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Irwin M. Liebenaan, Referee

(Brotherhoodof Railvay,  Alrllne and

I
Stesmship Clerks,PreightBa&lms,
Exnress and Statlon -yes

PABTIBSTQDIBPW:i -
- -

tSouthern Pacific Transuortation Cwmanr
( Texas and Loui~lana her

STATD4EUl OF CLAIM: Claim of the Syatus Ctittee of the Brotherhood,
GI.-7#S, that:

1. The Carrier violated the went Clerks' ASreement at Bouston,
Texas, when on June 24, I$& it arbitrarily and capriciously discharged
Clerk &ward D. Abbs from the service of the Southern Pacific Transportation
chipmy, Texas and Louisiana Lines, without just and sufficient cause.

2. Clerk Boward D. Abbs be restored to the service of the Southern
Pacific Transportation Company, Texas and Loulsisna Lines, with fWl senior-
ity, vacation and other employe rights restored unimpaired, paid a day's pay
for June 24, 1974, and each subsequent date thereafter he could hare per-
fonwd service for the Carrier.

OPIRIOR OF BOARD: Claimant was employed by Carrier on Bovember 21, 1972.
On June 24, 1974 Clajmant WM absent from his assign-

mcntamdwas subeequentlydismissed  from service. FoUowing ahearin& in
accordance with the applicable Aepeement, the dlscipllne was reaffirmed.

Certain procedural questions were raised by Petitioner durjpg the
handlinS on the property,butwere  not brought to this Board. However,
Petitioner objected to certain exhibits appwled to Carrier*s sulm&ssion
which had not been handled on the property. Petitioner's position is sound
ani the documents in question will not be considered; it Is long established
that such "new evidence" is inadmissible at this strrge of the procedure.

A study of the transcript of the investigation reveals that Claim-
apt's defense for his absence was based on his illnern am3 the fact that
his wife alle@lym~tifiedCarri~ofh~ psoblem. Itmustbeobrerved,
however, that althou& he presented a dOCtor'8 certificate, that document
does not indicate that he was disabled and unable to telephone concerning
his'absencc; the document simply indiCate8 tbat Claimant was under a doctor's
c(ve on the date In question. Further, It is agreed by all in their testl-
sony that Claimant's vlfe telephoned Carrier's office at about 2:00 P.M. on
June 24. There is someuncertaintyas to the Import ofhertelephone  call
with one version beiag that she was CheckinS on vhether Claimant vas at work
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and reporting his absence if he was not present, a& the other version being
s message for Claimant cancerning some cw trouble she was having. In w
event, the evidence is that'therc was m notification  of Carrier until at
best 2:OO P.M. that he would aOt be at work that w, even though his start-
ing time wae at 7:00 A.M. We mst conclude, therefore, that there was ample
evidence of record to support Ca~~ier'S COncluSion that Claimant did mot
have ~emlsslon t0 be absaat.

Unauthorizedabsences  are serious offenses in this industry and
often result In dismissal from service (see Awards 14.601, 16860 and 177%
smng others). Petitioner has offered m mitigating srgument with respect
to ClaQnant's Prior record. As we said In Award 14601 in a dlspltc related
to that herein, in the light of the broad latitude' accorded Carrier's in
assessing discipline, "we will mt upret the pmiahment decided upon by the
Carrier, even though the sanotion chosen may be greater than that which the
Board might choose."

FINDIlWS:The TbMDi~ionoftheAdj~tmentBoard,uponthcwhole record
and all the etidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier and the Uployea involved in this dispute are
respectively Carrier and -yes within the meanly of the RaFlray Labor
Act, as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction over
the dispute involved hereia; and

ThattheAgreementwas not tiolated.
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Claim denied.

MTTUG RAnmAD ADJmmmT BOABD
By Order of Third Division

A!lTEST:

Dated at Chicago, IlliDols, this 29th day of April 19%.


