CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 1559
Heard at Montreal, Wednesday, Septenber 10, 1986
Concer ni ng

CANADI AN PACI FIC LIM TED (CP RAIL)
(Prairie Region)

and
UNI TED TRANSPORTATI ON UNI ON
DI SPUTE:

Cl ai m of Conductor K. W Dillabough and crew, M nnedosa, for 50 mles
runaround when a pilot was used to nove four diesel |oconotives and
one robot car from M nnedosa to Bredenbury instead of using a full
crew.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

On Septenber 10, 1985, a train was operated between M nnedosa and
Bredenbury consisting of 4 units and a robot car with an Engi neer and
Conductor Pilot only.

The Uni on contends that the robot car is unnecessary for the
operation of the |ight engine, does not formpart of the engine, and
a full crew nust be enployed in accordance with the provisions of
Article 9.

The Conpany contends that in a case such as this, the robot car,
whet her working or dead, fornms part of the engines running |ight and
in accordance with the provisions of Article 28 nay be operated with
a Conductor Pilot and Engineer only.

FOR THE UNI ON: FOR THE COMPANY:
(SGD.) J. H MLEOD (SGD.) D. A LYPKA
General Chairman FOR: General Manager,

Operation and Mi nt enance

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

D. A Lypka - Supervisor, Labour Relations, CPR, W nnipeg
B. P. Scott - Labour Relations O ficer, CPR, Mntreal
G W MBurney - Asst. Supervisor, Labour Relations, CPR,

W nni peg

And on behal f of the Union:

J. H MlLeod - General Chairman, UTU, Cal gary



P. P. Burke - Vice-President, UTU, Calgary
AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

In recent years, the handling of heavier train tonnages has brought
about the use of mid-train |loconmotives for supplenentary power. Wen
these md-train "slave units" are used, they are |linked, for

communi cation purposes, to the head-end | oconptive by neans of a
robot car. When the engineer in the head-end or master unit handl es
the throttle or air brake, the robot unit serves to transmt

el ectronic inmpulses to the slave units, causing themto carry out the
correspondi ng power or braking action, or an alternate adjusted
action, as necessary. The robot unit can be located in a car
sonmetines a converted boxcar, carrying the electronic conputer and
communi cati ons equi pnent necessary to allow the md-train | oconotive
to be controlled fromthe front-end unit.

The issue is whether a group of |oconotives are "running light" for
the purposes of the collective agreenent when they travel couple with
nothing nore than a robot car. Article 28 of the collective
agreenent provides for the manning of engines running light by a
conductor/pilot. The Union contends that the coupling of a robot car
with a consist of |oconptive constitutes a train which, pursuant to
Article 9 of the collective agreenent is to be manned by a full crew

It is conmon ground that the Conpany nmakes use of robot car
travelling eastward from Brendenbury to M nnedosa because of the
relatively steep ascending gradient in that [ocation. The route in
question is critical to the Conpany's operations transporting potash
from Saskat chewan and grain from northern Saskat chewan and

nort hwestern Manitoba. Beyond M nnedosa, because of the flatness of
the land, it is not necessary to nake any further use of a mid-train
| oconptive unit with a robot. As a result, it becones necessary to
return the surplus notive power from M nnedosa to Brendenbury, where
it can be used again to assist in the uphill clinb.

The Uni on maintains that the robot car, consisting as it does of a
battery of radio and conputer equipnent, is entirely wi thout notive
power and can therefore not be considered part of a | oconpotive
running light. |t argues that the robot car is to be viewed as no
different from any ot her boxcar, tank car or flat car, the nmovenent

of which would require the use of a full train crew. The Conpany
submits that the robot car is intrinsic to the function of the

| oconotive and as such constitutes notive power equipment. |t
submts that the robot car is, in this respect, anal ogous to the coa
tender which was always attached, w thout controversy to the steam

| oconotive running light. It further points to an understandi ng
reached between the parties in 1926, reflected in an exchange of
correspondence between the General Manager of the Conpany and the
General Chairnmen of the Union's predecessor organizations. In that
case the Union's initial object to a |oconotive running over the road
with three water cars attached without a train crew was renoved where
the water cars were being used for scal ding weeds on the road bed,
and the procedure was viewed by the Union as experinental.



In the Arbitrator's view, the water-car precedent is of linmted val ue
in resolving the instant grievance. The issue of whether the robot
car is substantially dedicated to notive power is better clarified by
the anal ogy of the coal tender. The tender, |ike the robot car

could be uncoupled fromthe | oconotive, albeit that was a rare
occurrence. 1In the days of steamthe tender was intrinsic to the
furni shing and control of notive power within the |oconotive. |In ny
view the sane is no less true of the robot car whose sole function is
to transmit notive directions to a diesel |ocomotive. The Union's
position is understandable, given that the robot equipnment is housed
in what to all outward appearances is a boxcar. However, the sole
function of the robot unit is to permt the coordination of notive
power. In that sense it is better characterized as intrinsic to, or
an extension of, the |oconpotive system In these circunstances the
Arbitrator finds nore conpelling the position of the Conpany, and
concl udes that a consist of |oconptives coupled with one or nore
robot cars nust be characterized as "engines running light" within
the nmeaning of Article 28 of the collective agreenment. For these
reasons the grievance nust be dismn ssed.

M CHEL G PI CHER,
ARBI TRATOR



