CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 56
Heard at Montreal, Mnday, March 13th, 1967
Concer ni ng
CANADI AN NATI ONAL RAI LWAYS ( MOUNTAI N REG ON)
and

BROTHERHOOD OF RAI LROAD TRAI NMEN

Dl SPUTE:

Forty-three tinme clains subnmtted by yard crews at Vancouver, B. C.
between July 16 and Novenber 22, 1965.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

On arrival at Vancouver, while en route to the passenger depot, road
crews operating passenger trains No. 51 and No. 1 turned their
trains on the We track and backed theminto the passenger depot.
Regul arly assigned yardnen submitted forty-three tinme returns for
various dates between July 16 and November 22, 1965, claimng a tota
of 228 runaround paynents of eight hours each under the provisions of
Article 7, Clause (c) of the Yardnen's Agreenent. The clainms were
subm tted on the grounds that the wyeing of train wthin Vancouver
switching limts by road crews constituted a violation of Article 4,
Cl ause (b) of the Collective Agreenent.

The Conpany declined paynent of the cl ains.

FOR THE EMPLOYEES: FOR THE COVPANY:
(Sgd.) H. C. WALSH (Sgd.) E. K. HOUSE
GENERAL CHAI RVAN ASSI STANT VI CE- PRESI DENT

LABOUR RELATI ONS

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

R St. Pierre Labour Rel ations Assistant, C. N R
Mont r ea

A. D. Andrew Seni or Agreenents Analyst, C. N R
Mont r ea

A. J. DelTorto Labour Rel ations Assistant, C N R.,
Mont r ea

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:



H C.  Wwalsh General Chairman, B. R T., W nnipeg

AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

This claimis based upon the contents of Article 4, Clause (b) of the
Schedul e of Rates and Rules for Yardnen, particularly the first
par agr aph t hereof, reading:

"Yardnen will do all transfer, construction, naintenance of way,
and work train service exclusively within switching limts.

and will be paid yard rates for such service. Switching limts
to cover all transfer and industrial work in connection with
termnal ."

The representative for the Brotherhood stated that in the period
between July 16 and Novenber 22, 1965, the Conpany required train
crews on Trains No. 51 and No. 1 to turn their trains on the We at
Vancouver and then back theminto the depot; that this work was
performed within switching limt and is work normally perforned by
yardmen in line with the above rule.

It was al so contended that at Vancouver there is no physica
situation which would require passenger trains being turned before
arrival at Vancouver Station by road crews; therefore, it is not a
condition of assignment for road crews on such trains.

The total claiminvolved 228 clains for runaround because yard crews
shoul d have been required to do the work involved, as they previously
had done.

The representative for the Conpany outlined the reason for the change
in 1965 affecting the arrival of trains at the Vancouver term nal
Because or the necessity, in the interest of efficiency to reduce the
time taken for servicing, where previous to that tinme it had been the
practice to have the arriving trains head into the station tracks,

whi ch are dead-end tracks, "engine first”, this was changed to have
the incomng train backed, rather than pulled, into the station
tracks by the road crew. This was done by utilizing "We" facilities
lying between the C. N. Junction and the terminal. This resulted in
a saving, it was clainmed, of as nmuch as 1 hour and 15 m nutes, that
was utilized in performng work on the equi pnent to have it ready for
outward passage.

In addition, this method permitted passenger carrying equi pment to be
stopped at a station platform where passengers could begin to
detrain as soon as the train arrived. Previously they were unable to
do so until the rear portion had been placed.

In an analysis of the four types of operation outlined in Article 4,
Clause (b) the representative for the Conpany enphasized that none
had anything to do with the manner in which a passenger train
proceeds, or the route that it may foll ow when operating through
switching limts. In other words, that the work performed in taking
the train through this we by the road crew was done as part of a
road trip; that yardmen would therefore not have entitlenment to the



wor k because it was performed as part of a road trip and not

performed "....... exclusively within switching linmts...

Of persuasive appeal was the argunent advanced for the Conpany that
the work perforned by road crews in the instance involved bears no
relationship to transfer service - the only one of the four terns
mentioned in Clause (b) that could possibly have application. It was
contended that if this could be considered a transfer service, then
the novenent of all trains within switching limts would have to be
consi dered transfer service, and the road crews, rather than handle
their trains to the passenger station would have to be changed off
with yard crews upon entering switching limts.

I am convinced that the operation described does not cone within the
scope of the term"a transfer”, but is part of the total operation
involved in a road crew bringing a passenger train into the term na
and therefore is part of a road trip

Further, this claimwas made under the provisions of Article 7,

Cl ause (c), paragraph 2. This provision does not cover paynment to
regul arly assigned nen, but rather only to spare yardnmen "standing
first out and avail able for duty". None of the enployees filing
clains in this dispute was a spare yardman

For these reasons this grievance is dism ssed.

J. A HANRAHAN
ARBI TRATOR



