CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFICE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 607
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, June 14, 1977
Concer ni ng
QUEBEC NORTH SHORE AND LABRADOR RAI LWAY
and
UNI TED TRANSPORTATI ON UNI ON (T)

Dl SPUTE:
The di spute concerns the submi ssion of two (2) different tinme tickets
by the trainmen for the tine of duty.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

On Cctober 14, 1976 trai nmen R Bouchard and R Theberge were ordered
at 21:00 hours at Silver Yard, went to Redore and brought back cars
to Silver Yard, then departed again at 23:30 hours for Tal zie.

The Union clains that this handling should have been paid on two (2)
separate tickets according to article VIII.

The Railway maintains that this constitutes one continuous trip
ticket and therefore shall be paid according to the collective
agr eenent .

FOR THE EMPLOYEES: FOR THE COVPANY:
(SGD.) G ROBI CHAUD (SGD.) F. LEBLANC
VI CE CHAI RVAN SUPERI NTENDENT -

LABOUR RELATI ONS

There appeared on behalf of the Conpany:

J. Bazin - Counsel - Nbntrea

G A Dolliver - Superintendent, Train Mvenent, QN S. &.Rlvy.
Sept-lles

J.Y. Tardif - Assistant - Labour Rel ations, " "
Sept-lles

C. Nober t - Assistant - Labour Rel ations, " "
Sept-lles

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

R. Cl eary - Counsel - Montrea
G Robi chaud - Vice-Chairman, U T.U (T) - Sept-Iles, Que.

AWARD COF THE ARBITRATOR



Article 8 of the collective agreenent, referred to in the Joint
Statenment of issue does not really govern the grievors' claim as it
deals with "run-around" (tour non respecte). The grievors were not

t hensel ves run around, since it was they who perfornmed the work which
they claimto have constituted a separate trip. Another crew was
run-around by reason of this.

Regardl ess of what may have been done in other cases, and whether or
not there was in fact another crew available to claima run-around,
the fact is that the work which the grievors perfornmed upon their
return to Silver Yard fromtheir first trip constituted a turn for
which a separate crew would be entitled to be called. [If that crew
happened to be one which had just conpleted a tour of duty (as here),
that would not affect the nature of the second tour, which m ght wel
commence at the nmonent when the crew went off duty fromthe first
tour.

VWhat is, | think, of central inportance in such a case in the

determ nation of the "tinme on duty"” or the "tine released fromduty".
Whet her or not a crew is "automatically" released upon return to a
home terminal is not a question in issue in this case. This case is
deci ded on what appears to be the commopn ground that the trip which
the grievors nade to Tal zie, beginning at 23:30, was a separate trip
which a separate crew woul d have been entitled to take out.

For the foregoing reasons, the grievance is allowed.

J. F. W WEATHERILL
ARBI TRATOR



