CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 240
Heard at Montreal, Wednesday, October 14th, 1970
Concer ni ng
ALGOVA CENTRAL RAI LWAY
and
UNI TED TRANSPORTATI ON UNI ON (T)
DI SPUTE:

Cl ai m of Conductor L. Mazzonello and crew for mininmum day's pay at
Hawk Junction on 3 March 1970.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE
On 3 March 1970, Trainmaster R. D. Pratt and Road Foreman of
Loconmoti ves D. Booth swi tched hoi st 10220, AC 10000, AC 10001 and AC

2208 with |l ocomotive 156 on shop tracks at Hawk Junction

Road Switcher crew at Hawk Junction clained 8 hours pay for term na
swi t chi ng.

Cl ai m was deni ed by the Conpany.

FOR THE EMPLOYEES: FOR THE COVPANY:
(SGD.) C. E. McCLELLAND (SGD.) H R WOOTTON
GENERAL CHAI RVAN MANAGER - RAI L OPERATI ONS

There appeared on behalf of the Conpany:

H R Wotton - Manager Rail Operations, A C.Ry., Sault
Ste. Marie

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

C. E Mmdelland - General Chairman, U T.U (T), Sault Ste.
Mari e

AWARD COF THE ARBITRATOR

The conpany's yard at Hawk Junction includes facilities for servicing
and mnor repairs to |loconotives. At the time in question the
conpany had decided to repair the entire truck of |oconotive 160.
This operation required that supplies, equipnment and personnel be
brought to Hawk Junction from Steelton. This was done on March 2,
1970, when train No. 11 noved wecking crane 10220, flat car AC220S



(containing the replacenment truck), and cars ACI 0000 and ACI COO
(contai ning bl ocki ng, cables and tools) to Hawk Junction and pl aced
them on the shop track. Once this equi pnment was placed on the shop
track by a freight crew, it was thereafter noved as necessary to a
conveni ent | ocation on the engi nehouse tracks to effect repairs.

Thi s nmovenent was necessarily incidental to the effecting of the
repairs, and there appears to be no conplaint about it. The shop
personnel, it seens, do nove equi pnent in the yards for repair as
necessary to the carrying out of that function. |In this case, it
seens that three tracks needed to be occupied for the carrying out of
the repairs to engine 160. When the repairs were conpleted, the
hoi st and work cars descri bed above and listed in the joint statenent
of issue were collected fromthe several shop tracks on which they
were standing, and returned to shop track No. 4, to which they had
originally been delivered by a freight crew. That is the work which
is in dispute in this case. The cars were subsequently taken from
the shop track by a freight crew. The conpany states that the
freight crew did switch the cars in question so that they were in the
proper order, but however this may be it is the renmoval of the cars
from several shop tracks and their return to shop track 4 which is in
guesti on.

It is agreed that it would be wong for enpl oyees other than a crew
entitled to do so under the collective agreement to performthe
switching necessary in the marshalling of trains, whether on the shop
tracks or el sewhere. But novenents nmade on the shop tracks in
connection with repair work do not cone within that category. Here,
the repairs themsel ves had been conpl eted when the cars were returned
to shop track 4, but their renmoval fromthe tracks occupied onto the
shop track to which they had been delivered did constitute, in mny

opi nion, sinply the "tidying-up" aspect of the repairs as the conpany
contended. Such work could properly be done by shop forces.

For this reason, the grievance nmust be dism ssed.

J. F. W WEATHERILL
ARBI TRATOR



