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This grievance challenges the Company!s action which led to the discharge
of grievent, a Field Stores Attendant in No. 3 Cold Strip, because of certain
events which occurred on February 9, 1965. About a half hour after he was re-
lieved he was engaged in conversation with a group of employees at a point
aedjacent to the labor office, some 1250 .feet distant Ifrom the field storeroom
in which bhe worked., He hed driven there on & Cushman power scooter, which was
standing nearby with its motor running and its lights on. A No. 3 Cold Strip
Labor Leader, L. Ryan, approaching the labor office, turned off the motor and the
lights, and walked into the office. Grievent followed him remonstrating strongly
that bis scooter should not have been touched by the Labor Leader. There followed
then statements end a series of actions which are the principal basis for the
Company's decision to discharge him. These will be detailed shortly.

Originally, five grounds for the disciplinary action were cited by the
Company :

(1) improper relief; (2) unauthorized use of 'mobile equipment (Cushmen scooter);
(3) loitering in unauthorized area; (4) fighting; and (5) use of profane
and threatening language toward another employee.

The first ground was dropped in the Fourth Step after another employee,
J. Puchek, appeared and explained that he had relieved grievant under the buddy
systen at 6 :20 a.m. The other four grounds in combination are referred to by
the Coopeny as the cause for discharging this grievent, in keeping with its
rights as set forth in Article IV of the collective bargaining agreement between
the parties.

Vhile disputes over the facts are not uncommon in disciplinary grievances,
in this cese there 15 a most extreme inability to find agreement on any fact.
The grievent denies everything in every detail., He says he was directed by a
Labor Leader to use the scooter to transport a laborer to the labor office. BHe
clains thet he bad dropped this laborer off and was about to return to his own
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arez vhen Ryan intervened and started the trouble. He flatly denles that he
entered the labor office or that he was in a fight or that he struck Ryan, or
that he used any profane or threatening language., He asserts instéad that Ryan
used profanity, whereupon grievant merely said in effect: '"Watch your language;
I don't went to fight in the plant; if you want to fight I'1ll meet you outside.”
Although three witnesses testified that after he drove the scooter to the field
storeroom ke returned on foot to the labor office and renewed his verbal attack
on Ryan, grievant denies that he returned to the office.

It is possible, ef course, for ome to be "framed." Here, however, super-
visors and several bargaining unit people join in testifying and describing
incidents which grievent simply denies. Even where it was possible for him to have
fellow. exployees support his version of the facts he did not produce any such
witnesses. EHe claims he dropped a leborer named Saunders off near the labor
office, because he had been instructed by a Labor Leader named Hall, to do so.

Hall is a member of the bergaining unit. In the discussions during the steps of

the grievance procedure it was made clear that employees other than qualified

drivers are forbidden by safety rules to drive the scooter. Yet nelther Hall

nor Saunders was produced as a witness to support grievent's story. DNor were

Zny of the employees called who grievant says were at the place where he discharged
aunders,

Grievent ascribed his troubles to some differences he bas had with another
Lebor Leader who was present in the labor office while he was baving his difficulty
with Ryan. Be cleims this man had improperly been inside the field storercon
in which grievant works while no one was in attendance, that he had reported this
to his foreman, and that a personal feud resulted. The foreman denied knowledge
of 2ny such irregularity; grievent himself acknowledged he knew no reason for
unfriendliness on'the part of any of the other supervisors or fellow employees
who appeared as witnesses, and yet he did not hesitate to deny categorically
practically everything they testified to.

In the grievance procedure the Company dropped its charge that grievant had
left his post without being properly relieved, because another employee, Puchek,
appeared and stated he had relieved grievant at 6:20 a.m. Grievent thus became
evare of the fact that other charges could bave been cleared up through similar
testimony. Yet, as stated, even though witnesses were available, none appeared
to suprort his story.

The fight was not too serious. Apparently, only one slap vas landed and
scme scuffling occurred, accompanied by profane and threatenlng language. In
itself one might have been tempted to lock for extenuation, as indeed the two
Labor Leaders considered doing. They dropred this approach when grievant
strode back into the office and renewed his threats some minutes later. These
facts added to his violation of known safety rules in driving the power scooter,
loitering in an unauthorized area, and then attempting to excuse himself by
concocting a story atout driving enother laborer to the area under instructions
of a Labor Leader, on the theory that it would not have been safe for this men
to walk the distance, seriously hurt grievant's cause by making his testimony
ineredible. The liberties he obviously took with the facts at the hearing tend
to convince one that the charges against him were true. 1n the aggregate they
constitute cause for the discharge as contempled in Article IV of the collective
bargaining agreement. ‘

Tals grievance is denied, o
/3/ Tavid I. Cola
Dated: tober 1, 1965 _
» David L. Cole, Permanent Arbitrator
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