CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 343
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, March 14, 1972
Concer ni ng
QUEBEC NORTH SHORE & LABRADOR RAI LWAY
and

UNI TED TRANSPORTATI ON UNI ON (T)

Dl SPUTE:

Concerning interpretation of calculation of Statutory Holiday pay in
Article VIl of the Collective Agreenent between United Transportation
Uni on and ONS&L Rai | way.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

Claimants R Gagnon, G Therriault and G Lepage worked on
Thanksgi vi ng Day, October 11, 1971. They were paid 8 hours at
regular rate less shift prem uns, plus 8 hours at overtinme rate of
time and one half, shift prem unms included.

The UTU contends that shift prem unms should be paid on the job to
which he is assigned as per Article VIl of the Collective Agreenent.

The Railway maintains that regular day's pay is the regular or basic
rate. The union filed a grievance. The Railway rejected the claim

FOR THE EMPLOYEES: FOR THE COMPANY:

(SGD.) J. J. SIRO'S (SGD.) P. L. MORIN

GENERAL CHAI RVAN SUPERI NTENDENT -  LABOUR
RELATI ONS

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

J. Bazi n Counsel

P. L. Mrin Superintendent, Labour Relations, QNS&L Ry
Sept-lles

R C. Martin Superi nt endent, Enpl oyee Conpensati on, ONS&L

F. LeBl anc Labour Rel ations Assistant, OQNS&L Rly.

R. Desch?nes Chi ef Crew Dispatcher, Transportation, ONS&L

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

J. J. Sirois General Chairman, U T.U (T), Sept-lles
G W MDevitt Vi ce President, Uu T. U, Otawa



AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

The col |l ective agreenent provides for paynent under two heads for

enpl oyees who work on a holiday. First, holiday pay is paid to every
enpl oyee, subject to certain qualifications. The grievors qualified,
and were entitled to holiday pay. Second, since the grievors worked
on the holiday they were entitled in addition to their holiday pay,
to paynent at the rate of time and one-half their regular rate.

Under the second head, for the time actually worked on the holiday,
shift premuns were included in the calculation of their pay. The
col l ective agreenent provides for shift prem ums as follows:

"6.01 A shift premumof fifteen (15) cents per hour

will be paid for hours worked on the night shift and ten
(10) cents per hour for hours worked on the afternoon
shift."

The issue in this case is not as to the paynent for hours actually
wor ked, which was correctly nade, but as to the holiday pay itself.
Article 7.01 of the collective agreenent provides for paynent of "a
hol i day pay equal to the regular day's pay of the job to which he is
assigned" to an enployee. In nmaking its calculation of the holiday
pay payable to the grievors the Conpany did not include any prem um
under Article 6.01.

In my view, where article 7.01 refers to "the job to which he is
assigned", this should be read as a reference to the classification
hel d by the enployee entitled to holiday pay, and "the regular day's
pay" thereof is the pay appropriate to that enployee in the schedul e
of wages for his classification. The shift premumis payable "for
hours worked", and as such is applicable to the paynent (at tinme and
one-half) for the actual tinme spent by himon the job. The shift
premumis in addition to the "regular rate", and is not to be added
to the holiday pay as such

Accordingly, it is ny conclusion that the grievors were correctly
pai d under the applicable provisions of the collective agreement and
the grievances are accordingly dism ssed.

J. F. W WEATHERI LL
ARBI TRATOR



