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STATEMglsT OF CL&U& "Claim of D. E. Sc3nil.z that: 

(a) Carrier violatedthe Clerks' Agreement onJuue 26,19'?'6 
whenD. G. 'Pucker,Di?ector, Computer Operations, notified Claimant 
that hewaa remmedfromeenrlce; and, 

(b) D. E. Schulz shall now be reinstated into the sarvice of 
the Carrierwith allpastrights restoredontbebaeistheywere prior 
to his dismissal fromthe service of the CarrieronJuae 26,19?'6;Sna, 

(c) D. E. Schulz shall now be compensated eight (8) hours' 
pay each work day of Machine Operator Position at the current rate of 
position for each day since June 26, 1976, and the same for each work 
deJr of above mentioned position until he is reinstated into the service 
oftbe Carrier; and, 

(d) D. E. Schulz shall receive ten (lO$) per cent interest 
to be ccmrpounded each and every pay period from date of his removal 
from service forward,antil suchtime claimis settledaadClsimrurt 
returned to service of the Carrier. Ro oral hearing is desired." 

OPIB'IOIVOFXIARD: Clabant was stumraned to a discipliamy hearing 
held on June 25, 1976 uuder the foILowing charge: 

n . ..te develc$ all the facts and place your responsibility, 
if (UPT, in connection with possible violation of Rule l3, 
Form 2626,Standard, Oeneral Rules for the Guidance of 
Bmployes, 1975, concerning your alleged absence without 
proper authority sinceMay 28,1976." 

Followingtbehearing,Carrier dischargedClaimant from 
service, and that action is before us for review. 
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We have thoroughly reviewed the hearing and the record. We 
findthat Claimant was affordedafair and impartial hemingandhad 
every opporhmity to testify and enter his story into the record. bring 
the middle of the hearing, Claimant left of his own volition - an action 
which was clearly at his own peril. 

The Pan8cript contains morethaa 8ubstautial eHdence 
establi8hingClaimeat *s responsibility for the matter in question. 
Test-w was iztroduced which established that Claimsnt was indeed 
absent from his assigmeat for the period In question witbcmt ahhori~ 
and that he bad not secured any leave of absence. His absenteeism was 
a seriou offense, and, baaed on the retxmi before us, which indicate8 
that Claimant wa8 well llwsre that he could not be absent for the period 
in qUeStiOn wit-8 ProPer lea-T-5 Of 8bSeaCe, We find no ba818 to alter 
fa&.r*s discipline of thaisad. 

Accordhgly, we will deny the claim. 

FIl0lINGS: TheThirdDitieionofthe Adjustment Board,upon the whole 
record and all the evidence, finds and holds: 

That the parties waived oral heaiag; 

That the Camier ami the Ekployes involved in thi8 dispute 
are respectively Carrier and B@.oyees within the meaning of the Railway 
Labor Act, 88 8plpo~ed June 2L, 1934;' 

That this Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdicatioa, 
over the di8pute involved herein; and 

That the Agreement was not violated. 

ATPEST: 
By order of Third DiViSion 

Dateit at Chicago, Illinois, this 9th day of November lg'j'g. 


