CANADI AN RAILWAY OFFICE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 523
Heard at Montreal, Wednesday, Septenber 10, 1975
Concer ni ng

CANADI AN PACI FI C TRANSPORT COMPANY LI M TED
(C. P. TRANSPORT)

BROTHERHOOD OF RAI LWAY, Al RLI NE AND STEAMSHI P CLERKS FREI GHT
HANDLERS,
EXPRESS AND STATI ON EMPLOYEES

Dl SPUTE:

Claimof R Shelly, Vancouver, that he was not permitted to displace
servi ceman R Gol dberg, who was junior in seniority, and assune the
duties that were being performed by M. Gol dberg.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

R. Shelly, whose position was abolished, advised the Conpany he woul d
di spl ace junior enpl oyee R Gol dberg, classified as a serviceman.

Al t hough the Conpany permitted M. Shelly to displace M. Gol dberg as
a serviceman, they refused to assign the sane duties to M. Shelly as
were performed by M. Gol dberg.

The Union claimthe Conpany violated Article 15.2 of the collective
agreenent when it refused to assign M. Goldberg's duties to M.
Shel | y.

The Conpany disagreed with the Union's interpretation of Article
15. 2.

FOR THE EMPLOYEE: FOR THE COMVPANY:
(SGD.) R VELCH (SGD.) C C. BAKER
SENI OR GENERAL CHAI RVAN DI RECTOR, LABOUR RELATI ONS

AND PERSONNEL

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

C. C. Baker, - Director, Labour Relations & Personnel, CP
Transport, Van.

And on behal f of the Brotherhood.

R. Wel ch - Seni or General Chairmn,
M  Johnson - Local Chairman, Lo. 2315,

, Vancouver

B.R A C
B. R . A C., Vancouver

AVWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR



The grievor, in the exercise of his seniority, quite properly

di spl aced a junior enployee, classified as a serviceman. Article
15.2 pernmits the displacenment of junior enployees where the senior
enpl oyee is qualified for that position. The grievor was qualified
for the position of serviceman. In ny view, once the grievor was

al lowed to displace the junior enployee, and assigned to the position
of serviceman, the provisions of the collective agreenent were
conplied with.

The grievor was not assigned to the same duties which had been
performed by the junior enployee. He was, however, assigned to
duties properly within the scope of the classification of serviceman
It is not a question of the grievor's being msled, for it appears he
was advised that he could be assigned servicenman's duties, but not
the work fornerly performed by the junior enployee, who nay have been
perform ng tasks outside of that classification.

Since the grievor was assigned work within the scope of his
classification, and since he was not msled as to what his job would
be, there appears to be no ground of conplaint which could be based
on any article of the collective agreenment to which | was referred.
Certainly there was no violation of article 15.2, which permts just
such a di spl acenent as took place, but does not relate to the

assi gnnment of particul ar tasks.

The grievance nust therefore be disnissed.

J. F. WEATHERHI LL
ARBI TRATOR



