CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 902
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, January 12th, 1982
Concer ni ng
VI A RAI L CANADA | NC.
and

CANADI AN BROTHERHOOD OF RAI LWAY,
TRANSPORT AND GENERAL WORKERS
Dl SPUTE:
Assessnent of discipline to Counter Sales Agent 2, W Hasiuk for
i mproper handling of a custoner, while on duty at Oshawa Station
March 22, 1981.

JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE:

On March 22, 1981, W Hasi uk Counter Sales Agent 2 was on duty at
Oshawa Station. A custoner submitted a witten conplaint on March
24, 1981 criticizing VIA for the manner in which she was treated when
she arrived at the station to purchase 2 tickets. The conplaint was
i nvestigated, and on March 30, 1981 an investigation was held. M.
Hasi uk was assessed 10 denerit marks.

The CB.RT. & GW appeal ed the discipline assessed, and the Conpany
refused to renove the discipline.

FOR THE EMPLOYEE: FOR THE CORPORATI ON:
(SGD.) J. D. HUNTER (SGD.) ANDRE LEGER
NATI ONAL VI CE- PRESI DENT LABOUR RELATI ONS OFFI CER
There appeared on behalf of the Conpany:
Andre Leger - Labour Relations Oficer, VIA Rail,
Mont r eal
C. A B. Henery - Human Resources O ficer, VIA Rail, Toronto
C. O Wite - Labour Relations Assistant, VIA Rail,
Mont r eal

And on behal f of the Enpl oyee:

R Cee - Staff Representative, CBRT&GW Toronto

AWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

The only evidence on which reliance may properly be put, in the
matter before nme, is that of the grievor hinself. There was a

conpl aint made by a customer with respect to his behaviour in selling
tickets, and it is clear that the passenger had becone quite upset.
If the custonmer's account of the matter were all of the evidence, and



if it were supported by adm ssi bl e evidence, then the grievor would
i ndeed have been subject to discipline.

As it is, however, the material properly before ne allows only the
conclusion that a custonmer who (whether or not by any fault) arrived
just as a train was about to | eave, becane irate when the grievor,
taking the fastest procedure possible, sold her one-way rather than
return tickets. The grievor, who was alone in the station and had
been taki ng baggage to the train, returned to serve the custoner. It
does appear that he did not handle the situation with the greatest

di pl onacy and tact, and perhaps sone counselling, or at nost a

repri mand, would be called for, but I do not consider that just cause
for the inposition of ten demerits has been established.

Accordingly, the grievance is allowed.' It is ny award that the ten

denerits be removed fromthe grievor s record.

J. F. W WEATHERI LL,
ARBI TRATOR



