
(2) Tne personal record of Claims&t Long be cleared of said
suspension 2nd reidurs~ent be nade to hi2 r'sr wage loss suffered be-
case of said suspension (?$e 26~).

OFI'II~N  O? Em.F3-I d j . Ciahics?.t's  thirty (30)  d2ys sus~ensicn,  which b e  i s
110-4 contestixq as "ix~n~er, discrizkxtor~ md

without just md sufficient ca??se," vas iqosed by the Carrier f3r his
f&lure to coyly -with 33 Safety ,&lies 665 and 667, readirg:

“565. Zh~loyees EL& report for dutjj at the desiqmted
tia? and piace. Thejj mxt be aleti, 2.tteritive and de-
vote themwlves exclusively to the Coxqany's service
xhile on duty. They nust net &sent t:?emeives fro= a
duty, exc?mzge ti.Aies with or substitute others in their
place without pnoer athotity."

"667. 2qloyees mist cc.zp2.y vith instructions frm 322
pmoer authctity."

Ox the last dzjr of t'ne "roti week preceding a three day holidqr
weekend, essential ecpipaer.t becme inoperative and c1atiar.t req>lested
pemission to t&e the a%e_n-oar. off to attend to personal business.

I



Award 3mber 22006
Docket ?&mber ~~-21838

l

The pemission was not grauted, but claiuant &.fomed his forem.n
that he was going to leave anway. ae -was told to "leave at his
o-m risk," which he did.

Four other mplojiees srho also left work were suspeoded
for 15 -*oxking days following an investigation,  for violation of Rule
665. Claiicu;t requested ~stpocenent of his investigation aud the
disciplinary action against him followed a hearinS held one wes4
later.

The Doard finds that coa?parison of the circmstances
involting *.e other four exaployes;i, leaving iror'x with the clainant's
actions, does not justify the substantially more severe penalty es-
sessed against claiszant. it is clear that claimant left York with-
out pemission, a3.d was subject to disciplinary action. The record
is not convincing that claimmt's actions were insubordinate,
warranting the additional ij days suspersior!. "Leave at your own
tisk" is not the clear-cut type of icstxuction upon which insub-
ordination ectioo is oorslellj based, and this soard finds that the
30 days suspension  was excessiTre.

Since ol;e week of the 33 days swpension pericd ir.clu6e6
the oostponeszent of the investigation requested by the clztint, the
&ard considers a 20 work day suspessicn to be aporogriate  and decides
that claixnt's suspension shall Se reduced to 2timW&iing days.

FiNDMGS: The Third Division of the Ad~ustmant Doerd, upos the xhole
record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

Tmt the parties xi-{ed oral hearing;

That the.__---..-.  ~~~~~.~. Carrier ar?d the ~Ssrpioyes~involved  in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Zglcyes wit‘sin the meaning of the ?siimj-
Labor Act; as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Division of the Ad;ustment 3card has jurisdi.ztfor.
over tine dispute invol,red herein; and

!ihat the suspension of thirty iiorking days assessed against
claimant was excessive.




