CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 1757
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, 8 March 1988
Concer ni ng
VI A RAI L CANADA | NC.
And

CANADI AN BROTHERHOOD OF RAI LWAY,
TRANSPORT AND GENERAL WORKERS

Dl SPUTE:

Request on behalf of R WMathison, Tel ephone Sal es Agent, to be
trained for the position of Senior Tel ephone Sal es Agent.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

On Cctober 3, 1986, Ms. L. Cowan filled the position of Senior
Tel ephone Sal es Agent on a tenporary basis. M. R Mthison grieved
the matter stating that he, as the senior enpl oyee, was never
requested to performthe duties of the Senior Tel ephone Sal es Agent.

The Brot herhood contends that the grievor should be allowed to assune
the position of Senior Tel ephone Sal es Agent when needed on a
tenporary basis, by reason of seniority, and further that he should
be trained in accordance with Article 16 of Collective Agreenent No.1
for the position.

The Corporation naintains that the grievor is not presently qualified
to assume the position of Senior Tel ephone Sal es Agent. The
Corporation has al so assured the Brotherhood that should specific
trai ning be developed in the future, M. Mathison, along with other
enpl oyees, will be considered.

FOR THE BROTHERHOCOD: FOR THE COVPANY:
(SGD) TOM McGRATH (SGD) A. D. ANDREWS
Nat i onal Vi ce-President Di rector, Labour Rel ations

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

C.O Wite - Labour Relations O ficer, Mntreal

M St. Jules - Manager, Labour Rel ations, Montreal

C. Poll ock - Labour Relations O ficer, Mntreal

J. Kish - Personnel & Labour Rel ations Oficer,
Mont r eal

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:



M Pitcher - Representative, Toronto

AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

The material establishes that Tel ephone Sal es Agent Mathi son was not,
at the material tinme, qualified for the position of Senior Tel ephone
Sal es Agent. A tenporary upgrade into that position was therefore
assigned to a junior enployee adjudged by the Corporation to be so
qualified, and who, it appears, has perforned those duties on a

repl acenent basis in the past.

While the Arbitrator accepts that Article 16.1 of the Collective
Agreenment contenpl ates that enpl oyees are to be given every
opportunity to learn the duties of other positions, the Corporation's
obligation in that regard does not extend to the assignnment of
tenmporary pronotions, which are dealt with separately by the terns of
Articles 12.6 and 12.7 of the Collective Agreenent. Arti-cle 16
contenpl ates the tenporary exchange of positions for enploy-ees
interested in learning the duties of other positions. It does not,
however, extend to requiring the Corporation to tenporarily assign
unqual i fi ed enpl oyees to tenporary vacancies in higher rated
positions.

For these reasons the grievance nust be di sm ssed.

(SGD) M CHEL G PI CHER
ARBI TRATOR



