CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON

CASE NO. 2359

Heard at Montreal, Thursday, 15 April 1993

concer ni ng

CANPAR

and

TRANSPORTATI ON COVMUNI CATI ONS UNI ON

EX PARTE

Dl SPUTE:

The Conpany unilaterally renoving enpl oyee K. Crockett, CanPar
Montreal, fromthe seniority list and term nated his enpl oynent
dated April 28, 1992.

UNI ON' S STATEMENT OF | SSUE

Enmpl oyee K. Crockett was laid off on January 1992, and pl aced on
call. Between January 14th, 1992 and March 25th, 1992, this enpl oyee
was not called for work.

On March 25th, 1992 the Conpany forwarded a letter by registered
mai | advising they were calling himback to work.

Enpl oyee Crockett reported for work on April 2nd, 1992 and he was
advi sed by the Conmpany he was still on call and was not being
returned to work on a permanent basis.

Enpl oyee Crockett did not work again until April 20th, 1992, when he
received a call to report to work

The Union asserts this enpl oyee reported for work whenever he
recei ved a call

The Union al so asserts by the Conpany advising this enpl oyee by
registered letter to report for work in accordance with article
5.3.7 and 5.3.8, he was recalled on a permanent basis and coul d not
be laid off again until a proper lay off notice in accordance with
article 5.3.6 of the collective agreenent was issued.

The Union further asserts this enployee was ternm nated with no
interview taking place, as per article 6 of the collective
agreement .

The Uni on requested enpl oyee Crockett be reinstated with ful
seniority and benefits and paid for all tinme |ost.

The Conpany declined the Union's request.

FOR THE UNI ON

(SGD.) J. CRABB

EXECUTI VE VI CE- PRESI DENT

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

G (Gagnon

Counse

P. D. MaclLeod

Director of Term nal, Toronto

R. Dupui s

Regi onal Manager, Quebec

And on behal f of the Union:

M Church

Counse

J. Crabb

Executive Vice-President, Toronto

J. J. Boyce

Nati onal Vice-President, Otawa

R Pichette

Local Chairman

K. Crockett

Gievor



The matter was resol ved between the parties at the hearing and
therefore no award was issued.



