CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 2102
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, 12 February 1991
concerni ng
CANADI AN NATI ONAL RAI LWAY COMPANY
and
BROTHERHOOD OF LOCOMOTI VE ENG NEERS
DI SPUTE:

Appeal of the discipline assessed Loconotive Engi neer E. Chilton of
Jasper, Alberta effective May 13, 1986.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

On May 13, 1986, Loconotive Engineers MS. Boyne and E. Chilton were
call ed at Jasper to work and deadhead respectively, on Train 792
operating fromJasper to Wnniandy, Al berta. On that date, the
departure of Train 792 was seriously del ayed.

Foll owi ng an investigation into the matter, the record of Loconotive
Engi neer Chilton was assessed 15 denerit marks for

Excessive shop track delay to Train 792-NT10 May 13, 1986.
The Brotherhood contends that the discipline assessed was
unwarrant ed because the delay to Train 792 was due to the defects

di scovered during inspection of the | oconptive consist on the shop
track at Jasper.

The Conpany declined the appeal

FOR THE BROTHERHOOD: FOR THE COVPANY:
(SGD.) W A. WARI GHT (SGD.) M DELGRECO
ACTI NG GENERAL CHAI RVAN FOR ASSI STANT VI CE- PRESI DENT

LABOUR RELATI ONS

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

L. A Harns -- System Labour Rel ations O ficer,
Montr ea

P. D. Morrisey -- Manager, Labour Rel ations, Mntrea

R. Paquette -- System Labour Relations O ficer,
Mont r ea

B. Mahoney -- System Transportation Oficer,
Mont r ea

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

W A Wi ght -- Acting Ceneral Chairman, Kam oops



D. Shewchuk -- Vice-Ceneral Chairman, Kam oops

AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

The material establishes to the satisfaction of the Arbitrator that
the delay in the departure of Train 792 was caused by the

unaut hori zed inspection of the nmotive power on the shop track by
Loconoti ve Engi neer Chilton. While it does not appear disputed that
his intention was to nore closely fam |liarize Loconotive Engi neer
Boyne with the workings of the equipnent in question, his inspection
went far beyond the kind of inspection for which a | oconotive

engi neer is responsible. It duplicated much of the inspection duties
of mai ntenance personnel and, in the result, substantially
contributed to a delay of sone two hours and fifteen mnutes in the
departure of his train. Needless to say, one of the npbst basic

obl i gati ons of an engi neer training another is to comunicate the

i mportance of running on schedule. In all of the circunmstances | am
satisfied that discipline was justified, and that fifteen denerits
falls within the appropriate range of disciplinary response.

For the foregoing reasons the grievance nust be di sm ssed.

February 15, 1991 (Sgd. )M CHEL G. PI CHER
ARBI TRATOR



