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HOLDING: Grievance DENIED. 
Facts: The Grievant, Taylor Robey, was a six-year employee as a Corrections Officer at DRC. Grievant’s employment was terminated on January 22, 2024. Grievant was dismissed for an incident that occurred on May 23, 2023, involving the failure to properly conduct inmate counts and not detecting one missing inmate who had escaped. 
The Union argued: The escape did not occur during the Grievant’s shift. The Grievant did not have the opportunity to conduct a “standing count,” which are the only way to ensure 100 percent accurate counts. The Union also argues that Management was excessive when applying these rules to justify removal, citing to that the institution’s administration stacked the Grievant’s discipline packed with excessive documentation. This documentation only displayed the failures of management and other staff. Management punished the Grievant when many other staff members also failed and were not removed. Since this was the Grievant’s first violation of the alleged work rule, the discipline should have been a written reprimand. Grievant is a good officer and deserves a second chance based on the current staff shortages. 
The Employer argued: The Grievant failed to recognize the absence of an inmate during three separate counts on May 23, 2023. This resulted in Grievant’s failure to identify that an inmate had escaped from the institution well before the counts. These failures allow the escapee to have an eight-hour head start on their undetected escape. The Grievant improperly “pre-loaded” his counts in advance of conducting his counts. The Grievant’s violations of work rules were so egregious that led to the single worst outcome for DRC, an escape. Any award that returns him to employment sends a message that properly counting inmates in not a critical component of a CO’s duty. 
The Arbitrator found: The evidence clearly shows that the Grievant did not effectively fulfill the primary job requirement of a Corrections Officer: being accountable for the inmate population while on duty. The timing of the Grievant’s count and the timing of the escape does not alleviate the Grievant’s responsibilities regarding the count. Grievant’s practice of completing count slips in advance reflects a casual attitude towards his essential responsibilities. Corrections Officers are the most knowledgeable sentinels of an institution’s security, and when standards are not followed, it poses a major threat to public safety that [the Arbitrator] cannot overlook. The evidence clearly supports the Employer’s finding of violations of DRC rules, meeting the removal standard. 
Therefore, the grievance is DENIED. 
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