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The Second Division consisted of the regular merbers and in
addition Referee Herbert L, Marx, Jr, when award was rendered,

System Federation No. 7, Railway Fmployes'*
Department, A, ¥, of L, - C. IT. O,

Parties to Dispute: (Carmen)

SN TN TN

Sco Line Railroad Company.

Dispute: Clainm of Emrvloves:

Carman Karl Laszewski, Stevens Point, Wis., is claiming to hzve (letter
or reprirand) renoved from his personal file, which he recelved from Mr. D. G.
Foote, Manzger of L, & C. Services, in regard to investigation of illov, 11,
1977, wnich the Soo ILine R,R. charged ernlovea, "It arpears you made no
effort to notifly your ~““~1u»daf or anyone else in-outhority that you were
leaving,” lr, K. Teszewski claims that the Soo Line 3,B. failed to show 2urlsn
of Proof of charge., =ule 31 & 32 Bhop Crait Agreement should be centrollinz,

Findings:

The Second Division of the Adjustment Board,

upon the whole record and all
evidence, finds that:

The carrier or carriers and the employe or employes involved in this

i
are respectively carrier and employe within the neaning of the Railway Lab
as approved June 21, 193k,

This Division of the Adjustment Board has Jurisdiction over the dispute
involved herein.

Parties to said dispute waived right of envpearance at hearing thereon,

Claimant was subject to an investigative hearing, which was conducted in a

fair and proper manner, on the following charge:
"To determine faets relative Lo your walk
asolgnnent the 11:30 p.re to 7:30 a.n,
yard about 2:00 a,m, on the morning of I
appears you zade no effort to notify rour go
else in suthority that you vere leaving
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did result in delay's even though we

y\x
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shift in Stevens Foint
o 3, 1977, I
=oder or anyone
enving your Job
1 extra man

o
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out on penalty time the beginning of th

[kl

Following this discipl 1narv hearing, the Carri sred & letter wit
"reference to the investigation" stating specifical Tt appears you rade no
effort & o notify your gang leader or anyone else in authority that you were

leaving, "
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During the course of the dispute handling on the property, the Carrier's
Director of Iabor Relations wrote to the Organization in part as follows:

"Intensive review of the letter of reprimand did find a single
sentence which might be deemea not fully eccurate, That sentence
is: 'It appears you made no effort to notify your gang leader or

anyone else in guthority that you were le”v”P“.’ In an effort to
reuolvc this dispube, the Carrier has offered to str

e from the
zcord that sentence., The »~“1o"ce° stated that they would take
ta s offer under consideration,”

The Organizaticn declined this off which would have left intact the letter

ﬂ.
of reprimand resulting from the inve

The RBoard finds no cbjection whatsoever to the Carrvier's contention that it
- may Jnlblut& letters f@”ln%Ln I arniiceple rules and regulati
concerning empleye conduct, and ing off duty, On tan o
argues the Carrior, tg:”ﬁ is ! surb the (laimant's record
the stbsegquent reprimand

basic on =
of investi
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v and
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now containing both the reco:
letter,

The Carrier did not sinply communicate

There is
lai

with the (I znt o i) CP *kﬁ nacessary conformance to rules and
regulations, (See heard o, GCG2 (Dennis) on +this point). Instead, it initiated
an investizative hearing under the disciplinary procedure, thus se<t ing v
the possibility (if the charge is proven) of a resulting formal disciplinary

action,

An examination of the investligative hearing records show that at the core

of the malter V°s the Claimant's alleszsd failure to notily proper authoritiss
in connecetion

a0
letter of z:n"iaan', found this charge
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s Lhe Cap ‘v"Te;, through its initial
X svstained, At a 1later polint, houwever,
the Director of Iabor Relations found otheriise,

Th s, the Board is not dealing m~wk a cowrun cation from the Carrier to cne
7 3

of its employees, bubt with the rasulis of w2l drnvestigation, Carvier
considered such results as “discipline’, @ 2d in the Carrier’'s correspondence
on the property and in its submission to t© i, as follows:

n
Rather udxﬁ ceel
of digeiniine to

"The facts",
was "fully "ccawute

3
.

shows a failure to b“ove the charg

Ilad the (¢
rule cormn 3
is dniti:
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AWARD

Claim sustained,

NATTOVAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOAPD
By Order of Second Division

Attest: Executive Secretary
National Railroad AdJjustment Board
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By [/ ol lengepdetaccns T L R e S S
T istrative Assistant

B S Tivar, evpdh o e
.- nhosemarie Zrasch - ~Adminis

‘ :
Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 5th day of larech, 1980,



