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INTERIM AWARD

This grievance, filed on May 17, 1978, is a group
grievance filed by employées affected by certain instructional -

assignments made for the period of May and June, 1978.

In order that éhe nature of the iséue‘td be determined
may be understood, we shall set out a brief general outline
of the facts, based on the statements of ¢ounsel; These
statements do not reveal any significant aifferences as to
the facts in general, but we make no findings of fact at this
stage of the proceedings. There will no doubt be variations
from case to case with respect to the individual grievors,
and in some cases such wariations may have substantial signi--
ficancé. There is, however, a question of general interpretation
arising in the circumstances, and in our view-that question may
be separately dealt with.. The resolution éf the general
question will, in all likelihood, facilitate the resolution of

the individual cases.

/
The. College operates in five “eaching Divisions: Business;
3 3 % '
Applied Arts amd TechnologysiTrades; Health Sciences and

s
Continuing Education. The instant case involves the assign-
ment of certain teaching duties in the Continuing Education

Division to teachers in the Business, Applied Arts and Technology

and Trades Divisions. These assignments were given to some



fifty~five teachers in those Divisions (being about

ten per cent of the College’s teaching complement),

. for the period'of May and Jﬁne, 1978. The teécheré
involved had, it appears, cdarried out such teachin§
assignmentsbas had been giQen them in‘their respective
_Divisions’for the academic YeafA1977-78.- The‘coliective
agreement contemplates‘a ten-month academic year-beginninj
‘in'Septembér; IWhen‘regular'claSSes are completed,.
teachers then spend the rest of the academic year marking
examinatiohs, preparing results, and éarrying out.the
various tasks associated with the éonciusion of oﬁef-'
academic year and preparation for the followiné 6ne.

In the'past, at Algonguin College at leasﬁ} teachers.
frbm theDivisions referred to have, in some cases, accepted
assignmenté to teach night cburses in the Continuing Education
Division during- the May-June period. Some of ‘the grievors
had accepted such work in the past}.otbers ﬁad not.
Acceptance of suéh assignments was voluﬁtary, and the work
was separately paid for, at an hourly rate. That is, péy-
ment for such teaching assignments appears to have been
over and above the payment reéeived by the teachers in

respect of their regular appointments; as though it were



under a separate anddistinctcontract;

In the spring of 1978, the President of the College
announced that fuilntime teachers might bhe aésigned to
teach in the Continuing Education Division in the May~June
period, and fhat they'Would‘not receive.coﬁpénsatign beyond
their regulaf'Sélary péyments. 'Reference was madé; howevef,
t6 the payment of overtime in aécdrdance with the provisions
of fhe collective agreement. Teachers involved‘in such
aésignments were, it appears; felieved of certain bther duties

which would have been required of fhem during that period.

The grievance alleges that the assignments in question,
made for the May-Juné 1978 period, are in violation of the
collective agreemént. The relief claimed is fdurfold:

1) that instructional éssignments be made in a manﬁer consistent
with the Memorandum of Agreement and with past practice in the
College; 2) that Extension and Continuiné Education programs and
coﬁrses not previously included in the regular assignments of
full-time employees be not so-included except at the request

or consent of the teacher} 3) that where teaching in the May-
June period is outside of the regular assignment but voluntarily
undertaken, it be compensated as previously, pursuant to

Appendix II of the collective agreement; and 4) that where



teaching in the May~June pefiod is outside the regular.
assignment but assigned in 1978 on a mandatory basis, .
it shall be compensated pursuantvto article 4.01 and

Appendix I of the. agreement.

In thé generai-statement of the‘grievance;freference
ié made to article 4 and article 8.09 as well as to
“Appendices I and II of'the collective égreement. It is
not necessary at tﬁis stage to set out the Appendicés.

Article 4, and article 8.09 are as follows:

" 4.01 The Colleges will establish teaching schedules that adhere

tothe following: . =~ _ . S
Group 1 Grou§ 2 A .

{Academic :

Post - :

Secondary) !

Maximum teaching hours per week - 19 2

Maximum teaching hours per year . 700 900

- Maximum teaching hours for - _ .

“Nursing peryear” . - . 715

Maximum contact days per year - 180 . 190

The maximum teaching hours per week shall be determined on
arolling average for a period not exceeding three months,

Each contact day (being a day in which one or more teaching
hours occur) or part thereof assigned by the College and per-
formed in excess of the annual maximum number of contact
days for the Group concerned as set out above shall be paid on
the basis of 1/180th of the employee’s annual salary for Group
1 and 1/190th of the employee’s annual salary for Group 2,
provided, however, any payments for work in excess of time
limits will not be pyramided.

4.02 (a) Recognizing the unique characteristics of each
College, the diversity of programmes and instructional
techniques and the consequent range and variety of individual
assignments, the parties agree that within three (3) weeks
following the publishing of instructional assignments in Sep-
tember, a College Instructional Assignment Committee of six
(6) persons (three (3) persons to be appointed by each party
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" and to include the College President or Senior Administrative
Academic Officer) shall meat to: :
(i) consider the application of Section 4 0l 1o the
instructional assignments across the Collegs; '
(i1) resolve apparent inequitable instructional assign-
ments; - . ‘
(iii) consider a claim by an individual that his instruc-
~ tional ass1gnment isinequitable.

The Committee shall in its considerations have regard
“to such variables affecting assignments as;
() nature and number of subjects to be taught;
(b) level of teaching and business experience of
the faculty and availability of techmcal and other Tesource
assxstance'
- {c) necessary acadeémic preparation and student

contact;.. . )
. .. (d) examination.marking and-assessing responsi-
bilities; _ !
' (e) size of class; ¢
" . {f) instructional mode(s);
S (g) asszgnments ancxllary to mstructmnal acti~ ,
vities; ) : i
-+ - _(h) previously assigned schedules; P
" (@ other assignments; l
(5) necessary excessive travel txme between assign- :
ments. k

{b) A majority decxsxon' of the College Commlttee shall
be binding upon the parties and the employee(s) concerned.

{c) If the teacher’s complaint is not resolved by the
Committee, he may file a grievance as to the application of
Section 4.01 within ten (10) days of receiving the Committee’s
decision referred to in paragraph (b) above and refer the
grievancs to arbitration as réferred 1o in Section . 03.

4,03 The academic year shall be ten (10) months in duration ;
and shall, to the extent it be feasible in the several Colleges to :
do 50, be.from 1st Septemberito.the following 30th June. The !
academic year shall in any event perrnit year round operation -
and where a College determines the neads of any programme

otherwisz, then the scheduling of 2 member in one or both of | -

the months of July. and Aucust shall be on a comsent or
rotational basis. . . : ;

4.04 The assigned hours of work for Librarians and Coun- -
sellors shall normally be thxrty—f‘ ive (35) hours per week but.
shall not be formaliy assxgned in excess of thirty-five (35) hours
per week.

4.0S The parties agree that no college shall circumvent the
provisions of this Article- by arranging for unreasonable
teaching loads on the part of persons who are excluded from
or not included in the academic bargaining unit.

4,06 During the teaching scheduie, employees shall not take
any employment, consulting or teaching activity outside the
College except with the pnor written consent of this Depart-
ment Head.

4.07 Where the Colleges require the performance of work
beyond the limits herein established, the Colleges shall provide
any such employee with proper work facilities during such
period.



8.09 Extension and Continuing Education programmes and
courses whith are not included in the regular assignment qf f
full-time employees are excluded from the application of this : '
Article for all purposes. = - . Lo

At the hearipg; it was urged by ;he‘union_ﬁhat the
board's procedure shéuld be to deal first wiﬁh‘ﬁhe
general‘queétionjof‘interpreﬁationAwhich arises, retaining
jurisdictiéﬁ to deal (if it should be necessary) with
the individual cases, if the'questionlof general inter-
pretation is resolved in favour of the ﬁnionL That is,
in our view, the mést orderly and expeditiéus‘way for
this boérd to proceed inAtbigzparticuiar case.'>Suqh
an order of proéeeding is analagous to that élﬁost
universally followed in discipline ?nd diécharge cases,

where the Questioﬁ of’“liabilitj“ is determined separately,
‘.the board réﬁaining jurisdiction to deal with the matter
‘of the question of damages,‘should the need arise; In the
instant case, if the generél question of iﬁterpretatiOn is
resoived in the employer's favour, then the grievance wiil
be disﬁissed. If it is resolved in the union's favour,
then the board can, if necessary, determine, after héaring
appropriate evidence, what relief may be accorded to

particular individuals.



The actual form of presentation of the issue is, ﬁe
think, a matter best left to counsel. Counsel may well be
_content fo-argue the generéluquestionvasit appears from
the circumstances set oﬁt{abbve. If counsel do nét agree

to ﬁhis, but evidence is sought to be.adduged, then'the
union may.proceed with one of the cases (presumably its

"best case") on the issue of "liability", ﬁhe board remaining
~giezed Of that case, and of all the others, on fhe issue of

damages.

The geﬁeral question as it now appears (and»we_may'wish
£o refine thé statement thereof once the matter has been fully
argued), is: whether or not the employer may properly direct
full~-time teachers in othef Divisions; who have had'assigned
_instrucﬁional assignments_during the previous portions of the
academic year,.to.accept,instructional  |
aséiénmenté in the Continuing Education Division in the May-
June period, and, if so, whether or not their compensﬁtion therefor
is limited to that to which they may be éntiﬁled unider the

overtime provisions of the collective:agreement.

The hearing will continue, in accordance with the foregoing,

on a date to be agreed upon.



At the hearing on April 25, 1980;'the employer

raised a queétion as to the_notice.which oughtAto be.
'given t§ others having a right to participate in the
proceedings. In‘parti¢ular{ réference was made to the
reasons fdf judgment of Callaghan J. released onvSeptember
27; 1979, in an application to commit certainrpersons
(including the President of Algonguin Colléée) for failure
to cémplY.ﬁith the terms of a decision of a Board of Arbi— 
tration rehdered i‘nA.a matter involving the union and» Fanshaw
College. In the light of that judgmént,"énd having regard 
to other represehtations which were made, this board then
-adjourned the proceedings.' We now deal with the questiop 6f '
'the notice which, in our view, ought to be given with

respect to the continuation of hearing of this case.

The case of OPSEU v, Isabe}}e~et al. (the case referred

to above) was an application in Weekly Court for an order

of committal to jail, a fine, and a writ of attachment

agaiﬁst certain individuals-and also against éertain Colleges
of Applied Arts and Technology. The grounds onwhich the order
was sought were that those persons and institutions had not

complied with the décision of a board of arbitration rendered
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in an érbittation of a grievance "of an interpretive
nature” between this union ana Fanshaw College of.Applied
Arts and Technology.' The grievance relatea, it is said,
to a number of issues concerning vacation entitlemeﬁt
under a collective égreemént dated the 15th day of
Febrwary, 1977, beﬁween the union (the same union that. is
party to this case) and The Ontario Council of Regents

. for Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology. That wquld
appear to be the same - collective agreement as that which

is before this board.

The application waé, in fact, dismissea, but on the
ground that the remedies séught "are wéapons to_be,uéed
- sparingly and when and where disobedience to an order of
theCogncil.[sicJ has been wilful". On the issue of
concern here, it is apparent that the application was
successful, his Lordship stating at p. 5 of the reasons
that "In these circumstances, therefore, it is my view that
the award of theBoard, interpreting the provisions of the
agreement arising out of a policy grievance, was of such a
nature as to in fact bind the Council to that interpretation

and through the Council all the colleges undexr the agreement",
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~EBarlier in his reasdns Callaghan d. stated that
"There are no doubt many issues subject to arbitration
:a;ising from the applicatién, adninistration or alleged
contréventiohvof the agreement which in resolution would
have hQ effect beyond.the éarﬁicularﬂcolleée involved".
' Disc;pline cases, for examplé, come to mind as instances
in which the Council; and other Collegeé, &du;d notAéppear-
’to‘have”Suchian interést as to entitle them to'notice_of
and particiéation in the proceedings (apaxrt from:the_notice
: gi&en to the Council under articie 9.03 of the collective l
agreement);'.The instant case,.however, involves an4issue.
of interpretatién of a geheral provision of the collective
agreement. Counsel for the upion did not £ake the, position.
that the interpretation sought would be binding only aéainst

Algonquin College.

Although we are told that the decision of Callaghan J.
was "upheld" by the Court of Appeal., there is nothing before
us as to what tﬁe views of that Court may have beén Witﬁ
respect to the binding effect of an arbitration awérd in

these circumstances,
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In our view, it is not for this board - at least notiin the
grievance before us -~ to make a final and binding deterﬁination
of the effect our award might have bn'other Colleges subject
to the' 'collective agreement. We ﬁust,howéve:rtake a
“position on that question in order to make the proper directiqn~

with iespeCt to the notice to be given.

’ Thebboard of arbitration is ‘established pursuant te the
collective agreement, and in accordance with the requireﬁents
of The Colleges Colleetive Bargaining Act, 1975. The'coliective
agreement itself is made éursuant to that legislation. The
agreement is, as the Act contemplates, between the "Counc1l" and
the "employee organlzatlon“ (that is, the union). Those areb
- the parties to the agreement, and it may be ﬁoted that they-
are the only "parties"iwithin the meaning dftheAct: see sec. 1

(x) thereof.

Sec., 47(1) of the Act reqguires that- every agreement provide
for "final and binding settlement by arbitration" of "all

differences between an employer and the employee organization®
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organization and upon the employeés covered by the

'agreement who érelaffectéd by the decision", and by sec.

47 (2) (6), "any employer, employee orgénization or employee
'affected by the gecision" may move to enforce it by the pro-
cedure therein set out. lItIis to be noted that the Council

is not an "employer" under_thisﬁAct. The individual Célleges
(and there are some twenty~-two Colleges covered by the collective

agreement), .are the employers,

Welhave, with great respect, some diffiéulty with the
notion that thé decision =~ even in a matter of interpretation,
in an arbitration case between the union and one College is
thereafter final and binding against all Colieges. We note that,
under that Act, such decisions are binding on "the employér" and
not on "employers" generally, nor on the Council. Under article
9.04(c) of the collective agreement, however, the.decision is‘
binding "upon all parties concerned,-including the employee (s)
and thé‘Cbllegeﬁ,iThe-Council, of course is a "party" to the
collective agrement - the only management "party”, as we have

seen. It does not necessarily follow, in our view, that the
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"the Council is also bound as a party by definition".

It is no doubt the cése that "a unified system_éfv
dispute resolution"” is intended by ﬁhelcollecti&e-agreement,
at least to a degree. It is, again with great respecf,'not |
quite so ciear that "It would destroy the unity of the system
that has been éstablished if arbitration awards are limited
in effect to the partibhlar'éoliéﬁe‘involved;" nor that-"Thefe
can only be one meéning asciibed to'ﬁhe<terms of the agréement
in the interpretation‘df that agreeﬁent". The partiesvmay, for all'
we know, be able to accommodate themselveé‘to inconsistency, which
‘they may prefer to the.general establishment of an interpretation
others might consider Wrong. It.ma§ be remembered that while
arhitration.awards are subject to judicial review, they are not-
subject to appeal, To exﬁend.the scope'of an award, then, isg
to enshrine the first decision in an authoritative manner,
whereasvthe real genius of the system is to arrive, on a case-
by-case basis,at interpretations elabourated inﬂthe light of
a series of circumstances. Of course, the first decision on

any point will, in the nature of things, carry considerable weight.
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upf Hdwéver that may be, it is our view, both on the

basis of our réading of the Act and the collecﬁive agree-
ment, and on the basis of remarﬁs of Callaghan J. in tﬁe
-case referred to,'that notice ﬁust at least bevgiven to

" the Council in casés such as this. The Council, as party
to the collective agreement, has a real interest in‘the
system as a whole. As a practical matter, it would be most
,cumbersome’fé notifyanuiallow the participation of the
other Colleges acs separate entities in cases such as-thié.‘
That would be, we think, to extend the grievaﬁcé'procédure_
beyond that contemplated by the collective agreement. It
is, rather, the appropriate role of the Council to make,

if it wishes to do so, any separate appearance or represen-
tations from those of the particular College involved in

proceedings of this type.

We note, as did Callaghan J, that it is the Council
and the Union which, pursuant to article 9.04(a) of the
collective agrement, appoint the Chairman with respect to

each grievance referred to arbitration. This must mean
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members of the board are appointed by the College and the
Union respectlvely.  When the date and place of hearing

have been establlshed -notice thereof should be given

to the Council which may then éttend and (if the matter is in

in doubt) establish its right to participate.

In the instant case, theﬁ, this board directs tﬁé
‘parties, that is the College aﬁd the Union, to ensure that
notlce of hearing in these pwoceedings is provided to the
Council. Such notlce is to be given as soon as the date and
place for the continuation of the hearing have been established,
and the notice should set out the issue as it has been de-
scribed above. A copy of this interim award will be sent to

the Council when it is issued.

'DATED AT TORONTO, this +¢ day of July,1980.

. o \\*\/L i 4 L/(




June 2, 1980
ADDENDUM

DECISION OF BOARD'MEMBER,-UNION NOMINEE,
E. E. MARSZEWSKI C

1. I have now had an opportunity to review the Interim
Award of this Board and while I generally agree with the facts
and position as set out invthe Interim Award, there are a N
number of matters with which I aisagree or upoﬁ which I feel
further(cémment is neceséary. |
2. | First, it was gquite apéarentvat the hearing that the
request .raised that samglday, by Counsellfor the'Employer,A
ifor"an*a&jou;nment‘of~the heariﬁg on the basis that the Council
__Qf Regents had receivéd_ho notice of the proceedings, took
those present by surprise.'_Sufely Counsel for the Emélﬁyer,
knowing that one of the principai purposes of the arbitration
~ process is tq:avoid delays in the adjudication of grievances,
" and knowing that an adjournment might mean a substantial
delay, should have.given notice of his objection aﬁ an eariier
time in order to enable the Council of Regents to send a
representative to the hearing if it chose to do so. The ‘arbi-
tration process is not enhanced‘hy»sudden:requeéts for
_adjournmehts on the day of the hearing..

3. Moreover at the hearing,Mr. Hamilton attempﬁeé to
differentiate beﬁween his role as soclicitor for Algonguin

- == ~—= 3 Rl TAnm~MectranAing yAle 2 ealtievdqar FAay +hae CAalirves
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. credulity to hear his assertion that the Council of Regents
had nb knowledge of the insta;t case despite his dual capacity
as Counsel for the Council of Regents ana Counsel.fqr .
Algonquin College, and pa;ticularly in view of ArticleA9.04(a)
of the collective agreement which requires the Council, .along
with the Union, to appoint the Chai¥man with respect to each
'grievancé that wil; be referred to arbitration.

4. ' .Secondly, it is necessary to point cut and emphasize

that the reasons for judgment of Mr. Justice Callaghan in the

case -©f -Ontario -Public ServiCeVEmpIOYees.Union s Isabelle
et al were adopted by the Court of Appeal, therby making the
decision of Mr. Justice Cailaghan the decision of the Court

of Appeal. . Having cafefully reviewed the reasons
for judgment of Mr. Justice Callaghan, I disagree with Mr.

Weatherill's statement at page 13 of his Award where he

states that he has:

"... some difficulty with the notion that the decision
even in a matter of interpretation, in an arbitration
‘case between the union and one College is thereafter

final and binding against all Colleges."

That was the very issue before Mr. Justice Callaghan and the

Court of Appeal in the Ontario Public Service Employees Union

vs Isabelle et al case.

5. In the Isabelle case the Union sought an Order for
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which decision was registered as a decision of the Supreme
Court of Ontario. The decision which was iegistered‘in the’
Court involved a policy grievence between the Union and
another College (Fahshawe College)-andnfﬁat grievance was

resolved in favour of the Union. The position of the Union

was that the decision in the Fanshawe case should be applied

to all academic employees of the 22 Community Colleges in
the province of Ontarlo for which the Ontarlo Counc1l of
Regents for Colleges of Applled Arts and Technology is- the
bargalnlng agent.

6. : The defense ralsed by the Respondents in the Isabelle

-case was that tkey had not been parties tco the Fanshawe

decision and thereby were not bound by that Award (it is the

very type ofldefence'that would be raised by the Council of

. Regents and other Community Colleges if we had not granted.

' the adjournment requested at the original date of hearing).

7. - Mr. Justice'Cellaghan interpreted the Colleges Collec-

tive Bargaining Act and the relevant provisions of the

colledtive'egreement and concluded at‘page 4 and 5 of his
Award as follows:

"The prominent role of the Council in the nego-
tiation and arbitration process under the Act and
the Agreement indicates a clear intention to es-
tablish a unified system of dispute resolution to

the extent possible in dealing with the employer
anA amnlmrves ralat+tance o+ +he 292 ~AAlleacmec T3



herein had no notice of the arbitration and were
denied their right to lead evidence of past
practices, it is to be noted that the Council as
party to the agreement was notified. The agreement
provides that representatives of the Council and
the Union shall meet monthly to review the matters
referred to arbitration and agree to the assignment
of a chairman (Article 9.04 (a)). If such evidence
was relevant or necessary, then-it was the respon-
sibility of the Council to notify the various colleges
of the grievance and its import. (Emphasis added)

8. It seems clear to me from the reasons for judgment
of Mr. Justice Callaghan, -the wordlng of the Collectlve agree-

ment and the Colleges Collective Bargaining Act that any notice

to the Council of the date and nature of the grievance should

be given to the Council . by the College. I cannot agree

_w1th the pOSltlon taken. by Mr. Wea_herlll at page 16 oi hls
Award that it is for "the College and the Union, to ensure

that notice of hearing of these proceedlngs is prov1ded to the

.Council". The Council has de facto knowledge of the grlevance
by virtue of Article 9.04(a), but in addition, as already stated,
the responsibility for providing that type of notice'should

‘ fall to the College.' Falllng such notice by the Colleae, an
madjournment such as . the one granted in this case should never

be granted since it ought not be in anyone's 1nterest to further‘

delay these proceedings. .

9. Thirdly, while I am of the opinion that it is necessary

and most expeditious to proceed with the general question of



is quite conceivable that if the geﬁeral question 1is resolved
in the employer&stfavour, theré may still be grievances of
particular individuals that may require specific review.

10. If Couhsel foi the Union decides to proceed with the
éeneral qguestion by selectigg what would presumably be its
"best case" on the.issue ofb“liability", that Should'not'.
preclude the Unién from'being able to bring forwérdvany of
the individual grievor's caseé at a later time in thé prb-
ceedings_where the particular facts may'somewhat distinéuish

‘that grievor's case from the "sample" case.

11. - In fact, my notesireveal, contrary to what is set out

~at page 7 of the Aﬁard of the majority, that the Union did
not say that "if the géneral queétibn of interpretation is
resolved in £he eméloyer‘s.favour, then the grievance will be
dismissed". Rather, it was the position of Mr. Paliare that
.a resolutibn.of the genéral question would probablyAéssist_
the parties in reassessing the merits of the individual
_caées so'that, perhaps, a number of #hém will not have to be
adjudicated based on the Boara“s_depision on the generél

guestion of interpretation.



ADDENDUM

Whilé we do not cénsiderit aﬁpropriate to comment
on each of the matters dealtlwith in the opinioﬁ of the
union nomiﬁée, there are two points witﬁ which we thiﬁk
vwe must aeal lest what is said in the iﬁterim award be

-misunderstood:

1. As ﬁoAthe decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal in
~"’t"l‘ze Isabélie.caSe, all we were told at the hearing of this
matter was that the decision of éailaghan J. had been _
sustained without reasons being given. Callaghén J. had
dismissed thé union's application without costs. The

" thrust of Callaghan J's remarks. had been in a general

way favourablé to the union's vposition. We do not, however,
know whether or not the éourt of Appeal, in uphélding a
decision dismissing the union's application, was in agreement
with everything said by Callaghan J. in the course of his

decision (which was given orally).

2. The board does in the interim award, accede to the reguest

of counsel for the union that we proceed to deal with the
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to each of them, then the determination of that point

>would surely be binding for all the cases before us. If

ﬁhere.is no such generalﬂquestion (although in our view
thé;éc;early is),‘then.the request should not be made, and
eéch case should.be dealt with individﬁally. In ﬁaking
his.request;of the board, éounsel for the unién said
(according ﬁo tﬁe_chairman'sAverbatim“notes): *I wouid ask
you to deal with thg case as a matter of principle: could-
the emploigr, under the collective aéreement, ﬁqke,the
assignment? Rather_ﬁhan_deal with it on an individual case-
by—case‘basis; we want to be able to deal with them
individually; but it would be more'expeditiouskif’the board
would Say the college was right of'wrang". ' Later, in repiy

counsel for the union stated, "We are not asking for two

bites at the apple; the procedure I suggest is for the parties

to adduce whatever evidence they want, and then address argu-
ment as to whether or not this scheduling was permissible
under the collective agreement". Ihrthe interima%ard}the
board has, in effect, accepted the view puf forward by

counsel for the union and it has, as it indicated at the



interim award can reasonably be taken as preventing

anyoné'from putting his case properly before the board.

Q\Jﬂ m)p Jﬂ/ﬂ/\

Chalrman
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