next package delivered. This is not
only stressful, but raises serious, seri-
ous safety issues because it requires
the drivers to drive as fast as possible
to get to the next stop. If drivers take
more time than the company requires,
they can be denied performance pay, or
get a letter that they are not working
up to par—or it could lead to a discipli-
nary letter. The pressure is intense.

The company has asked drivers to
shorten their time between deliveries
and asked for them to get there at 90
percent of the time they had last year,
and are asking for it to be done in only
87 percent of the time this year. They
can only drive so fast.

Elizabeth Tucker has been working
hard for Federal Express, driving and
meeting the demands of her employer
for many years now. She is trying to
meet her family needs also. She is
doing her best.

Bill Chapin lives in Indianapolis, has
a wife and two children, a boy and a
girl; he served 6 years in the Navy, en-
listed. He is a Vietnam-era veteran. He
has been working for Federal Express
for 13 years as a truck driver; works
with another 125 truck drivers at his
shop. He is very proud of his work. He
worked 96 hours one week, did every-
thing to build the company, did every-
thing he was asked to do, did whatever
it took to get the job done. ““Now the
focus is all on profits, not people,” he
says. ‘“They have been reducing the
hours, hiring more and more part-time
and temporary employees. No pay raise
for many years.”

But pay is not the only issue. Bill
was chairman of the safety committee
in his shop, and there were numerous
workplace injuries and accidents. Most
of these resulted from the requirement
to meet very, very strict time dead-
lines. People injured themselves trying
to meet these deadlines. People also
got into car accidents trying to meet
the deadlines.

Bill talked about the danger created
by drivers who had to make the 10:30
money-back deadline. He said that
from 10:15 to 10:30 every morning, peo-
ple’s lives are in danger as drivers go as
fast as possible to meet the deadline.
He said if a driver is late, he could get
written up or he could lose his job.
These drivers have families. They can-
not afford to lose their jobs.

Unfortunately, that means people get
injured, and it means that there are
truck accidents. Bill heard about these
at the safety committee meetings he
attended. He remembered one meeting
in particular, in 1993, when a truck
driver in Chicago was trying to meet a
10:30 deadline. It was about 10:28 or
10:29 and the driver was trying to find
the address of his next stop and did not
see a 70-year-old woman crossing the
road, and the driver hit her.
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After listening to this report at a
safety meeting, Bill quit the commit-
tee. Pay is important and Bill wants
better pay and benefits, but Bill also
wants a safe workplace and wants a
voice to talk about these issues. He
wants to organize. He served his coun-
try in the Navy. He is a good and loyal
employee. He has worked hard to sup-
port his family. He just does not under-
stand why the U.S. Senate would help
his employer prevent him from joining
with his fellow workers.

Ros Ranamon has a wife and a 21-
month-old daughter. He is a truck driv-
er in Washington, DC. He works with
300 other truck drivers, and has been
with Federal Express since 1992, but he
is considered a senior employee be-
cause the turnover is so high. He start-
ed as a part-time employee with Fed-
eral Express. When he was part-time,
he was sick with the chicken pox, but
the company had no disability benefits
for part-time employees. He had only 5
sick days. After they started to orga-
nize in the company, the company
began a part-time disability program
for its part-time employees.

So it is not just pay. Sure, pay is im-
portant, and he would like better pay.
But the employees need better benefits
also.

There are other parts of the job that
they need to organize for. For example,
the company requires them to take a
job knowledge test every 6 months. If
you fail the test you could lose your
performance pay. You get written up or
lose your job, but no employee ha