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(salthern  Bailway ccspany

STAlmBnT OF cuiI& “Claim of the Ssstem Cwaittee of the motherhood
that:

(1) The dismissal of ?oremn T. W. Eayes for elleged
vmatiar of mile '0' lR8 .exee*llive, uuwamantedaadanabuse  of justice
and discretim (Camier'r  File Hl-&).

(2) Foremn T. w. Hayes be reinstated with seniorttrl;~ dll
vacaticaanddllotherri&tsmimpairedandhe  be ccqensa
WagelosS suffered."

OPmIoR OF BfxRD: This is a Rule “G” dispute in hi& them is no
questian but that clalmnt was gniltyaa charged.

Further,no itmaea'relating to pmxedure were raised; there was a fair
and impartial imestigat.ionofthe charges. The solequestioaraised
bythe Ckganisaticllrdlstes tothe- ofdieciplina  impaled.
cm, a ferensba, badbeenem@oyedbyCatrierforthirtytWee
years (eighteen as a foremn )aBahadanuBbldshedrecordpriorto
this incident. lktitimer ellegea that the discipline imposed by
Carrier was excessive.

Carrier points at that, Bite 0 is the only Carrier wo&ing
ruleui~ichmndates tlitmimalaa  apenaltyaud  the rationale forthis
hareapenaltyisobrioasin~~~ithe~~iavialstiopls.
Carrierar~sthatparticularlyfarauem@yeiaasupervlsor~
capaci~ a vicilation of BdLc 6 la int&erable.

Itiawell establishedtbatthis Boardaafnot  substitute its
judgment for that of Carrier in discipline cases, perticnlarly with
respecttopenalty,unless  it csabe shcmthatCarA&s  actionswere
arbitrary, capriciaur oz discriminatory. Even thigh were we sitting
ia judgmmtwemightwell  have decided ona differentpaalty,  we have
no basis for disturbing Carrier’s conclusion herein. There is no
questionbutthatthisBmrdhasrepeatedlyaffimed csrriers'  rights
to dismiss.employes for Bnle Gviolations.  Long years ofuublembhed
serviceany  servetomitlgateapam&tywhentbere are scme debts about
guilt (c.f.Awardl&36), but suchmitigationis not applicable here.
Tbeclaimlmstbedenied.
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FIlfDIEGS: The !l'hi.rd Division of the Adjustment. Bard, upon the whole
record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;
.

That the Carrier sad the Enployes involved in this dispute
.-- are respe&.ively Carrier and Ekployes within the mesning of the Railiray

Labor Act, as approvedJune 2l,lg$+;

That this Division of the ~$justment  Board has jurisdiction
over the dispute involved herein; and

That the agreement we8 not violated.

AWARD

cl&m denied.
.

.
XATXOIUL RULROAD ADJUSTME!NT  BOASD

. By Order of Third Division

ATTEST:
Executive Secretary

Dated at Chicago,~Illinois,  this 3lst day of Jltly1918.


