CANADI AN RAI LWAY OFFI CE OF ARBI TRATI ON
CASE NO. 1484
Heard at Montreal, Tuesday, March 11, 1986
Concer ni ng
CANADI AN PACI FIC LIM TED (CP RAIL)
and
BROTHERHOOD OF RAI LWAY, AIRLINE AND STEAMSHI P CLERKS,
FREI GHT HANDLERS, EXPRESS AND STATI ON EMPLOYEES
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT #14
Dl SPUTE:
Di sm ssal of enployee R Huot on February 22, 1985.
JO NT STATEMENT OF | SSUE
On January 21, 1985 the enpl oyee was summoned to a disciplinary
i nvestigation concerning errors nmade at the recieving and i nventory
section since Cctober 2, 1984.
On January 25, 1985 the enpl oyee was summoned to a disciplinary
i nvestigation for having transgressed Rule #2 and Rule #13, Article
23.
On January 28, 1985 the enpl oyee was summoned to a disciplinary
i nvestigation concerning a poor productivity for the week ending

January 11, 1985.

Fol |l owi ng these investigations, the enployee was advi sed of his
di smi ssal

The Brot herhood nmmintains that the dism ssal was unjustified and
clainms all |oss of wages incurred fromthe date of the dism ssal also
claimng that the enpl oyee be reinstated i medi ately.

The Conpany deni ed the claim

FOR THE BROTHERHOOD: FOR THE COMPANY:
(SGD. P. VERMETTE (SGD.) R L. BENNER
FOR: J. Manchip Manager of Materials

General Chairnman
Board of Adjustnent #14

There appeared on behal f of the Conpany:

R L. Benner - Director of Materials, CPR, Mntrea
A. Bourassa - CGeneral Stores Supervisor, CPR Mntrea
P. P. Macarone - Supervisor of Training and Accrdent

Preventi on, CPR, Montrea
R. Brunet - Production Coordinator, CPR, Mntrea



E. Tinpson - Labour Relations O ficer, CPR, Mntrea
J.

P
D. Davi d - Labour Relations O ficer, CPR, Mntrea

And on behal f of the Brotherhood:

D. J. Bujold - Vice-General Chairmn, BRAC, Toronto

C. Pinard - Local Chairman, Lodge 1267, BRAC, Montrea
R Huot - Gievor

J. Marien - Local Chairman, Lodge 1290, BRAC, Montrea
J. Germain - Local Chairman, Lodge 1221, BRAC, Montrea

AVWARD OF THE ARBI TRATOR

As the conmpany pointed out in its brief this Arbitrator in CROA Cases
#1277 and #1279 extended the grievor "one | ast chance" to denonstrate
that he is attitudinally prepared to performthe duties and
responsibilities of the assignnents that may be given him by the

conpany.

On February 22, 1985 the grievor was issued a Form 104 advi sing of
his dismssal.....

for your denonstrated failure to work at
acceptable I evels of productivity based
upon both quality and quantity which reflects
your negative attitude toward working under
conpany direction within the Materials Departnent
at Angus Shops".

The conpany's brief contained a |itany of episodes that suoported its
conclusions in Form 104. These incidents do not nerely reflect an

i solated error or foregivable aberration that m ght be overl ooked.

Rat her, they reflected an attitudinal difficulty that suggests that
the grievor has not the slightest appreciation of the duty owed to
his enpl oyer to performthe fundanental functions of his position.

And, of greater inportance, nothing in the grievor's brief suggested
a reason that mght explain his blatent disregard in satisfying his
job responsibilities.

In short, at no time did the grievor show, upon his return to work,
that he nerited the one | ast chance that was given him

As a result his dismssal is sustained, and his grievance is deni ed.

DAVI D H. KATES,
ARBI TRATOR



