
IiAl!IcBoBL  RBILBQAD ADJusmBcABD
Aimrd tilmber  22l25

'IIIIBDDIVISIQN Dockct~umbercz-2.GS6

Don lisnilton, Referee

(Brotherhood of Railway, Airline &Steamsbip
( Qerks,FreightBandlers,Fxpress  and
( station Bsployes

PARTlXSl'ODISFWl!E:(
(Scxathern Pacific TrsnsportstL0n Capany
( (Pacific Lines)

smw OF CrAm: Claimofthe SystemCmmsittee of the Brotherhood
(GL8217)tbat:

(a) The Southern Pacific !CraMportation Cw vi&ted tbe
Cle?ks’ Agreement e&ant, Rule 66 thereof, when it failed and refused to
sUow Mr. F. E. &obs, Jr., sick leave ccqensation for bona-fide

* illness on each date July 23, 26, 27, 28, Zg.and 30, ly?l and, instead,
made deduction from his pay for such days absent.

(b) 5e Southern Wzific TransportationCompsnyshaUbe
required to allow Mr. F. E. Jacobs, four (4) hours' compensation
July 23, lg7l, and eight (8) hours’

Jr.,
compensation each date July 26, 27,

28, 29 and 30, lg7l, at rate of his assigmsnt, $34.82 per day.

OFINIOli~S9&RD: The claimant- relieved fxendutyaccouot  of
illness, July 23, 19% Clabmmt sotight a release

to go back to work, August2,197l. !the ccmpnydoctor gave the
cl&mnt a release~form  for August 2, 1971 only,since the claimat had
not visited the doctor during the ll days he had been off work.

Ittile 66provLdes inpart:

"5e employing officer zest bs satisfied that
the sickness is bona fide. Satisfactory evidence
as to sickness in the fern of s certificate froma
reputable physician, preferably a colnpanyphysician,
XFU be z-squired in case of doubt.“

In this case the claimant worked four hours July 23, lg'?l
and then reported to the office of the ccqpany do&or. The do&or was
not in, but the nurse on duty advised the claimant to go home.
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The claimant mde no further contact with the clinic until
he visited the doctor August 2, WI.

l%e company believed that the absence frcunwork was related
to the pending mu strike.

'Ibc wife of the claim& is a nurse and the organization
belimdthatshe could take proper care ofhimandthatitvas
unnecessary for him to see the doctor during his absence from work.

Role 66 has been negotiated by the parties and we are not
at liberty to change it or apply equitable relief in behalf of the
claimant to accomodate the argment of the organization.

The caapanywas not safisfledthat sickleave was proper.
!Cherefore a doubt existed. !Che cmpeayraquiredthe  evidence it had
a right to request under Role66. The claimant did not produce the
requested evidence and the claim was denied. Iio basis has
been advanced which would justify reversing the decision of the
Carrier in this case.

F'IRDI?fGS: !l!be Third Division of the Adjustment Roard, upon the whole
record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;

ThettheCarrierandtheRqloyes  involved in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Buployes within the aeaning of the Railway
Labor A&, as approved June 21, 1934;

'Bat this Division of the Adjustmant
over the dispute imrolvedherein;and

That the agreeoentwas not violated.
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Claim denied.

lw!IQIAT  RAILRohD ADJtEl!mRT  BOARD
Ry Order of Third Mvlsicsl

Dated St ChiCagO, ~iI,eiS,  this 30th day of June 3.978.


