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James E. Dorsey* Arbitration Under the Canada
Labour Code: A Neglected
Policy and an Incomplete
Legislative Framework

1. Introduction

Arbitration under the Canada Labour Code' is an elusive subject.
There is not independent text on law in the federal jurisdiction,
where grievance arbitration is a neglected policy operating within an
imcomplete legislative framework.

The lack of prominence of a federal body of arbitral law and
practice is readily exemplified by the fact that the federal law
influence is frequently ignored or overlooked. A pertinent example
is a 1976 case involving British Columbia Telephone Company and
the Federation of Telephone Workers of British Columbia in which
an arbitration board of three prominent members of the bar
proceeded pursuant to the Labour Code of British Columbia. 2 Such
oversights are not confined to British Columbia. In Ontario
arbitrators have applied provincial legislation to arbitrations
involving Air Canada 3 and C. N. Telecommunications. 4

These examples do not discredit the arbitrators or point to the
illogical constitutional division of authority in labour relations so
much as they reflect the shadowy presence of federal legislation and
the lack of editorial recognition of its existence. Editors of arbitral
and judicial case reports do not recognize the eleventh labour
relations jurisdiction. Cases are indexed and identified by province
of origin and, unless each case and the parties are painstakingly

*B.A., LL.B., Vice Chairman, Canada Labour Relations Board.
This paper was originally presented at a University of British Columbia Continuing
Legal Education Seminar on Current Problems in Labour Arbitration on June 15
and July 13, 1979.
The author wishes to thank Judith Rubin, B.A., M.L.S., Canada Labour Relations
Board librarian, for her valuable assistance in the preparation of this paper.
1. R.S.C. 1970, c. L-1
2. Re British Columbia Telephone Co. Ltd. (1976), 12 L.A.C. (2d) 117 (Larson).
See also Re British Columbia Telephone Co. Ltd. (1977), 15 L.A.C. (2d) 426
(Larson) where the same arbitration chairman sitting alone refers to the federal
statute.
3. Re Air Canada (1978), 18 L.A.C. (2d) 187 (Kennedy)
4. Re C.N. Telecommunications (1976), 11 L.A.C. (2d) 152 (Rayner) in the
dissenting opinion of Pethick at 157



42 The Dalhousie Law Journal

reviewed the federal jurisdiction decisions are unidentifiable.
Simiarly, authors of textbooks, including Brown and Beatty whose
text is keyed into the Labour Arbitration Cases, fail to recognize a
separate body of federal arbitral law. 5

This is not because none exists. It does and it presents some of its
own probleins. 6 These problems stem from the provisions of the
Code, the differing routes t- and the attitude on judicial rev'iew in
various provinces, the existence of the Federal Court, the linguistic
and geographic factors operating in the federal sphere and the lack
of focus for marshalling a consensus on issues in the federal sphere.

Other problems generally experienced in arbitration are shared in
the federal sphere. The role of arbitrators, the sources of arbitral
reasoning, the role of the courts and labour board, the future of
grievance aribtration, and the protection of individual rights are
problems or concerns common to all eleven jurisdictions, but some
of these have their own dimensions in the federal sphere, as they
have under each provincial legislation.

In this paper it is submitted that this confusion merely
camouflages a more serious underlying problem: namely, the
legislative framework of grievance arbitration in the Canada Labour
Code and its legal environment do not adequately serve the policy
goals assigned to compulsory grievance arbitration. For grievance
arbitration to be an effective dispute resolution substitute for work
stoppages it must function in a legal environment that enhances that
purpose by clearly expressing its goal and vesting arbitrators with
authority to reach that goal. The effectiveness of the public purpose,
fostering industrial peace, and the efficiency of the arbitration
process must not be left to the relative bargaining powers of parties
or the strictures of arbitration rules developed for other settings.

This paper seeks to illustrate the failings of the federal legislation

5. Brown & Beatty, Canadian Labour Arbitration (1977). It may be that editors of
the Labour Arbitration Cases chose to cite the location of the hearing rather than
the legal jurisdiction because of the difficulty in determining jurisdiction in
trucking and other enterprises and that text authors followed this lead. The result,
however, was no separate identity for federal cases. Since the first presentation of
this paper the practice has changed. In volume 21 of Labour Arbitration Cases
(Second Series) the editors identify cases decided under federal arbitral law.
However researchers must be cautious of editorial error. See Re Bell Canada and
Communication Workers of Canada (1979), 21 L.A.C. (2d) 154 cited as
"Ontario" at 154 and "Ontario" at 154 and "Ont." at iii
6. One example is the question of extra-territorial operation of collective
agreements e.g. Re Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (1974), 8 L.A.C. (2d) 67
(Stewart).
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by discussing (1) the policy background to grievance arbitration, (2)
its institutional relationship to the Canada Labour Relations Board
and the Courts, (3) the processes of arbitration and (4) the method of
enforcement of awards. In each section there is reference to failings
in the present legal framework. Before concluding, the impact the
newly enacted duty of fair representation may have on arbitration is
discussed.

Because the British Columbia legislature has recognized the
importance of grievance arbitration more than any other jurisdiction
in Canada and has created the most refined statutory framework,
that legislation is used as a reference point when discussing
inadequacies and reforms in the federal jurisdiction.

II. The Policy Background
The policy of compulsory grievance arbitration as a substitute for
work stoppages, accepted in all Canadian jurisdictions except
Saskatchewan, 7 was first given expression by the federal
government. In 1940, the Government issued a declaration of
principles "for the avoidance of labour unrest and for the regulation
of labour conditions during the War." Among these was the
principle "That every collective agreement should provide
machinery for the settlement of disputes arising out of the
agreement, and for its renewal or revision, and that both parties
should scrupulously observe the terms and conditions of any
agreement into which they have entered." 8 This principle received
expression in P.C. 1003 and persists today as section 155(1) of the
Code:

155. (1) Every collective agreement shall contain a provision for
final settlement without stoppage of work, by arbitration or
otherwise, of all differences between the parties to or employees
bound by the collective agreement, concerning its interpretation,
application, administration or alleged violation.

Until 1973 federal legislation was skeletal in its treatment of
grievance arbitration: a collective agreement must contain a
provision for final settlement; in its absence the Canada Labour
Relations Board could provide one; no party could lawfully strike
during the term of a collective agreement; and a right was reserved to

7. The Trade Union Act, 1972, S.S. 1972 c. 137
8. P. C. 2685
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an employee to present individual grievances to his employer at any
time.9

In 1973 these provisions were fleshed out with questions of
judicial review and enforcement of awards, authority of arbitrators
and referral of questions to the Canada Labour Relations Board
being addressed." There was an expansion and refinement of these
pro'isions in, 1979,11 but theit basic nature is u~alteed.

Grievance arbitration is viewed as an essentially private process
with little legislative direction on the mandate of the arbitrator or his
remedial authority. The legislation begins with the principle that
compulsory arbitration is the substitute for midcontract work
stoppages because this is in furtherance of the public policy
objective of industrial peace, but then it stops short. At this point the
principle of voluntarism takes over and the legislator steps out of the
picture with the guiding force becoming judicially developed
principles of the arbitrator's jurisdiction and his role as a reader of
the collective agreement.

The Canada Labour Code does not expressly recognize that if
grievance arbitration is a substitute for industrial unrest during the
life of collective agreements then the arbitrator must be armed with
tools and authority to ensure the objective of his role. The Code
does not free the arbitrator from the rules of commercial arbitration
or the restraining effect of some judicial decisions. To the extent the
legal framwork of the arbitration process has achieved the policy
objectives, it has been the result of enlightened judicial reasoning 12

9. The Industrial Relations and Disputes Investigation Act, R.S.C. 1952, c. 152,
ss. 124-126, 128 and 132
10. S.C. 1972, c. 18, ss. 155-159 and 160 (5)
11. S.C. 1977-78, c. 27, ss. 52-57
12. An example of enlightened judicial reasoning is the approach of the Ontario
High Court of Justice (Divisional Court) in Re Communications Union Canada and
Bell Canada (1976), 77 CLLC 14, 108 where the court said:

Nothing can be more calculated to exacerbate relations between employers and
employees, than to be told that their differences plainly designed to be finally
settled by arbitration as the statute requires, cannot be examined because of a
defect in form.
(at 14, 812)

Rather it is the duty of the Board to construe the agreement in the light of its
statutory context, namely as an instrument for settling all disputes between the
parties or between employees and the employer.
.al 14, gV¢)

In this case the Court was reviewing conflicting arbitration awards under the same
agreement in Bell Canada 12 L.A.C. (2d) 177 (Shirne) and (1976) 13 L.A.C. (2d)
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or creative arbitral reasoning. 1 3 An apt example is a recent case of
the Supreme Court of Canada that arose in Ontario under provincial
legislation, but has application under the federation Code.

In Bradburn et al v. Wentworth Arms Hotel Limited et al 4 the
issue was the legality of a strike. The answer required interpretation
of conflicting clauses in the collective agreement and certain
secti oxs of The Onxtari Labour Relatfi43s Act. A maj3oity af the,
Board of Arbitration and majorities of the Division Court and Court
of Appeal held the strike was illegal. The Supreme Court of Canada
unanimously reversed these decisions. The facts were straight-
forward. The union struck after notice to bargain, conciliation and
the statutory period of delay. The catch was the collective
agreement contained a clause stating the agreement was to remain
"in effect until a new agreement has been negotiated and signed."

The Supreme Court of Canada held that the statutory grant of
authority to arbitrators to decide "any question as to whether a
matter is arbitrable" gave the Board authority to decide if it had
jurisdiction. It then addressed the question of interpretation. Mr.
Justice Estey writing the principal opinion recognized the realities
that operate in the selection of collective agreement language:

As is customary in the collective agreements which by axiom find
their root in compromise reached usually after active negotia-
tions, the terminology is not that which might be found in a
carefully constructed private contract or public statute produced
in the quiet of the draftsman's office. '5

He then discussed the role of the courts, and therefore also of
arbitrators, in interpreting agreements. The refreshing aspect of his
approach is the paramount and governing place he gives to the
overall policy of the collective bargaining legislation:

186 (Dunn). This decision has had an impact on arbitral reasoning. See Re
Canadian Pacific Ltd. (Telecommunications Department) (1978), 19 L.A.C. (2d)
31 (Beck).
13. See Re British Columbia Telephone Company (1978), 19 L.A.C. (2d) 98 (Gall)
reviewed in Re British Columbia Telephone Company and Telecommunications
Workers Union (1978), 93 D.L.R. (3d) 603 (B.C.S.C.) and Canadian Pacific
Limited - Northland Service, unreported, January 29, 1979 (Larson). See also
note 52, infra.
14. (1978), 79 CLLC 14,189 reversing (1976), 76 CLLC 14,035 (Ont. C.A.)
which affirmed (1975), 75 CLLC 14,268 (Ont. Div. Ct.) which upheld the
arbitration decision in Wentworth Arms Hotel, unreported, February 25, 1974. The
arbitrator followed the decision of the Ontario Labour Relations Board in
Wentworth Arms HotelLimited, [1971] OLRB June Rep. 308.
15. Id. at 15, 140
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breach of the time period does not affect the arbitrator's jurisdiction
or the validity of any decision or order reflects the merely moral
suasive intent. There is no statistical base to determine if this
provision has alleviated any problems of delay and the only sanction
appears to be the influence delays may have on the selection of
arbitrators for ministerial appointment.

All arbitration awards and orders must be filed with the Minister
within fifteen days after they are made. 49 Through a new arbitration
branch of the Ministry of Labour all decisions are summarized in
both languages in the Federal Arbitration Award Digest which is
available free of charge. 50

The remedial authority of arbitrators under the Code is a
neglected issue.51 Arbitrators have authority to substitute penalties

arbitration board, it is not practicable to make or give the order of decision
within those sixty days.

(2) For the purpose of subsection (1), any day that is included in a period for
which the arbitration proceedings are suspended pursuant to subsection 158(2)
shall not be counted as one of the sixty days referred to in that subsection.

(3) The failure of an arbitrator or arbitration board to make or give any order or
decision within the sixty days referred to in subsection (1) does not affect the
jurisdiction of the arbitrator or arbitration board to continue with and complete
the arbitration proceedings and any order or decision made or given by the
arbitrator or arbitration board after the expiration of those sixty days is not for
that reason invalid.

A different approach is taken to the problem of delay in Ontario this year in The
Labour Relations Amendment Act, 1979, S.O. 1979, c. 32. Delay is a problem
addressed at length by Judge Arthur Kelly in his Report of the Industrial Inquiry
Commissioner Concerning Grievance Arbitration Under the Labour Relations Act
And The Hospital Labour Disputes Arbtration Act, (Ontario Ministry of Labour,
1978).
49. Section 156.1 reads:

156.1 A copy of every order or decision of an arbitrator or arbitration board
shall be filed by the arbitrator or the chairman of the arbitration board with the
Minister and shall be available to the public in circumstances prescribed by the
Governor in Council.

Regulation II made under this section states "A copy of every order or decision
referred to in section 156.1 of the Act shall be filed within fifteen days after the
order or decision has been given or made." Canadian Industrial Relations
Regulations, amendment (SOR/78-873).
50. Available upon written request from Arbitration Services, Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Services, Labour Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, K 1A 0J2. The Digest
consists of a one page summary of each award filed. Also available is the
Arbitration Services Reporter which is a monthly issue listing all awards filed the
previous month and states the names of the parties, the names of the arbitrators, a
"brief" statement of the issue in dispute and result and a reference number to be
used if the full award is later requested.
51. The law on an arbitrator's remedial authority is clear. In Port Arthur
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for discharge or discipline "for cause" where "the collective
agreement does not contain a specific penalty for the infraction that
is the subject of the arbitration". 52 This provision does not go as far
as some provincial legislation but it at least addresses the question.
Section 203 of the Code says that "No proceeding under this Part is
invalid by reason only of a defect in form or a technical
irregularity". There is scant reference to this section in arbitral
awards and little exercise of authority under it to avoid overly
technical proceedings in arbitration.

The Code contains only one other provision on arbitral authority.
Access to arbitration is preserved beyond the termination of an
agreement until the prerequisites to a lawful work stoppage have
been met and an arbitrator may hear matters related to a difference
arising during this period. 53

Shipbuilding Company v. Arthurs, [1969] S.C.R. 85 the Court said an arbitrator's
powers must be determined from the provisions of the collective agreement. This
was affirmed in the Supreme Court of Canada's decision in General Truck Drivers,
Union Local 938 et al v. Hoar Transport Co. Ltd., 11969] S.C.R. 634. In Re
Polymer Corporation et al, [1962] S.C.R. 338 the Court upheld an arbitral award
of damages based on a jurisdiction implied from the terms of the collective
agreement. The principle is that the authority derives from the agreement not the
statute. This was reaffirmed in Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, supra, note
40, where the Board ordered a remedy fashioned to redress the wrong. The Court
found "the Board had no power to order any remedy which was not contemplated,
either expressly or impliedly, buy the agreement itself' (p. 170). This approach
prevails under the federal Code where arbitrators do not have the role assigned
arbitrators under s. 98 of the B.C. Code, infra, note 60.
52. Section 157 (d).

157. An arbitrator or arbitration board

(d) where

(i) he or it determines that an employee has been discharged or disciplined by
an employer for cause, and

(ii) the collective agreement does not contain a specific penalty for the
infraction that is the subject of the arbitration,

has power to substitute for the discharge or discipline such other penalty as to
the arbitrator or arbitration board seems just and reasonable in the
circumstances.

See als Re Air Canada (1978), 18 L.A.C. (2d) 400 (Swan) and Re British
Columbia Telephone Company and Telecommunication Workers Union (1978), 93
D.L.R. (3d) 603 (B.C.S.C.).
53. Section 160(4) and (5).

160. (4) Notwithstanding anything contained in a collective agreement, the
provision required to be contained therein by subsection 155(1) shall remain in
force after the termination of the collective agreement and until the requirements
of paragraphs 180(1) (a) to (d) have been met.
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What is missing in the legislative provisions on the arbitral
process is any clear message to arbitrators to act in a manner
different from that dictated by a technical reading of the collective
agreement. A case involving Eldorado Nuclear Limited illustrates
this point. The employer disciplined five employees for alleged
irregularities in the return of drill bits. The union grieved and
written replies and meetings were held. The union then named its
nominee and the employer named its. They were unable to agree
upon a chairman and one was appointed by the Minister of Labour.
At the hearing the employer argued the matter was not arbitrable
because the union's written grievance at stage two did not set out the
section or sections of the agreement alleged to have been violated
and it was not signed by the grievors. The Board reserved on the
question and heard the merits. A majority then found the employer
had not established proper cause for discipline, but upheld the
employer's objection on arbitrability and dismissed the grievance.
The Saskatchewan Court of Queen's Bench upset the award finding
the employer having "suffered no prejudice" and "was fully aware
or should have been fully aware of the position of the applicant by
the time the matter reached the arbitration stage". 54 The
Saskatchewan Court of Appeal reversed this decision relying on the
privative clause of the Code and recognizing the unfettered
jurisdiction of the Board to decide questions of arbitrability. 55

The judicial decisions need not be commented on. But how can it
be on these facts that the aims of the social response designed to
alleviate industrial unrest were served to anyone's benefit when

(5) Where a difference arises between the parties to a collective agreement
relating to a provision contained in the collective agreement during the period
from the date of its termination to the date the requirements of paragraphs
180(1)(a) to (d) have been met,

(a) an arbitrator or arbitration board may hear and determine the difference;
and

(b) sections 155 to 159 apply to the hearing and determination.

See also Greyhound Lines of Canada Ltd., et al v. Gerard C. Hawco et al (1979),
79 CLLC 14,193 (Alta. S.C.T.D.); and Re Bell Canada Ltd. (1978), 17 L.A.C.
(2d) 119 (Picher). In the latter case there is a good discussion on section 180(1) (a)
to (d) and the interaction of s. 148(b) with s. 160(4).
54. United Steelworkers of America, Local 913 v. Eldorado Nuclear Limited,
Sask. Q.B., action no. 619 at 8; [1975] W. W. D. 128. Contrast the approach of
the arbitrator in Re Canadian Pacific Ltd. (Telecommunications Department),
supra, note 12.
55. Eldorado Nuclear Limited v. United Steelworkers of America, Local 913 Sask.
C.A., July 13, 1976; [1976] W. W. D. 152
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discipline without cause stands because of a narrow reading and
highly technical application of the role of arbitration by a majority
whose chairman is a ministerial selection? Examples such as this
illustrate the purpose of grievance arbitration is being forgotten. The
legislation is not fulfilling its purpose when it allows that purpose to
be forgotten and does not direct those who are technicality-minded
to overcome the restraints they see binding upon them.

The Code does not clearly authorize arbitrators to relieve against
time limits in collective agreements,5 6 exercise a jurisdiction of
legal rectificatiorn, 5 7 or address the question of conflicts between
collective agreements and legislation 58 or any of the several other
issues experience has shown can act as stumbling or complete
blocks to effective operation of grievance arbitration. If arbitration
is to advance the interests of industrial peace and be perceived as an
effective and meaningful process for resolving the many and often
complex problems that arise during collective agreement administ-
ration, arbitrators must be able to bring to their task the power to
find the real issue in dispute and give a final decision that respects
the true bargain. They must not be hampered by the manner in
which the question is phrased or contract law rules of interpretation
or arbitration practice developed for entirely differenent

56. SeeGeneral Truck Drivers, Union Local 938 et al v. Hoar Transport Co. Ltd.,
supra, note 51. Its effect under the Code is demonstrated in Re Dominion
Consolidated Truck Lines Ltd. and Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and
Helpers of America, Local Union 141 (1975), 9 O.R. (2d) 195 (Ont. Div. Ct.). In
this case the Court disagreed with the arbitrator's finding that the time limits were
directory and not mandatory. See also MacDonald v.Air Canada (I973), 74 CLLC
14,205 (Ont. Div. Ct.) and Re Smith Transport Companmy Ltd. and Teamsters
Union, Local 938 (1'979), 21) L.A.C. (2d) (Brunner). 'There have been legislative
responses to this question in some provinces (e.g. s. 37 (5a) of the Ontario Labour
Relations Act and s. 98(e) of the British Columbia Labour Code). For the
application of acquiescence to relieve against time limits see Re British Columbia
Steamship Company (1975) Ltd. (1978), 18 L.A.C. (2d) 367 (Ladner).
57. See Canadian Pacific Limited - Northland Service, supra, note 13 where the
arbitrator determined he had jurisdiction under the Canada Labour Code to rectify a
collective agreement. A similar result was reached in The Maritime Employers'
Association, unreported, July 6, 1978 (Green). For a discussion of the general law
and B.C. approach see Vernon Fruit Union, [1977] 1 Can LRBR 21 (BCLRB). See
also Re Canadian National Railway (1978), 17 L.A.C. (2d) 142 (Adams). In Re
Charterways Transportation Ltd. (1976), 12 L.A.C. (2d) 85 (Betcherman)
estoppel prevented reliance upon an error in the agreement.
58. This issue may be resolved by the Supreme Court of Canada's decision in
McLeod v. Egan, [1975] 1 S.C.R. 517, but a statutory provision like s. 98(g) of the
British Columbia Labour Code is a more accessible way of informing union
leaders, management personnel and arbitrators, infra, note 60.
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cicumstances. 59 They must, as the B.C. Code says, have "all the
authority necessary to provide a final and conclusive settlement of a
dispute arising under the provisions of a collective agreement". 60

By vesting them with this authority the Canada Labour Code would
assist its policy objective by, again borrowing from the B.C. Code,
"promoting conditions favourable to the orderly and constructive
settlement of disputes" .61

59. In granting judicial review in Canadian Airline Employees Association v.
Eastern Provincial Airways (1963) Limited, supra, note 40, the Trial Court said:
"It is imperative that parties, who submit a question to arbitration, should receive
an award which resolves that precise question in accord with the agreement
between them" (at 361). Compare the approach in Lornex Mining Corporation
Limted, [1977] 1 Can LRBR 377 (BCLRB).
60. Labour Code of British Columbia, supra, note 19, s. 98 which states:

98. For the purposes set out in section 92, an arbitration board has all the
authority necessary to provide a final and conclusive settlement of a dispute
arising under the provisions of a collective agreement, and, without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, has authority

(a) to make an order fixing and determining the monetary value of any injury or
loss suffered by an employer, trade-union or any other person as a result of a
contravention of a collective agreement, and directing an employer,
trade-union, or other person to pay to an employer, trade-union or other
person all or part of the amount of the monetary value of the injury or loss as
fixed and determined by the board.

(b) to make an order directing an employer to reinstate an employee dismissed
under circumstances constituting a contravention of a collective agreement,

(c) to make an order directing an employer or trade-union to rescind and rectify
any disciplinary action taken in respect of an employee that was imposed
under circumstances constituting a contravention of a collective agreement,

(d)to determine that a dismissal or discipline is excessive in all the
circumstances of the case and substitute such other measure as appears just
and equitable,

(e) to relieve, on such terms as may be just and reasonable, against any breaches
of time limits or other procedural requirements set out in the collective
agreement,

(f) to dismiss or reject an application or grievance, or refuse to settle a
difference, where, in the opinion of the arbitration board, there has been
unreasonable delay by the person bringing the application or grievance, or
requesting the settlement, and the delay has operated to the prejudice or
detriment of the other party to the difference, and

(g) to interpret and apply any Act intended to regulate the employment
relationship of the persons bound by a collective agreement notwithstanding
that its provisions conflict with the terms of the collective agreement.

61.Id., s. 27(l) (c)
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V. Enforcement ofAivards

Once made, an arbitration award is enforceable by filing in the
Federal Court of Canada. Section 159 states:

159. (1) Any person or organization affected by an order or
decision of an arbitrator or arbitration board may, after fourteen
days from the date on which the order or decision is made, or the
date provided in it for compliance, whichever is the later date,
file in the Federal Court of Canada a copy of the order or
decision, exclusive of the reason therefor.
(2) On filing in the Federal Court of Canada under subsection (1),
an order or decision of an arbitrator or arbitration board shall be
registered in the Court and, when registered, has the same force
and effect, and all proceedings may be taken thereon, as if the
order or decision were a judgment obtained in the Court.

The first point to note is that there are different courts for judicial
enforcement and judicial reivew. One is the Federal Court. The
other is the superior court of the province or territory. That in itself
presents easily foreseeable procedural problems illustrated in one
case where the Federal Court registered a decision of an arbitrator
but stayed proceeding for enforcement of the decision because
judicial review of the decision was pending before a provincial
superior court.62 A single forum for review and enforcement would
be a more positive approach.

But the real procedural problems are in obtaining enforcement in
the Federal Court. Prior to recent amendments the Code stated that
failure to comply was a condition precedent to registration of the
decision for enforcement. 63 Non-compliance was a triable issue
before the Court.6 4 Non-compliance is of course an issue on

62. Teamsters Union, Local 106, Robert Duguay and Florian Brunet v. Motorways
Quebec Lhnite et al, [ 1978] 2 F.C. 351 (T.D.)
63. Section 159 before amended read:

159. (1) Where any person or organization has failed to comply with any order
or decision of an arbitrator or arbitration board, any person or organization
affected by the order or decision may, after fourteen days from the date on
which the order or decision is made, or the date provided in it for compliance,
whichever is the later date, file in the Federal Court of Canada a copy of the
order or decision, exclusive of the reasons therefor.

(2) On filing in the Federal Court of Canada under subsection (1), an order or
decision of an arbitrator or arbitration board shall be registered, in the Court
and, when registered, has the same force and effect, and all proceedings may be
taken thereon, as if the order or decision were a udgmett obtained in the Court.

64. International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local Union, No. 529 v.
Central Broadcasting Company Ltd., [ 1977] 2 F.C. 78 (T.D.); The Public Service
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enforcement and not properly one for the registration stage. This
was recognized shortly before the amendments by the Federal Court
of Appeal. 5

Before the Federal Court will enforce an order it must be
"precise, unconditional and unambiguous." 6 6 The Court requires a
high standard in the language of orders, and parties and arbitrators
must be cautious and aware of the consequences of the doctrine of
functus officio intervening to preclude revision of the order.67

Enforcement in the Federal Court is by way of sequestration,
garnishment, execution and committal because the arbitral order
once registered is to be treated as an order of the Court.

VI. Duty of Fair Representation

A discussion of arbitration in 1979 is incomplete without reference
to the duty of fair representation. The duty in the Code, unlike those
in the provinces is stated positively, A union and every
representative of the union must "represent, fairly and without
discrimination, all employees in the bargaining unit". 68 Because

Alliance of Canada Local 660 et al v. The Canadian Broadcasting Corporation et
al, [1976] 2 F.C. 151 (T.D.); International Association of Longshoremen, Local
375 v. Association of Maritime Employers (1974), 52 D.L.R. (3d) 293 (Fed. Ct. -
T.D.)
65. Mario Paradis v. Verreault Navigation Inc. et al, [197812 F.C. 147 (Fed.
C.A.) reversing Regis Tardif v. Verreault Navigation Inc., [1978] 1 F.C. 815
(T.D.); and (1978), 78 CLLC 14,144. These cases deal with orders of the Canada
Labour Relations Board and not arbitrations but the reasoning is equally applicable.
66. International Brotherhood of Electrical workers, Local Union, No. 529 v.
Central Broadcasting Company Ltd., supra, fn. 64 at 100. See also Regis Tardif v.
Verreault Navigation Inc, supra note 65.
67. In reference to orders of the Canada Labour Relations Board the Court in
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local Union No. 529 v. Central
Broadcasting Company Limited, supra, fn. 64 said ". . . orders of the Board must
be cast in the precise language as are orders of the judges of this Court and must be
so framed as to be capable of enforcement by the normal process of this Court." (p.
82 per Cattanach, J.). It cannot be expected that the Federal Court of Canada or
other courts will take the same approach as the B.C. Board did in Gearmatic Co.,
supra, fn. 27. To avoid loss of jurisdiction arbitrators may say in their award:
"Should there be any doubts or differences about the intent, interpretation or
application of this award, this Board retains jurisdiction to deal with the matter."
This sentence rendered a Board not functus officio in The British Colubmia
Telephone Company v. Telecommunication Workers Union, supra note 13
(B.C.S.C.)
68. Section 136.1

136.1 Where a trade union is the bargaining agent for a bargaining unit, the
trade union and every representative of the trade union shall represent, fairly
and without discrimination, all employees in the bargaining unit.
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the duty is stated positively and specifically applies to union
representatives its content may be broader than that under provincial
legislation. The Board has not yet had to address the question. 69 But
these factors are causing some uneasiness in union circles and may
add pressure to have matters proceed to arbitration.

The presence of this provision in the Code and the Board's
expanded remedial authority raise the question of whether the Board
will, in exercising its remedial authority, defer to arbitration or act
as an arbitrator itself. There is a general legislative policy
preference for Board deferral to arbitration in section 188(2) of the
Code.

188 (2) The Board may refuse to hear and determine any
complaint made pursuant to section 187 in respect of a matter
that, in the opinion of the Baord, could be referred by the
complainant pursuant to a collective agreement to an arbitrator or
arbitration board.

But at least in one area there is a competing policy consideration. In
sectin 61.5 of the C-de non-unimized emp1loyee% with one year
continuous employment may, upon the exercise of Ministerial
discretion, have his dismissal adjudicated if he thinks it was unjust.
As stated, there is no requirement in the Code that collective
agreements provide for dismissal only for just or reasonable cause.
It can be argued that unionized employees should have equal access
to final adjudication and the Board should act as the final arbitrator
at least on dismissal cases alleging a breach of the duty of fair
representation.

At the same time there is evidence that some courts still
misunderstand the rights and role of an exclusive bargaining agent.
In one case involving an agreement entered into under the federal
Code, employees disputed the employer's interpretation of the
seniority provisions. Mr. Justice Callon of the Ontario High Court
of Justice recognized it as settled law that one of the preconditions
to an action on a collective agreement was that it not involve an
interpretation of the agreement. However, he said compulosry
arbitration proceedings did not oust the Court's jurisdiction and that
exhaustion of internal remedies satisfied the precondition to an
action. In that case he held that although the union, acting in good

69. For Board decisions on s. 136.1 see Hasan Ergen, [1979] 1 Can LRBR 571;
VincentMaffei (1979), 79 CLLC 16,202; George Lochner, as yet unreported Board
decision no. 219; John J. Huggins, as yet unreported Board decision no. 224; and
4ndrew Startek, as yet unreported Board decision no. 227.
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faith, had the right to refuse to proceed to arbitration it could not
"bar the individual thereafter from proceeding to the Court". 70 He
held the Court had jurisdiction to determine the matters raised in the
action for an order requiring the employer "to rectify certain
employee seniority lists". Leave to appeal was granted by the
Divisional Court of Ontario and the decision was reversed. 71 The
important point is that the sketchy provisions of the Code on
grievance arbitration were not complete enough to emphasize the
policy that this was not judicial territory. A more complete and
explicit legal framework could have discouraged the action or at
least avoided the necessity for the matter to proceed to appeal.

VII. Conclusion

This review of the arbitral framework in the federal jurisdiction
demonstrates the lack of a cohesive and comprehensive structure.
The problems of delay, cost and employee access to the process are
common to those in provincial jurisdictions. The current debate on
the role of the labour relations board in arbitration is also relevant in
the federal sphere. 72 Problems associated with the role, sources of
reasoning and remedial authority of arbitrators are common. Issues
of judicial review and enforcement of awards are compounded by
mixed judicial and administrative forums and by the opportunity for
forum shopping through selection of the locus of aribtral hearings
and decision making. The interpretive problems associated with
bilingual collective agreements, which like federal legislation or
regulations often say different things in each language or are
unintelligible in one, need only be mentioned. 73 For the labour
relations community, and ifation an access to a'wwds and

judicial decisions under the Code is a serious problem. Resolution

70. Bergeron et al v. Kingsway Transport Ltd. (1978), 83 D.L.R. (3d) 574
71. Bergeron et al v. Kingsway Transport Ltd. (1978), 87 D.L.R. (3d) 601 and the
decision of the Court in Bergeron et al v. Kingsway Transport Limited, unreported,
February 7, 1979, (Ont. Div. Ct.). See also Caines v. Cape Breton Development
Corporation (1973), 77 CLLC 14,065 (N.S.S.C.- T.D.).
72. For a statement of the Ontario situation see Donald D. Carter, "Grievance
Arbitration - The Present Role Of The Labour Relations Board", Address to
Conference On The Grievance Arbitration Process, Toronto, March 1, 1979. For
the situation in British Columbia see Address by Donald R. Munroe to Seminar On
Current Problems in Labour Arbitration, University of B.C. May 12, 1978.
73. CKCH Radio Limited v. Canada Labour Relations Board, [1976] 1 F.C. 3
(C.A.) where the Court found a provision of a collective agreement imposed by the
Board under s. 155 of an earlier version of the Code to be "unintelligible". See
alsoRe Royal Canadian Mint (1975), 11 L.A.C. (2d) 63 (Abbott).
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of these problems is hampered by the absence of any cohesive
labour relations community with a specific interest in federal
legislation through which or from which pressure for legislative
change can come.

This is not to say that the state of the law or effectiveness of
arbitration in the eleventh jurisdiction is any less advanced than in
the other ten. Parties in the federal jurisdiction have been
imaginative in devising grievance and arbitration procedures that
suit their needs 74 and the volume of discontent in the federal
jurisdiction is no louder than elsewhere.

The recent amendments to the Code show that the federal
government, after decades of neglect of a policy favouring
arbitration as an alternative to midcontract work stoppages, has
become concerned with refurbishing its legislative housing so that it
is respectable among its provincial neighbours. What it has failed to
do is recognize fully the important role of arbitration in furthering
the basic legislative policy of fostering industrial peace. It calls
upon arbitrators to act without a clearly expressed mandate, does
not arm them with sufficient authority to achieve the objectives for
which their function is designed and subjects their decisions to a
maze of review that can baffle even the tailored labour lawyer. The
incomplete and inbalanced legislative framework of the federal
jurisdiction needs serious review and refurbishing.

The social phenomenon of collective bargaining and its attendant
social unrest spawned legislative responses to contain the unrest and
substitute orderly, efficient and accessible processes for resolution
of differences. To ensure that the process remains effective and
mespects its policy roots, it must be streamlined so it can react
quickly to and be able to reach around narrowing confines placed on
it by overly technical and cumbersome procedures and interpretive
:onstraints that frustrate its ability to act as a meaningful substitute
For midcontract work stoppages. In so doing it will also lessen the
legree of frustration that mounts before exchanges at the bargaining
'able.

What the federal Code needs above all is a renewed commitment
:o the imporant place grievance arbitration plays in the overall
egislative policy of promoting industrial peace.' 5 Policy advisors

74. See Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, Labour Caadea, Industry and
xpedited Arbitration: Alternatives to Traditional Methods, (1977).

75. This was called for by C. Brian Williams, "Observations on Canada's
Zompulsory Grievance Arbitration System" (1977), 77 Lab. Gaz. 62.
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and Parliament have to return to the basics and recognize, as the
Supreme Court has, the fundamentally different character of
collective agreements in the range of legal documents requiring
interpretation. At present the skeletal provisions of the Code offer
little assistance to parties and inexperienced labour arbitrators in
ascertaining their role and scope of authority. The policy is not
fulfilled when it relies upon the ability of parties and arbitrators to
use an unindexed jurisprudential roadmap to find the rules that
govern the legal perimeters of the process.

The Preamble to Part V of the Code sets out its intent to develop
"good industrial relations", "constructive settlement of disputes"
and "constructive collective bargaining practices". The Preamble
is often overlooked by arbitrators as an interpretive reference point
for their role and authority. Its grandeur is not reflected in the
legislative provisions on grievance arbitration which do not go far
enough to fulfill the policy behind them. This can be remedied by
having the Code clearly state the purpose of grievance arbitration
and the legislative mandate of arbitrators. It should set out the
remedial role of arbitrators and eliminate duplicity of forums on
questions arising under the Code. It should expressly state the
remedial authority of arbitrators and vest them with specific
authority to do the task they are called upon to perform. It should
unify and clarify the grounds for review and vest what limited
review authority is considered advisable in a forum whose primary
focus is the administration of federal labour relations legislation and
policy. A bargain or policy to submit differences to final decision
making by arbitration should not operate with an unwritten
exception allowing further review when one party is unhappy with
the decision of the arbitrator he participated in selecting. Finally,
with arbitral jurisprudence gaining the growing dominance it is in
collective agreement negotiation and administration, there should
be easy access to a federal body of law that is grounded in the policy
and provisions of its legislation. These things can only be achieved
by discontinuing neglect of the policy fashioned by the federal
government which has such an important place in our collective
bargaining system.


