
(9rotherhocd of Railway, 4irlir.e and
( Steamhip Clerks, Freight Hmtiers,
( &press and Station kployes

RUTIES TO DISPUT3: (
(Southern Pacific Transportation Company
( (Pacific Lines)

S-JTs,mn  @ C,‘&-J,l. Ciaim of the System Committee of the 3rotierhood
A+ GL-8273, that:

(a) The Sout'nern Pacific Transwrtation Coqacy violated the
Clerks' Agreement eXhlt when it dismissed ;:Lr. J. D. Seitiiley from
service foikwins investigation at which it faiied to orox its charge;
ad,

(b) The Southern Pacific Transportation Company -tioiated ?tie 49
of the .Ag-eeiaer?t when it rendered an uxtimly decision contrzr,y to tl?e
express term thereof; ad,

(c) Tke Southern ?acific Transportation Coqany shaZ.1 no?< be
required to allow W. Keithley eight (8) hours' compensation at the rate
of Telegrapher Clerk September 8, 19?5 and each date thereafter until
restored to s.ervke irith seniority rights, insuraxe rights, kospital-
ization rights, and all other AgreemA rights to which he is entitled.

OPIMOi~ OF S@A-EE: Claimmt vas dimissed from seryi,ce for failing to
protect his assi-gzent as required und.er 3de &O,

which reads ic part:

"Eqloyes mst report for duty at the prescribed
time md place . . . .(l

Tie Cia&ant's aXegatioT: that he was maware of the require-
ment to work for the P3li -<eelr in questicn is witkozt 31erit. Tee
Carrier' s ju~@ztent that he :k.nowingly failed to rePoti on the day in
question is veil founded.



Severit of the penalty is fuJ&j supsorted by Claizm3t's
disciplir.ary :histozy , :&cl? inchdes dismissal and reinstatement os
a leniexy basis for a similar offense.

On a procedural basis the Organization  cl2im that the
Carrier failed to follow Rule $3, Appeals and Representation, in
the provision :4hich states:

II . . .Tce officer receiving notice of such
protest x-ill render decision irithin fifteen days,
or if the notice ixludes reTJest for conference,
render decision wi'shic fifteen (ij) days frm date
of conference, sue3 tkaes su3ject to extension by
mtual agreement. . . ."

The Crgaaization alle,zes that Carrier's SuI;erintezdeht
oreju*&Sed  t:le r.atter,in  resporse to the Orgasization's  a-,peai;qy
-,.s,atirg in 2 letter prior to the reauested conferexe,tiat "/T do
ztt feel -zy decision xas prejudice Lx2 or tco severe and y=/‘-. 7
reqest for zultiRle kxapensation uhtil returned to service is
denied."

T:?:, Superhten e.:d -t had also issued the diszsissal  notice.
it mig5t have bees well for him not to respond initially to the
Organization in the negative maimer quoted above. The Board, never-
theless, does not find this an error of substance, since the Su;er-
inteadent did hold the rea_uested cocference aad thereafter w-rote a
tixePJ re?ly in denying the claim.

FIXXXGS: The Third 3ivision of the .kLjustrrent Roard, ~IXXI the vihole
record aud all the evidence, fihds and holds:

Tnat the oarties waived oral hearing;

That the Carrier ar.d the Ragloyes involved in this dispute
are -esne-tiveilJ Czrrier amd Rmplcyes within the zaeulir.g of the Rail-daj
LaboE A&j as as?roved J;r?e 2l, i33k;
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That this Ditision of the Ad&&ment 3oard has jurisdictioa
over t:?e dispte involved herein,; and

That the Agrement was not vioiated.

A :i A R D

Cl&x denied.

:I4TICWL, RUM@Aa3 AD.JIJsT:~EXC  Eio;L?3
By Order of Third Division

ATTZST :
Xxecutive Secretary

Dated at Chicago, iliinois, this 28thday of February 1978.


