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The Grievant, Kurt Vetter, had been employed as a Trooper of approximately two years. He was removed after an investigation about monies being missing from an honor system snack bar that was maintained in the break room of a Turnpike maintenance building. The complaints led to installation of a hidden camera, the taking of statements from two Turnpike maintenance employees in charge of the snack bar cash drawer, monitoring cash drawer balances before and after the Grievant has access to the snack bar and the taking of a statement from the Grievant in which he admitted that he had taken some change on a number of occasions but had intended to pay it back, although he had not always done so.

Management argued that it has a right to hold law enforcement officers to a higher standard to conduct and that a careful investigation, including the Grievant's own admission, established the Grievant's guilt.

The Union argued that there were flaws in the proof submitted and that Management ignored evidence that other people could have been responsible. The Union claims that the impact to the Patrol is exaggerated and noted that there was no publicity and no conviction. The Union further states that the amount taken was not substantial enough ($6.75) to warrant removal. The Union also notes that the Grievant indicated he intended to pay it back.

The arbitrator found that is was clearly established that the Grievant took a number of quarters from the Turnpike Commission snack bar. He notes that the Grievant admitted to taking quarters from the case drawer on more than one occasion. Videotapes showed him in the snack bar, opening the cash drawer, putting his hand in the change area and moving it around and removing his hand. The tape did not appear to show him purchasing a product at the time or putting bills or other money into the drawer. In addition, the testimony of the two Turnpike employees who maintained the snack bar was credible and pursuasive in the they monitored the cash drawer and established three separate occasions when the Grievant had access to the snack bar and money was missing. Based on the evidence, the arbitrator found that the Grievant did take monies from the snack bar. The arbitrator, therefore, felt compelled to deny the grievance. Specifically, the taking of the property of others while on duty is regarded as a serious offense. The Grievant was a sworn law enforcement officer in uniform and on duty at the time of the incidents, the Grievant never asked to "borrow" money, Grievant was on notice that he must obey the law and was held to a higher standard as a law enforcement officer, and, in addition, he was present at a November 1993 meeting where his Post Commander specifically stated that taking candy or snacks from the Turnpike maintenance snack bar without paying could lead to discharge.

