CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFICE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 522
Heard at Montreal, Wednesday, Septenber 10, 1975
Concer ni ng

CANADI AN PACI FI C TRANSPORT COMPANY LI M TED
(C. P. TRANSPORT - WESTERN DI VI SI ON)

and
BROTHERHOOD OF RAI LWAY, Al RLI NE AND STEAMSHI P CLERKS, FREI GHT
HANDL ERS
EXPRESS AND STATI ON EMPLOYEES
DI SPUTE:

Claimby the Union that discipline issued to J. Corsi for an incident
occurring February 5, 1975, is too severe and shoul d be reduced.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

J. Corsi was awarded a two-day suspension for an incident that
occurred February 5, 1975.

The Uni on appeal ed the discipline, requesting that in view of the
record of J. Corsi, the discipline was too severe.

The Conpany declined the request.

FOR THE EMPLOYEE: FOR THE COVPANY:
(SGD.) R WELCH (SGD.) C. C. BAKER
SENI OR GENERAL CHAI RVAN Dl RECTOR, LABOUR RELATI ONS

AND PERSONNEL
There appeared on behalf of the Conpany:

C. C. Baker - Director, Labour Relations & Personnel, CP
Transport, Van.
And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

R Wel ch - Senior General Chairman, B.R. A C., Vancouver
M Johnson - Local Chairman, Lo.2315, B.R A . C., Vancouver

AVWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

The grievor was given a two-day suspension for failure to secure
freight properly. The grievor's classification was that of

war ehouserman-driver (tractor), and there can be no doubt as an
experienced enpl oyee he ought to have secured the |oad properly. He
was properly subject to discipline.

The issue is as to the severity of the penalty inposed. The



grievor was hired in 1965. He was reprimnded once in 1967, for a
driving error, and twice in 1970, once for a driving error and once
for failing to obtain the number of pieces signed for. He was not

di sci plined again until February 6, 1975, when he was given a "severe
reprimand" for a driving error. The discipline here in question was
i nposed on February 17, 1975.

Having regard to the five-year period in which no discipline was

i nposed on the grievor, the reprimnds inposed in 1967 and 1970 nust
be considered, in this case, as having no significance. |In assessing
t he penalty inposed here, it is however, significant that, |ess than
two weeks previously, the grievor had been guilty of carel essness.
Foll owi ng the issue of a severe reprimnd, the inposition of a

t wo- day suspension may well be appropriate, although the offence

i nvol ved will also have to be considered. Here, it seens to ne the
of fence was sufficiently serious to nerit sonmething nor than a nere
reprimand, particularly comng as it did such a short tinme after the
previ ous offence. Wiile this penalty nmight be considered on the
severe side, it did not go beyond the range of reasonable

di sciplinary responses to the situation. Accordingly, the grievance
is dismssed

J. F. WEATHERHI LL
ARBI TRATOR



