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Discrimination against Dr. Chander P. Grover
by the National Research Council (NRC)
Findings of a Canadian Human Rights Tribunal

(Excerpts from the Tribunal’s decision of 21 August 1992)

Law v. Canada further confirmed the purpose of section 15 to protect and promote human dignity.  In this context, it is noteworthy to examine the findings of a Canadian Human Rights Tribunal, which found that the National Research Council discriminated against Dr. Chander P. Grover on the basis of his race, colour and national or ethnic origin in contravention of the section 7 of the Canadian Human Rights Act.  Throughout its 94 page decision rendered on 21 August 1992, the Tribunal has made explicit findings that management of the National Research Council has subjected Dr. Grover to a humiliating and demeaning treatment that has caused him loss of self respect, self worth and physical and psychological health problems.  Some of the findings of the Tribunal are as follows (emphasis added):

 “Dr. Laubitz, Dr. Preston-Thomas and Dr. Vanier spent considerable time in their evidence endeavouring to deny the existence of a group with Dr. Grover as group leader.  Their attempts to deny the existence of such a group were in the Tribunal’s opinion merely an attempt to downgrade Dr. Grover’s status within NRC.” (p. 14)

“Mr. Major obviously was surprised at Dr. Grover’s exclusion, and felt that he would have been a logical person at this meeting, in view of his position and background with NOI.  The Tribunal finds that the exclusion of Dr. Grover at this meeting made little sense, and can only be seen as the start of a series of events orchestrated by Dr. Laubitz to downgrade, demean and frustrate the career of Dr. Grover.” (p. 15)

“Insofar as further contact and liaison with NOI, the Tribunal finds that Dr. Laubitz clearly intended to neutralize Dr. Grover’s status and effectiveness in his ongoing dealings with NOI.  The Tribunal finds in this regard that Dr. Laubitz’ treatment of Dr. Grover was deliberate and calculated to demean his career status.” (p. 17) 

“ The Tribunal cannot agree with Dr. Leddy’s conclusions.  Dr. Leddy’s decision was nothing more than an attempt to excuse Dr. Laubitz’ insensitivity and attitude of indifference of Dr. Grover’s career.” (p. 18)
“Dr. Laubitz testified that he did not recall details of some of the meetings.  The Tribunal finds that his recollection of events was vague, uncertain and lacked the candour of a credible witness.” (p.21)
“Dr. Laubitz was examined and testified as to his recollection of this portion of the meeting.  His memory of the conversation is vague and uncertain.  The Tribunal accepts Dr. Grover’s version of the meeting and finds that Dr. Laubitz’ account of these events is simply not worthy of belief.  His manner of giving evidence was evasive, his conclusions totally implausible and his explanations, in particular for the way he conducted himself as Dr. Grover’s superior, were inexcusable, insensitive and demeaning to a fellow scientist.” (p.22)
“It is obvious from this memo that Dr. Laubitz had decided to hamper and interfere with Dr. Grover’s research activities and reduce him as best he could to an insignificant role within the expanding field of optics and to keep him under his direct control, while being assigned to the Director’s Office.

“Further, it is apparent from this memo, that by April 1987 Dr. Laubitz had systematically stripped Dr. Grover of the former self esteem and prestige held with NOI, reduced his research activities, dismantled his research team, put his budget on hold and left his future with NRC in a position of distressing uncertainty.” (pp. 22-23)
“The Tribunal finds that this treatment of Dr. Grover by NRC management in employing this proposal exercise was nothing more than a ploy which was unfair, manipulative and calculated to frustrate Dr. Grover’s career development.” (p.24)
“By reason of the distasteful climate created by Dr. Laubitz, Dr. Grover was advised to take medical leave of absence for a few weeks.” (p. 25) 

“Two additional events occurred in the year 1987, both of which confirmed to the Tribunal that Dr. Laubitz's treatment of Dr. Grover albeit subtle, was deliberately designed to reduce Dr. Grover’s status with NRC.” (p. 26) 

“Dr. Laubitz’ actions in frustrating Dr. Grover’s involvement in the IRAP project again confirmed to this Tribunal that the abuse of his position of authority occurred intentionally to diminish Dr. Grover’s stature and frustrate his career development.” (p. 27)
“The person responsible for the deletion was Dr. Laubitz, and again the Tribunal finds this another clear example of Dr. Laubitz’ obvious attempt to diminish the importance of Dr. Grover among his peers.  The conference in Quebec City was an important conference for Dr. Grover and he was intricately involved in its organization.  The actions of Dr. Laubitz we find were deliberate, abusive and discriminating.” (p. 28) 

“The Tribunal finds that from the early part of 1986, when Dr. Grover returned full time to NRC, through to 1990 his research activity and funding for same was narrowed and systematically restricted by NRC management.  The effects upon the development of his career by reason their actions were obvious and devastating.”  (p. 35) 

“A review of the previous promotion submissions confirms again to this Tribunal, a systematic approach by NRC management, and in particular Dr. Laubitz and Dr. Preston-Thomas, to diminish Dr. Grover’s stature and to ensure the disruption of his career progression.” (p. 37) 

“It is obvious to this Tribunal that the variation by Preston-Thomas from ‘leading expert’, ‘unusually productive’ and ‘no difficulty’ was a calculated, totally unnecessary interference of an otherwise fair description of Dr. Grover’s abilities and status.” (p. 40) 

“The Tribunal concludes after a review of the documentation regarding promotion submissions from 1982 to 1989 coupled with the evidence of Drs. Vanier, Laubitz, Preston-Thomas and Bedford, that the change after 1986 to the promotion submissions of Dr. Grover were deliberate and intended to depict Dr. Grover as a less than average scientist.  The result of the changes was to bring his promotion progression to an abrupt halt.” (p.41) 

“As previously indicated, modifications by Dr. Preston-Thomas were in the opinion of this Tribunal designed to minimize Dr. Grover’s promotional possibilities and to frustrate same.” (p. 42)  

“The Tribunal accepts the evidence of Dr. Grover as to the general content of the actions of Dr. Bedford and Vanier at that meeting and where it differs from evidence of Dr. Vanier and Dr. Bedford the Tribunal prefers the evidence of Dr. Grover in this regard.” (p. 61)
“The cancellation of the Boston trip was professionally a tremendous embarrassment for Dr. Grover.  He had been recently honoured as a Fellow of the society and was to present a paper at the Boston program.  He was obliged to cancel out from the program making as an excuse an emergency situation at NRC.  …………..  

Obviously the respondent could ill-afford to send Dr. Grover to a prestigious conference which might further enhance his career when they had already determined to terminate him.  The Tribunal finds that the action of the Respondent in canceling the Boston trip was part of an overall calculated process to terminate Dr. Grover and the handling of this aspect of his termination, namely the Boston conference was for Dr. Grover a thoroughly callous and humiliating experience.”  (pp. 63-64)
“The Tribunal finds that the Respondent on these various occasions including the two proposals put forward in response to Dr. Perron’s request was simply a method utilized by the Respondent to frustrate Dr. Grover.”  (p. 64) 
“The Tribunal finds from the testimony given and the Exhibits filed concerning the events between August 8th and November 7th, 1990 the Respondent intended from the outset to terminate Dr. Grover.  The process of allowing Dr. Grover to submit proposals to reject same based upon certain prepared criteria was all part of the subterfuge to give the appearance of fairness to the process.  In fact the Tribunal finds that the actions of the Respondent throughout this period were contrived and calculated to further humiliate Dr. Grover, and bring to an end his career at NRC.  This pre-conceived and well planned strategy is best depicted in a memorandum to Jacques Vanier from Clive Willis dated 30 October 1990 which is found at Exhibit HR-29, p. 235.”  (p. 66) 

“Throughout the course of the evidence at this hearing, the Tribunal became concerned as to the propriety of NRC’s handling of this case.” (p. 71) 

“Individually when these incidents are viewed in their totality this Tribunal finds that from the commencement of Dr. Grover’s complaints down to the last date of this hearing, NRC endeavoured to apply pressure on witnesses as well as control and prevent the introduction of some of the evidence to this Tribunal.  These actions themselves led the tribunal to the conclusion that this was differential treatment of Dr. Grover.  The incidents as described aforesaid in paragraphs (a) to (f) inclusively are in the opinion of this Tribunal a clear contravention of Section 59 of the C.H.R.A.”  (pp. 72-73) 

“Following Dr. Grover’s return to full time work in NRC in 1986, we find that he was subjected to a course of differential treatment, perpetrated by NRC management, and in particular Dr. Laubitz, Dr. Preston-Thomas, Dr. Bedford and Dr. Vanier.” (p. 73)
“We find that the treatment of Dr. Grover by NRC management was calculated to diminish his status as a scientist, and reduce his research activities, impede his promotion progression, reduce his ability to develop his scientific career internationally and lastly put him through an ill-devised termination process which was both humiliating and stressful.”  (p. 73) 

“We find that the conduct of NRC management resulted not only in the destruction of Dr. Grover’s career but caused him undue distress and illness, disrupted his family and home life and put unnecessary stress on his family members.” (p. 73)
“As specifically indicated in our findings, the explanations given by the Respondent for the treatment of the Complainant (Dr. Grover) as the Tribunal has detailed herein, are in our opinion pretextual.

We cannot leave this aspect of our decision without commenting again on some of the evidence received from the Respondent through the witnesses Jill Baker, Dr. M. Laubitz, Dr. Preston-Thomas and Dr. Vanier.  Their evidence is in many instances vague, contradictory and lacking in detail.  We find these witnesses lacking in credibility.  Dr. Grover on the other hand, gave his evidence in a clear, detailed, precise manner with considerable candour.  His evidence was not shaken, in any way, in cross-examination.  We accept his evidence as it detailed the particulars of his complaints, and where his evidence differs from the evidence of those witnesses called by the Respondent, the Tribunal chooses to accept the evidence of Dr. Grover.  His character and credibility was substantially corroborated by the witnesses Dr. Cowan, Dr. Chapman and Mr. Major.  We accept the evidence in this regard.” (p. 78)
“The actions of NRC’s management, the handling of Dr. Grover’s career, promotion submissions, career recognition potential and career advancement, and in particular the entire termination and eventual reinstatement process, starting with Dr. Perron’s ‘ultimatum letter’ are far from covert or subtle actions on behalf of the Respondent.  The Tribunal finds much of this treatment, as outlined in detail in the reasons herein, flagrant and calculated to humiliate and demean the Complainant Dr. Grover.”  (p. 79)  

“The Tribunal has set out in detail the concerns it has, as it relates to the Respondent’s handling of certain aspects of this hearing.  In particular, the retaining by Jill Baker of the diskette of Dr. Grover’s promotion submission, the evidence of Gloria Dumoulin, the evidence of Dr. Cowan and his concerns regarding NRC counsel John Leman, the improper conduct and obvious conflict of interest of NRC Human Rights Advisor Lorraine Collette, and the evidence of Dr. Grover that he was told by Dr. Vanier he could not advance his career unless he withdrew a grievance against NRC.  ….


….  In view of our concerns regarding this evidence as received by the Tribunal, it is our strong recommendation that such evidence in these areas as outlined be referred by the Canadian Human Rights Commission to the attorney General of Canada for a review and prosecution pursuant to Section 60 of the Act.”  (p. 80)
“We have found and determined that the general treatment of Dr. Grover by the Respondent, and the effect of same on his personal health and family life have been both demeaning and devastating.”  (p. 82) 

“The Tribunal had an opportunity to observe Dr. Grover testify through several days of this hearing, as did his wife.  We have gathered an impression of this Complainant that he is an extremely proud, honest, hard working with very strong family ties and devotion.  The treatment by the Respondent of Dr. Grover was, in our opinion, humiliating and demeaning, with serious implications resulting in lack of career development.  We, in addition, heard evidence of health problems arising out of the stress of this treatment as well as the stress placed upon his wife and children.” (p. 87)
“It is the conclusion of this Tribunal that an appropriate award for the hurt feelings, humiliation, embarrassment and loss of self-respect by Dr. Grover would indeed be at the high end of the monetary scale under this section.” (p. 88) 

