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AWARD: 0808

Grievant, a Wildlife Investigator for ODNR, submitted a time report for hours worked during a pay period. The grievant claimed that he worked his normal 80 hours plus five hours of overtime. Management felt that there was insufficient documentation to warrant the approval of overtime.

The union claims that the grievant is a veteran of 28 years and never once has his claim for pay been questioned. During that tenure, he has had one minor incident of discipline, a reprimand for not completing his paperwork. The time report question is no different from that he and his collegues have submitted hundreds of times and that have been accepted without question by the department.

Management argues that the grievant was given every opportunity to present evidence in support of his claim and failed to do so. Grievant has a history of laxity with respect to completion of the necessary paperwork. That the grievant did not satisfactorily document his pay claim provides ample support for its rejection.

Arbitrator Graham found that the employees of this department have a great deal of discretion concerning the completion of their time reports. This in itself is not indicative of dishonesty or falsification of pay claims. To the contrary, it is a practice well known to all concerned. Provisions to the pay document have not been scrupulously followed, therefore, testimony provided by the grievant, as well as his collegues, show no plausible grounds for denial of overtime.

Grievance sustained.
