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The Second Division consisted of the regular members and in 
addition Referee George S. Rouki:; when awxd l.as renhe.red. 

( System Federation No, 42, Railway Employes' 
( Depa@xlent, A. F. of L. - c. I. 0. 

Faxties to Msnute: ( (Electrical Workers) 
( 
( Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Company 

Dis,pte: Cl.$m of Em@oyes: 

1. That the Seaboard Coast Line unjustly, improperly, and wit!:o~t . 
supporting the burden of proof, dismissed Electrician D. L. Eush 
from service beginning Tbvember 16, 1976. 

2. 'ilhz-t ) accorfiiw;ly, the Carrier be ordered to .remove this unjust 
and f~mproper d~sxissal fr'orn the sewice record of Clai?%nt and 
con,penaate 5.m for all time lost in connection the.rewi.ttl, 
begi..ruiing Plove:&er l-6, :i?'it tilroul<h and includiz; such date &S he 
is ,properly restored to the service of the Carrier. 

3. In addition, that Claima~-& be reinstated with all senioritjr 
rights, vacation rizht s - 3 and privileges, insurwxe rights and 
protection as well as a!J, otliey con~:ensation lost as a result of 
this improper and unjust dismissal. 

Findings: -- 

The Second Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole record and 
all the evidence, finds that: 

The carrier or crtyricrs and the eznploye or em,ployes involved in this 
dis.pute are respectivel, 1~ c:tr.rier and. employe within the meaning of the 
Railway Labor Jxt as approved June 21, 1934. 

This Division of the Adjus'lent Board has jurisdiction over the d<.spfite 
involved herein. 

Parties to said d-ispute waived right of alqearance at hearing thereon. 

An investigative l-!eaL'?.i7,$ was held on 0cto'hc.r 27, 1976 to detwmine 
cla:ilnant r s Ly~;~onsibil.it;~ in conzec-tion with the unauth~>~ized rc%oval of 
itws from Carrier's ]lialc,ai.l, Florida facility. The hear4ng officer found 
Claimant guilty of the zhnl*Zcd speciK c:~tions and he xas subsequently 
apprised by letter dated November 16, :L976 that he was dismissed from 
service. 
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In his defense, Claimant ar&~ues that Carrier failed to meet its 
required ,pi-Oof burden by its indi:,il-i'ty to dc~velop clearly that ht? Ul.tiZW- 
fltlly removed said itelns froxl Ca?rier*s ,p~o~>e&J;y and its fai1u.uL-e to ,gxqovide 
a fai.r hearing co2.si.stent w5hh A<reexnt l<ule 32. He assE.rts tht carrier 
additionally imposed differential. piunisbent penalties on the other c!X@OyeeS 
implicated in the irwestication, 

Accordin@y, based on the record and on our consistent mpliC2tiOn Of 
the decisional principle, "that an mployer is entitled to expect its 
employees to be hones-t" (See S econd Division Award 5C43), we vill deny the 
claim, 

Clsix~ denied. 

HATIOT~TAL RYEL'iOAT1 ADJTJSrTI.EX 3OA33 
By Order of Second Division 

Attest: Executive z ecrctary 
National Ea-il~oad Ad;iwtr;lent Board 

Dated a& Chicago, Illinois, this 1Oth day of Janus-q, 1379. 


