CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 181
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, October 14th, 1969
Concer ni ng
PACI FI C GREAT EASTERN RAI LWAY COMPANY
and
UNI TED TRANSPORTATI ON UNI ON (T)
DI SPUTE:

Cl ai m of Conductor L. Springer and crew for 100 miles runaround dated
March 15, 1969.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

Conductor G S. MFarlane was assigned as a Conductor Pilot on the
Squam sh Subdi vi sion. On Thursday, February 27, 1969, he was working
with a Burro crane and was instructed to couple the Burro crane onto
a pile driver, toot car and idler at M| eage 30.6 and nove this

equi pnment to Porteau Siding, a distarce of 4.7 m|es.

Conductor L. Springer submitted a 100 nile runaround on behal f of

hi msel f and his crew, first out in unassigned service at North
Vancouver Term nal. Paynent was declined on the grounds that there
was no requirement for a full crew

The Uni on requests paynent, claima violation of Article 224 (d)
(iii) of the Collective Agreenent.

FOR THE EMPLOYEES: FOR THE COMVPANY:
(SGD.) R F. LANGFORD (SGd.) J. A DEPTFORD
GENERAL CHAI RVAN REG ONAL MANAGER

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

R. E. Richnond - Chief Industrial Relations Oficer, P.GE
Vancouver

H. Col l'ins - Personnel Supervisor, P.G E. Vancouver

L. F. Beaulieu - Term nal Supervisor, P.GE., Prince Ceorge,
B. C.

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

R. F. Langford - General Chairman, U. T.U. (T) - Prince George,
B. C.

AWAHD COF THE ARBI TRATOR



The Burro crane, like the pile driver, is self propelled equipnent.
Thi s equi pment was operated on the main track outside yard limts,
and accordingly, a conductor in charge was required pursuant to
article 224 (d) (i). Conductor MFarlane worked as such at the tine
in question. The parties differed as to whether the tool car (or
tender) and idler, used in conjunction with the pile driver, were
"cars", or whether they should be considered as part of one piece of
equi pnent (as the accessory car was considered in Case No. 146). It
is not necessary for ne to resolve this question, since even if the
pile driver, tool car and tender were considered to be one piece of
equi pnment, there were still at |east two pieces of equipnent

i nvol ved, the Burro crane and the pile driver. The pile driver was
not under power on the occasion in question and the issue is sinply
whet her the use of the Burro crane in these circunstances required a
full crew

Article 224 (d) (iii) provides as foll ows:

(iii) Self-propelled equipnment as enunerated above will not be
used to switch cars, place |oads or renove enpties
unl ess manned by a full crew. This, however, not to be
construed as prohibiting the use of such self-propelled
equi prment without full crew, in the noving of cars or
enpties along tracks where they are being | oaded or un-
| oaded of mmterial and supplies on material or ship yard
tracks.

NOTE: Pilot on self-propelled equipnment will be paid on the sane
basis as an assigned work train.

It has not been shown that self-propelled equi pment was used in this
i nstance to switch cars, place |oads or renpve enpties. Accordingly,
the requirenent for a full crew did not arise under this article.

The conpany did conply with article 224 (d) (i), and that would
appear to be sufficient conpliance with the requirenents of article
224, in this case.

Accordi ngly, there has been no violation of the collective agreenent
established, and the grievance nust be dismn ssed.

J. F. W WEATHERILL
ARBI TRATOR



