CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 1805
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, 12 July 1988
Concer ni ng
CANADI AN NATI ONAL RAI LWAY COMPANY
And

CANADI AN SI GNAL AND COVMUNI CATI ONS UNI ON

Dl SPUTE:

Appeal of discipline assessed S&C Maintainer G Violette effective 16
July 1987.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

Foll owi ng an investigation, M. Violette was assessed 5 denerit nmarks
for non-cancellation of a track occupancy pernit which he obtained on
16 July 1987 to cover a section of the main |ine between Signal 2039

at Quisibis and Signal 1962 at St. Leonard.

The Uni on contends that M. Violette was unable to cancel his Track
Cccupancy Pernit because of faulty communi cati on equi pment.

The Conpany di sagrees with the Union's contention.

FOR THE UNI ON: FOR THE COMPANY:
(Sgd) J. E. PLATT (Sgd) W W W LSON
Nat i onal President for: Assistant Vice-President

Labour Rel ations

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

G Bl undell - Labour Relations O ficer, Mntreal

T. D. Ferens - Manager, Labour Rel ations, Mbontreal

R. Paquette - Seni or Analyst, Montreal

H. Hartmn - Labour Relations O ficer, Mncton

W Trenhol m - System Manager, Operations S&C, Montreal
R. MacKi nnon - S&C Engi neer, Mbncton

T.E. Graham - Supervisor S&C Mai ntenance, Ednunston

And on behal f of the Union:

A. G Cunni ngham - National Vice-President, Montreal



A. B. Vigneault - Assistant to the Vice-President, Mntrea
G T. Violette - Gievor

AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

The material establishes beyond controversy that the grievor did fai
to cancel a Track Occupancy Permt obtained on July 16, 1987 within
the tinme limts required. Wiile M. Violette explains that he was
unable to call the train dispatcher because of what he alleges was a
faulty di spatcher tel ephone | ocated near Signal 1962, he provides no
adequate explanation for his failure to use alternative neans of
comruni cation, including public pay tel ephones accessible on the

near by hi ghway which he travelled after l|eaving the track near St.
Leonard West. Even accepting the grievor's explanation, it would
appear that while sone slight delay in the cancellation of his Track
Occupancy Pernmit might have been expected, the fifty-one mnute del ay
which in fact occurred was not justified. |In the circunmstances the
Arbitrator nmust conclude that the inposition of five denmerits was
within the appropriate range of discipline, and the grievance nust be
di smi ssed.

July 15, 1988 (SGD) M CHEL G PI CHER
ARBI TRATOR



