CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 1058

Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, April 12th, 1983
Concer ni ng

CANADI AN PACI FIC LIM TED (CP RAIL)
(Paci fic Region)

and

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

Dl SPUTE:

The Union contend that Mss A. WIlson's position was rel ocated as per
an Article 8 notice of the Job Security Agreenent. Therefore, the
position should not have been bulletined.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

The Union claimthat due to a notice served under Article 8 of the
Job Security Agreenent in the relocation of the Drake Street Shops,
Vancouver to Coquitlam that Mss A Wlson was entitled to relocate
to Coquitlam w thout any changes in the position and that the issuing
of the bulletin of the position held by Mss WIlson was a vi ol ation
of the agreenent. Therefore, requested that Mss WIlson revert to
her former position, and should there be a loss in salary, A WIson
to be reinbursed.

The Conpany declined the request.

FOR THE BROTHERHOOD: FOR THE COMPANY:
(SGD.) PAUL ROUI LLARD (SGD.) L. A HLL
FOR: R Wl ch, General Manager
System General Chairman Operati on and Mai ntenance

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

F. R Shreenan - Assistant Supervisor, Labour Rel ations,
CPR, Vancouver
P. E. Tinpson - Labour Relations Oficer, CPR Mbntrea

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

R. Wl ch - System Ceneral Chairman, BRAC, Vancouver
Matt Krystofiak - Vice General Chairman, BRAC, Calgary

AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

Article 23.10 of the Collective Agreement provides that a position
will be bulletined if there is (inter alia), a change in |location of
the position. |In the instant case there was a change in |ocation

The Col |l ective Agreenent therefore required that the grievor's job be



bulletined. It was, and was taken by a senior enployee - although
the grievor went to another position at the new |l ocation with no
change in rate of pay.

The relocation of the grievor's position was one of a nunber of npves
covered by the "Article 8" notice given by the Conpany. The effect
of such notice is to pernmit the negotiation of various matters in
connection with an operational change. Anpbng the matters which m ght
be negotiated, it seens, would be the right of enployees to "foll ow
their jobs". That has been done in many cases, but it was not done
in this case. No such negotiations were held. Nothing inpeded the
regul ar effect of the Collective Agreenment provisions. It would
appear that the Local Chairman rem nded the Conpany of Article 23.10,
but that of course was not any sort of "special agreenent", it was
sinmply the enforcenent of the Collective Agreenent as it stood.

There was no violation of either the Job Security Agreenent or the
Col | ective Agreenent, and the grievance must therefore be dismn ssed.

J. F. W WEATHERI LL,
ARBI TRATOR



