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1.

This adjudication decision addresses two grievances which the parties agreed could be heard at the same time. The first grievance is a Union grievance filed by CUPE, Local 2291, the Union, on April 18, 2006 alleging that the Employer breached the Collective Agreement by posting a vacant position, for Support Services Worker 1 ‑ Seamstress, with unreasonable qualifications contrary to Article 31.02. Article 31.02 states as follows:

“31.02 
Such notices shall contain the following information:



(a)
duties of the position;



(b)
essential qualifications as per the class specifications;



(c)
other job requirements;



(d)
hours of work;



(e)
salary; and



(f)
date of posting.

The job requirements must be relevant to the position.”

The second grievance was filed by Marjorie Mills, the Grievor, who applied for but was not awarded the position of Seamstress. The Grievor claims that the Employer has breached Article 31.03 of the Collective Agreement in failing to award the position of Seamstress to her as the most senior applicant. Article 31.03 reads as follows:

“31.03
Appointment to the position shall be made of the applicant with the greatest seniority from among those who meet the necessary job requirements as posted.”
2.

There were no preliminary objections raised by either party with respect to the arbitrability of the grievances nor to my appointment as Adjudicator. The successful applicant for the position of Seamstress, Marcie Foote, was present at the adjudication hearing and was provided an opportunity to participate in the hearing. There were twenty-eight exhibits submitted in evidence at the adjudication hearing and these exhibits are listed in Appendix “A” to this Award. The Grievor was the only witness called to testify by the Union. Counsel for the Employer called Norma Duplessis, who is the Plant Manager, and Kathryn Craig, who is the Chief Executive Officer of the Employer.
ISSUES
3.

There are three questions to be resolved as a result of the referral of these two grievances to adjudication. They are:

(1)
Were the essential qualifications for the position of Seamstress, as listed in the Notice of Vacant Position, relevant to the position and, therefore, appropriate ones to require of applicants?

(2)
If the essential qualifications as listed in the Notice of Vacant Position were relevant, did the Grievor, as the senior applicant for the position, meet these essential qualifications? 
(3)
If the essential qualifications as listed were not relevant and, therefore, must be amended, does the Grievor meet the amended essential qualifications? If she does, what is the appropriate remedy?
EVIDENCE
4.

The Employer is a not for profit company established to provide laundry services to a number of institutions, including hospitals in southern New Brunswick. As hospitals utilize the service, the Employer is required to meet particularly high standards. In addition, it was noted that the Employer is in competition with paper-based, disposable products which means that there are financial pressures on the Employer to operate in a cost efficient manner. The cleaning process is broken into a number of different stages including sorting, washing, ironing, folding and repairing, amongst others.
5.

The two witnesses called by counsel for the Employer, Norma Duplessis, who is the Plant Manager, and Kathryn Craig, who is the CEO, have had extensive experience in their managerial positions and are obviously concerned regarding quality control and efficiency of the operation. Norma Duplessis, in addition to being Plant Manager, is also responsible for supervising the sewing room. She noted that if there is a backlog of work in the sewing room this requires that the Employer incur the additional costs of maintaining a larger inventory of linens in order to meet daily demand.

6.

Around 1982, when the Employer was processing approximately 7.5 million pounds of laundry per year, there used to be two full-time seamstresses in the sewing room. The volume of laundry subsequently dropped to approximately 5 million pounds per year and this resulted in only one full-time seamstress being employed, with occasional part-time assistance. The Grievor, in fact, was one of the workers brought in to assist in times of increased workload in the sewing room. This occurred particularly when any of the washing machines was malfunctioning and causing sheets and other linens to tear. In addition to sewing repairs, the seamstress is also responsible for manufacturing special articles, including surgical gowns made out of gore. It was noted that the gore material is expensive and that any puncture of the material outside of the seams reduces the usability and value of the product. 
7.

The Grievor has worked with the Employer for thirteen years on a full-time basis plus an additional three years on a part-time basis. She has worked in various areas of the plant and in particular has worked in the fluff-fold area and inspected for holes and dirt. As noted, she has also worked in the sewing room on occasion over the past six years. The Grievor was hired to work part-time in the sewing room because she had expressed an interest. In response to  her expressed interest, Norma Duplessis, the Plant Manager, told the Grievor that she should obtain a sewing course which she subsequently did from Patricia Boyer (Exhibit 14) prior to her starting part-time assignments in the sewing room in the year 2000.  The hours she actually worked in the sewing room were submitted as part of Exhibit 19. She spent a total of 947.25 hours in the sewing room over 5.5 years which averages out to 172.23 hours per year. If the hours in the sewing room were consolidated into one period of time it would amount to slightly over six months of full-time work.
8.

When the Grievor worked in the sewing room, she often assisted or replaced Mary Lawrence who was hired as a seamstress around 1997. Norma Duplessis testified that she would not normally assign the more complicated work to the Grievor when she was working in the sewing room on a part-time basis. Mary Lawrence retired in 2006, following which her vacant position was filled. About 8 weeks prior to the posting, Marcie Foote, who had extensive training as a seamstress, was hired as a casual to assist Mary Lawrence who was having some health problems. Marcie Foote subsequently applied for the vacant position and was the successful applicant.

9.

The Staff Performance Reviews for the Grievor covering the years 2000, 2003, 2004 and 2005 were submitted as Exhibits 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24. The comments in these reviews are favourable apart from some references to her being slow when folding gowns. The more recent reviews indicate that there has been some improvement with her speed in folding gowns, especially if it was a job she was doing by herself. On more than one occasion, the reviews indicate that the Grievor did like to learn new jobs. 
10.

There was only one Staff Performance Review (Exhibit 18) relating to the Grievor’s part-time work in the sewing room. This review was done by Norma Duplessis in August 2005. The review indicated that the Grievor was “good” with respect to her attendance, punctuality, appearance, tact and diplomacy and attitude. Her work quality and skills were also generally described as “good”. Within the heading of work quality and skills, it was noted, in response to whether the Grievor has a “thorough” knowledge of job requirements, that she has more to learn. It was indicated, in response to whether the Grievor completes assignments promptly and seeks additional tasks, that she could be faster at the job. With respect to whether the Grievor demonstrates ability to learn new methods, the review indicated that the Grievor has the ability to learn new methods but that she has not demonstrated the ability to do so. It would appear that these qualified comments are due to her having not been in the sewing room for any continuous length of time. The review is more critical with respect to the Grievor’s initiatives and suggests that she could improve on neatness and being more organized. It did describe the Grievor as doing a “fair job in mending” and suggested that the Grievor could receive more training as a seamstress if she was interested. This review was done in August 2005 and the Grievor did not immediately express an interest in receiving more training until it became clear that the sewing position would be posted toward the end of 2005 and beginning of 2006. 

11.

The job posting for the vacant position of seamstress lists the following essential qualifications:
“•
Grade 12 or equivalent G.E.D.

 •
Thorough skill, experience, and knowledge in sewing required.

 •
Must have successfully completed certified sewing course certificate or extensive sewing experience and knowledge.

 •
Must have excellent organization skills to organize and plan work required.

 •
Must be able to work with minimum supervision.

 •
Demonstrate initiative and good judgment.

 •
Must be able to read, write legibly, and perform math calculations at a level required for successful job performance.

 •
Must be able to follow oral and written instructions.

 •
Establish and maintain a co-operative work relationship with co-workers, supervisors and anyone in contact within the course of work.

 •
Physically able to perform assigned duties.

 •
Good previous work and attendance record.

 •
Neat and clean in appearance and a good attitude.”

Although the Grievor only has Grade 11 and the job posting requires Grade 12, the Employer acknowledged that she had been grandfathered with respect to this particular qualification and was not disqualified as a result of her not having her Grade 12. The Employer also acknowledged that the Grievor had successfully completed a certified sewing course which was another essential qualification. The two essential qualifications that the Employer claimed the Grievor failed to meet were:

•
Thorough skill, experience, and knowledge in sewing required.
•
Must have excellent organization skills to organize and plan work required.
12.

The Seamstress position has been placed by the Employer in the Support Services Worker 1 classification in the Collective Agreement. The job description (Exhibit 7) setting out the duties for the Seamstress position was prepared by the Employer and is dated March 2006, about the same time as the job posting (Exhibit 6). The qualifications required to perform the work, as listed in the job description, are similar to those in the job posting. It is noted that the job posting when the position was last filled in 1997 was quite different. Apart from reference to a certified sewing course and general reading and math skills appropriate to the job, the 1997 job posting does not make any reference to “excellent organization skills” or “thorough skill, experience and knowledge”. Like the most recent job posting, it does refer to a skill test being given to applicants.

13.

Finally, the Support Services Worker 1 position is defined in a provincial “Classification Specifications” document (Exhibit 8) as follows:
“This is manual work performing routine tasks using equipment and tools as may be required by the position assignment. Instructions from supervisors are specific in nature, and work is subject to inspection during process and upon completion. As experience and autonomy are gained, somewhat more responsible tasks may be performed. Employees of this class may be assigned to areas such as housekeeping, food services, linen services, laundry, materials management, maintenance, grounds keeping and nursing units. Employees may be required to operate and maintain light automotive equipment. 
N.B.  These job duties are only the basic and prime duties of the job; related and allied duties may be assigned from time to time as may become necessary to the operation of the institution.”

The qualifications for the Support Services Worker 1 under the provincial Classification Specifications include the following:

“High school graduation or successful completion of G.E.D. For some position assignments, some experience or a valid driver’s license may be required.”

14.

Another provincial document (Exhibit 10) sets out guidelines for interpreting various terminology used in classification specifications that describe training and experience. It provides as follows:

“GUIDELINES TO INTERPRETING DESIRABLE TRAINING
AND EXPERIENCE



Definition
Time Specifications

                                                                                                                                         

SOME EXPERIENCE:
3 months – 1 year

A small amount of experience sufficient to enable persons

to become familiar with methods and terminology in 

common work situations in the particular type of work.
EXPERIENCE:





1 year – 3 years

Sufficient experience to do full journeyman level work or

independently perform the standard duties usually found 

in the particular type of work.

CONSIDERABLE EXPERIENCE:
3 years – 6 years

Sufficient experience to provide familiarity with methods,

materials, equipment, and results in a wide variety of work

problems in the occupational field.

THOROUGH EXPERIENCE:
6 years – 10 years

Broad and intensive experience in substantially all 

characteristic aspects of the occupation.

EXTENSIVE EXPERIENCE:
8 years or more

Reserved for classifications specifically requiring 
unusually broad and intensive experience in substantially 
all activities characteristic of their occupation. This 

experience requirement has been used sparingly and for

unusually exacting classes.”
15.

Marcie Foote was hired on a casual basis to work with Mary Lawrence in January 2006. It was not challenged in evidence that Marcie Foote was already a well trained seamstress at that time. She worked in the sewing room with Mary Lawrence for approximately six weeks before Mary Lawrence left. Marcie Foote entered the job competition and was selected as the successful applicant in April of 2006. The Grievor, prior to the interview and skill test for the position, requested an opportunity to work in the sewing room. She was assigned to the sewing room for approximately nine days. Marcie Foote, the casual who had been hired to work in the sewing room, was with the Grievor for a few of the nine days and then she was assigned to another location.
16.

A professional Home Economist, Margo Duff, was hired to assess the sewing skills of the applicants for the position of seamstress. The Grievor was assessed on April 13, 2006 between 8:15 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. The evidence indicated that this was a slightly longer period of time than initially anticipated for the Grievor to complete the assessment. It was noted that there was only the one task remaining at lunch and the Grievor was willing to complete the zipper she was working on at that time so that everything she was asked to do as part of the assessment was completed. The evaluator did note that the Grievor was very nervous at the beginning of the morning but became more comfortable as time went on. 
17.

The assessment (Exhibit 17) evaluated many tasks with respect to knowledge, quality and speed. Each category was evaluated with respect to whether the applicant was excellent, average or poor. Under the knowledge category, the Grievor received “excellent” evaluations on all tasks except one for which she was evaluated as “average”. This gave her a total of thirty-five out of a possible thirty-six points. Under the quality category, the Grievor received “excellent” evaluations on nine tasks and “average” evaluations on seven tasks. Finally, under the speed category, the Grievor received twelve “excellent” evaluations, four “average” evaluations and one “poor” evaluation. The poor evaluation was in relation to the construction of a cephalic drape. Under the knowledge and quality categories with respect to this task she was evaluated as “average”. The Grievor, in her evidence, indicated that this was the first task that she did during the evaluation and that she was nervous. With respect to many tasks the evaluator did indicate that the Grievor was fast and checked the quality of her work. The evaluator’s final comment was that the Grievor was very interested in the position and was “willing to learn and work hard”.
DECISION

18.

Counsel for the parties both referred to general arbitral principles from Brown and Beatty’s text “Canadian Labour Arbitration” (fourth edition).  Central to the selection process is the requirement that the employer be fair and reasonable in adhering to the requirements of the collective agreement. As noted earlier, the current Collective Agreement in Article 31.02 requires that the job requirements be “relevant” to the position, particularly those that are essential qualifications. The Union’s basic argument was that the essential qualifications as set by the Employer were excessive. The following quote from the arbitration decision Re Board of School Trustees, Delta School District and C.U.P.E., Loc. 1091 (1994), 46 L.A.C. (4th) 216 (Laing) reflects the position taken by the Union:

“The standard, or minimum qualifications as they are sometimes called, must be reasonable in the sense that they must bear a reasonable relationship to the basic requirements of the particular job. An employer cannot artificially puff up the minimum qualifications of the job to the extent that employees who, by any objective standard, have the knowledge, ability and skills to perform the job, given the trial period agreed to by the parties, are either discouraged from applying in the first instance or, even if they apply, are told they do not meet the qualifications and consequently are ‘not capable’.

While the employer may legitimately and properly establish minimum qualifications to avoid having to train persons who are not capable of doing the job, it may not disenfranchise employees by stretching the requirements unreasonably or raising the standard floor to a degree that is no longer in reasonable relationship to the job.”

19.

It was noted by counsel for the Union that the current Collective Agreement in Article 31.04 provides that a successful candidate is to be placed on a trial basis in the new classification for a period of two calendar months. It was not disputed by counsel for the Union that the successful applicant before becoming entitled to a trial period must meet the essential job requirements for the position. This principle is addressed in the adjudication decision Re Vance Leavitt (unreported adjudication decision by Adjudicator Brian Bruce dated April 20, 2000) at page 10.

20.

Counsel for the Employer emphasized that arbitrators must exercise caution not to second guess the Employer but rather look to see whether the Employer has acted in an honest and unbiased fashion in reaching a decision which a reasonable employer could have reached given the facts. Further, it was noted that the onus is on the Grievor, as a senior employee, to prove that she has the ability to perform the job without the need for a training period. At the same time, it should be noted, as referenced in Brown and Beatty’s text “Canadian Labour Arbitration” (fourth edition, topic 6:3230), that “. . . the employer is entitled to expect only that the employee be able to produce the quality and quantity normally required and not that the employee be as qualified as the previous incumbent.”
21.

The job posting in the present case has introduced some new essential qualifications which were not present in the previous posting of the vacancy in 1997. In particular, the current job posting sets out, amongst others, the following three essential qualifications:

“•
Thorough skill, experience, and knowledge in sewing required.

 •
Must have successfully completed certified sewing course certificate or extensive sewing experience and knowledge.

 •
Must have excellent organization skills to organize and plan work required.”

In the first two qualifications listed above “thorough skill, experience, and knowledge in sewing” or “extensive sewing experience and knowledge” are required. These descriptive words suggest that an applicant would have had to have worked in a similar sewing position for a long period of time in order to have this level of qualification. The provincial Guidelines (Exhibit 10) suggest that “thorough experience” would require six to ten years to acquire and “extensive experience” would require eight years or more. In its description of these terms, the Guidelines describe both of them as requiring “intensive” experience. It is noted in the Guidelines that reference to “extensive experience” is used sparingly and for unusually exacting classes.

22.

At the same time, it is noted that, in the second bullet quoted above, the extensive sewing experience and knowledge can be offset by an applicant having successfully completed a certified sewing course. It is an “either/or” requirement. The Grievor had completed a three week, forty-five hour course around the year 2000 and the Employer acknowledged that it accepted her certificate for this course as meeting the requirements of this qualification. This does beg the question as to whether the Grievor having acquired the sewing course certificate, could be said to have the equivalent requirement of “extensive sewing experience and knowledge”. It would have been more appropriate to have used the phrase “equivalent experience” in this bullet. This still would beg the question, however, as to the relevancy of the sewing course if, in fact, one must have, in addition, “thorough skill, experience and knowledge in sewing” as required in the first bullet quoted above.
23.

The parties in the Collective Agreement have placed the Support Services Worker 1 classification in Pay Range 7 with is one of the lowest ranked pay ranges in the Collective Agreement. This alone would suggest that it is not a job requiring extensive training in order to be able to perform the duties. The provincial classification specifications for the Support Services Worker 1 indicate that it is manual work involving “routine” tasks and that as experience is attained somewhat more responsible tasks may be performed. It was not disputed by the Employer that this is an entry level position as categorized in the Collective Agreement. In contrast, in the adjudication decision Re Edward Jennings (unreported adjudication decision by John Laidlaw dated May 21, 2002), the fact the classification in question fell within Pay Range 20 was seen as significant proof that it was not an entry level position. It was argued on behalf of the Employer that the position of Seamstress was very unique and that the attaining of daily quotas required somebody who was efficient and skilled in the work. At the same time, the Employer has acknowledged the classification level of this position and in setting essential qualifications must not exceed the recognized skill and knowledge levels that can reasonably be required of this classification in order to adequately perform the job. It appears from the evidence of the Employer’s witnesses that they wanted to create a position that was beyond the scope of a Support Services Worker 1 classification. 

24.

It is concluded with respect to the essential qualification of “thorough skill, experience and knowledge in sewing” that this requirement exceeds the qualifications that are necessary for someone to adequately perform the job within the classification level the Employer has chosen. The essential qualification should have been referred to as “some skill, experience and knowledge in sewing”. The term “some experience” is described in the provincial Guidelines (Exhibit 10) as:
“A small amount of experience sufficient to enable persons to become familiar with methods and terminology in common work situations in the particular type of work.”

This level of experience would normally be acquired within 3 months to 1 year of performing the work.

25.

Finally, the third bullet listed above requires that the successful applicant have “excellent organization skills”. The use of the word “excellent” suggests a level of skill that exceeds the basic requirement for a position within the Support Services Worker 1 classification. It must be assumed that an employee will have some opportunity in the job to develop organizational skills as they become familiar with the job. As noted earlier, the job in the provincial specification is described as performing routine duties under general supervision. This is not to downplay the right of the Employer to insist on “some” or “good” organization skills given that the individual normally operates alone in the sewing room. From the description of the work in the sewing room it consists largely of repairs to torn linens and the sewing of new items. Directions as to the priority that should be given to the various tasks are a matter that can be indicated by a supervisor. It appears that the Employer in referring to excellent organization skills is, at least in part, concerned about the speed with which various tasks are performed. This is often something that develops as one gains more experience.
26.

It is concluded that the essential qualifications related to both experience and organization skills as set out in the job posting exceed the minimum requirements that would enable an employee to adequately perform the job in question. It is, therefore, not necessary to determine whether the Grievor was properly assessed as not meeting the qualifications as posted.
27.

It remains to determine whether there should be a reposting of the position or whether a determination can now be made as to whether the Grievor meets the appropriate essential qualifications and should be placed in the position. There are a couple of concerns that arise in this regard. Firstly, if other employees in the bargaining unit would have applied for the position but were deterred from doing so because of the qualifications listed, it can be argued they should be given an opportunity to make application under the revised essential qualifications. This principle is discussed in the Delta School District case (supra). The evidence in the present case strongly suggests that there are no employees in the bargaining unit who would have an interest in the position given the revised essential qualifications. There was reference to the fact that the Grievor was the employee usually asked to substitute in the sewing room when additional help was required during the past six years. Witnesses for the Employer referred to the Grievor being the one they turned to when additional help was required. This supports a conclusion that of all employees in the bargaining unit she was the one most interested in the work and the one best qualified to do it. Further, it must be remembered that this is an entry level position. The evidence indicated that there would be few or any in the bargaining unit that would be classified at a lower salary range and, therefore, interested in the job. Given these facts, it is determined that there is no useful purpose that would be served by reposting the position if, in fact, it can be concluded on the basis of the evidence presented that the Grievor meets the essential qualifications as revised.

28.

There is no question but that the Employer has some concerns about the Grievor’s ability to perform the job to a level that it would like to see. In particular, concern has been expressed about the Grievor’s organizational abilities. The fact that the Employer continued to select the Grievor over a period of 6 years as the primary person to fill in when additional help was required in the sewing room, suggests that her skills, knowledge and organization were sufficient in those situations. At the same time, it is noted that under Article 31.04 of the Collective Agreement the successful applicant is entitled to be placed in the position on a trial basis for a period of two calendar months. If the employee proves unsatisfactory during this trial period or unable to perform the duties of the new position, the employee can be returned to his or her former position. This trial period allows the Employer some flexibility to assess the employee in the job. As noted by Arbitrator MacDonald in the last paragraph of Re Sydney (City) and C.U.P.E., Loc. 933, (1992) 24 L.A.C. (4th) 349:

“It is perhaps easier to accept the impact of seniority on promotions where there is a trial period of assessment to ensure that the appointment is satisfactory.”

The existence of a trial provision in the Collective Agreement suggests, that where there is a borderline applicant for a position, that applicant should have an opportunity to be placed in the position in order to allow the applicant to demonstrate skills that are very difficult to assess on paper.
29.

It is true that in the present case the Grievor has worked in the sewing room on a part-time basis over a period of six years. Her time in the sewing room has usually been limited, however, to a few days at a time. She has not had the opportunity, therefore, to develop familiarity with the flow of the work that would allow her to demonstrate her ability to cope with the demands of the position. 

30.

There are many aspects of the evidence that indicate that the Grievor does meet the minimum qualifications that would entitle her to be placed in the position on the trial basis. There were five performance reviews of the Grievor in her current position in the O.R. Packing and Inspection section. Although these assessments did identify some minor concerns, the Grievor was generally assessed as a good employee. Even in the area of organization her reviews indicated that she works well without constant supervision most of the time. There was concern expressed as to her speed and organization when she was working on gowns.

31.

The Employer in the selection process that took place did require that applicants take a skill test. The Grievor was assessed on April 13, 2006. The assessment was generally very positive. She was assessed as having “excellent” knowledge, quality and speed with respect to many tasks. On the remaining tasks she was assessed in the average area and in only one task out of eighteen was her speed noted as being poor. This was in relation to the actual construction of a new item and was one of the first tasks performed that day by the Grievor. The assessor appeared hesitant to provide a definitive conclusion as to the Grievor’s ability to work unsupervised given the short period of time she had to observe the Grievor. This cannot be seen as a negative comment, however, but rather supports what would seem to be a generally accepted principle that assessment with respect to overall ability, including organization skills, is best judged during an on the job trial period.
32.

On the basis of the evidence presented it is concluded that the essential qualifications as stated by the Employer in the job posting, and as reviewed above, exceeded the requirements of this entry level position. The job posting instead should have required “some skill, experience and knowledge in sewing” and some organization skills. Further, for the reasons outlined above it is concluded that in the circumstances of this particular posting that it is appropriate to award the position to the Grievor. The Grievor should be placed in the position on a trial basis as soon as reasonably possible and reimbursed for any lost wages or other benefits that may be applicable. I reserve jurisdiction to address any difficulties arising from the implementation of this Award.



DATED this 12th day of December 2006.
                                                                 
Brian D. Bruce, Q.C.

Arbitrator

APPENDIX “A”

List of Exhibits Submitted in Evidence
at the Adjudication Hearing on November 1, 2006

  1
Grievance of Marjorie Mills dated April 27, 2006

  2
Employer’s Responses to Marjorie Mills’ Grievance

  3
Union Grievance dated April 18, 2006

  4
Employer’s Response to Union Grievance

  5
Letter dated October 13, 2006 to Marcie Foote from Susan Barton

  6
Notice of Vacant Position dated April 18, 2006

  7
Job Description for Support Service Worker 1 (Seamstress) at Fundy Linen Service Inc.

  8
Provincial Classification Specifications for Support Services Worker 1

  9
Notice of Vacant Position of Sewing Machine Operator‑1 and Laundry Worker‑1 (February 7, 1997)

10
Guidelines to Interpreting Desirable Training and Experience Classification Standards

11
Letter from Marjorie Mills dated April 4, 2006 applying for vacant position

12
Notice of Vacant Position posted March 31, 2006 and subsequently repealed

13
Letter from Marjorie Mills dated April 20, 2006 applying for position

14
Certification signed by C. Patricia Boyer certifying that Marjorie Perry has completed sewing course

15
Letter dated February 27, 2006 to Norma Duplessis from Marjorie Mills and subsequent notes by Norma Duplessis

16
Notes of Norma Duplessis made on March 2, 10 and 15, 2006
17
Sewing Assessment

18
Staff Performance Review and Evaluation of Marjorie Mills dated August 15, 2005

19
Record of Hours Worked by Marjorie Mills in Seamstress position between August 2000 and March 2006

20
Staff Performance Review and Evaluation of Marjorie Mills dated October 31, 2005

21
Staff Performance Review and Evaluation of Marjorie Mills dated November 15, 2004

22
Full-Time Staff Performance Review and Evaluation of Marjorie Mills dated September 9, 2003

23
Staff Performance Review and Evaluation of Marjorie Mills dated June 23, 2003

24
Staff Performance Review and Evaluation of Marjorie Mills dated September 27, 2000

25
Employee Seniority List at Fundy Linen Service Inc.

26
Copy of Collective Agreement

27
Diagram of Cephalic Drape

28
Provincial Classification Specifications for Support Services Worker 2
