
Date: 
 

December 19, 2006 

To: 
 

Hugh Crawford, President IAFF Local 2067 

From: 
 

James Fullingjim, Fire Chief 

Re: Grievance (Termination – Carl Shanon Smith) 
 
On December 12, 2006, I received a written grievance from you regarding the dismissal 
of Carl Shanon Smith, Fire Recruit (Smith).  In your grievance you state that Smith was 
terminated without cause in violation of the City/IAFF Collective Bargaining Agreement 
(CBA).  The solution you request is reinstatement, back pay, benefits and seniority.  In 
support of this solution, you contend that Smith has received satisfactory evaluations on 
his job performance during his first year which ended on December 5, 2006. 

 
I have reviewed a meeting notice from Gala Hicks, Director of Human Resources (Hicks) 
dated December 4, 2006, a memo from me to Hicks dated December 4, 2006, and 
relevant CBA provisions.  For the reasons stated below, the grievance submitted on 
behalf of Smith is denied. 
 
Probationary employees under the City/IAFF CBA are those employees with less than 
twelve (12) months of service.  See Article 1, Section 5 of the City/IAFF CBA.  Subsection 
5(a) of Article 1 states, “A probationary employee shall have no right of appeal if 
terminated.”  Smith was hired by the City on December 5, 2005, and thus under Article 1, 
Section 5 of the City/IAFF CBA his probationary period would have expired on 
December 5, 2006. 
 
Prior to December 5, 2006, I determined that there may be legitimate reasons to relieve 
Smith from his duties and took the appropriate steps to verify those reasons and to 
determine whether they supported dismissing Smith, extending his probationary status, or 
placing him on permanent status.  Smith would have received oral notification of my 
initial determination on Sunday, December 3, 2006; however, he called in sick that day.  
Smith would have received written notice of the probationary status meeting scheduled 
by the Human Resources Department on Tuesday, December 5, 2006; however, he called 
in sick that day also.1 
 
A meeting regarding Smith’s probationary status was held on December 7, 2006.  After 
meeting with Smith, his attorney, and you, I exercised my discretion in favor of 
dismissing him from City employment in a memo dated December 8, 2006.  Although 
this memo is dated after Smith’s probationary period would have expired, I do not 
interpret the Article 1, Section 5 in a manner that permits an employee to obtain 
permanent status by avoiding the workplace until the twelve (12) month period passes.   
 
cc: Gala Hicks, Director of Human Resources 
 Rickey J. Knighton II, Assistant City Attorney 
 

                                                           
1 Written notice of the December 7, 2006 probationary status meeting was sent to Smith via Federal 
Express next day delivery on December 5, 2006. 


