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AWARD NO: 0506 

GRIEVANCE WAS MODIFIED.

The Grievant was removed on the grounds of repeated violations of the R&C Standards of Conduct plus prior disciplinary incidents. The allegations included failure to carry out a work assignment, insubordination, and violation of a number of other work rules. The Grievant had been employed as a parole officer for eight years, and his early record was without any discipline. Recently, however, disciplinary actions were levied against the Grievant, the dates of which coincided with the appearance of a new unit supervisor over the grievant.

The agency contended that the Grievant had repeatedly violated the department's Policies and Procedures. They argued that this in consonance with his prior discipline constituted just cause for removal.

The Union argued that the Grievant's discharge was without just cause. They alleged that the agency's action was a result of the Grievant's participation as a Union steward. They also argued that the agency's discharge was unfair because they had not worked with the Grievant to improve his performance.

The Arbitrator found that the Grievant's violation of the agency's Policies and Procedures was undisputable. He also found no credence in the Union's claim that the discharge stemmed from the Grievant's Union activity. The Arbitrator concluded that the Grievant's recent disciplinary history was mitigated by his relationship with his new unit superviosr, and was therefore unwilling to "...affirm the discharge of grievant, a middle aged person with eight years of service, without...one final chance to get himself together and pay strict attention to his duties." The Grievant was reinstated without back pay, on a two year probationary period under jurisdiction of the Arbitrator.
