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The - and - arbitration decisions were both discharge 

cases. These cases did not involve the question of whether or not attendance 

points correlate with disciplinary actions-they both focused on the problem of 

"leapfrogging" a step in the progressive disciplinary procedure. Thus, there is 

little application to the instant dispute. In contrast, the Union submits into 

evidence the - arbitration decision. The Arbitrator in that case, -

- realized the importance of points correlating with the appropriate level 

of disciplinary action as evidence by his final decision to issue a Final Warning 

letter (overturning termination), and reducing the point total to correspond to that 

level of disciplinary action. That is precisely what should be done with -

-case. 

The language and outline of Article 23, Section 118, clearly demonstrates that if 

Agent X' Warning Letter was not timely, and was subsequently rescinded by 

the Company, then to arrive at the appropriate point total per Section 118, it is 

necessary to remove the 1.0 point as well. In other words, if an employee 

(Agent X) is at the Letter of Notification level of disciplinary action, 

contractually that person cannot be housed in the "4 - 5" points range, 

which calls for a Warning Letter level of discipline. Indeed, the Company's 

position does not make "common sense." In brief, the point total and the level 

of disciplinary action should correlate. That has not happened in - 

case, and it should be corrected. His attendance record should be adjusted 

in accordance with his grievance so that the attendance points correspond to 

the appropriate level of disciplinary action. 
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other reason, normally the entire action that led to the grievance is dismissed, 

not just a part of it. Thus, based upon all of the foregoing reasoning, the 

undersigned is compelled to conclude that the absence point at issue in this 

dispute should have been deleted from the Grievant's attendance record. 

AWARD 

The Union's position is upheld for the most part. Thus, the absence point 

that was associated with the untimely warning letter is to be removed from 

Grievant- attendance record. However, that does not necessarily mean 

that there should always be a "correlation" between absence points and the 

levels of disciplinary action spelled out in Article 23, Section IIB, as explained in 

the Opinion section supra. Since the Union's entire position was not upheld, in 

recognition of the language found in Article 20C, the Company is hereby ordered 

to pay 75% and the Union 25% of the Arbitrator's costs. Any unresolved 

differences regarding interpretation or implementation of this Award will- be 

settled by the undersigned upon written request of the parties. 

December 2, 1999 

ti f)d,e__ at�) 
Dr. A. Dale Allen, Jr. 
Impartial Arbitrator 




