NATIONAL: FPATLROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD
Awar d Nunber 23307

THIRD DIVISION Docket Number 5c-23263

Martin F. Scheimman, Ref er ee

[ Brot herhood of Railroad Signelmen
PARTIES TQ DISPUTE:

( me Belt Railwey Company of Chi cago-

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: "Claim of the. General Committee Of t he Brotherhood Of
Railroad Signalmen ON The Belt Rajilway Company Of Chicago:

On behalf Of Sigmelmen M. Pawlowicz, WO was assessed 'with aten
(10) day: deferred suspension following formal investigation that was hel d on

February 15; 1979."

OPINION OF BOARD: Claimmnk, Assistant Signalman, M, Pawlowicz, after investi-
gation; vas assessed a ten (10) day deferred suspension.
The crwn of the: charge-against Claimant was that he failed to call in or report
that he would be unable to work his regular asssigmment-on: Janvary 18, 1979, in
accardance with Rule H and: Depertmentel Bulletin Notice dated Deceamber 1, 1978.

ThHe Orgarivation-contends - that Claimant complied with the rule insofar
as he called. in to work rencrting that he would be off duty om all the days he
vas absent. It also-argued-that Claimant's wife called the Assistant Signal apd
Electrioal Supervisor to-advise that Cldimsnt would not-be-able to work
January 17, 1979 or Janwary 18, 1979 - the day in question. Therefore, the
Organization contends that Cl&imant's personnel record should be cleared of
the ten (10) day deferred suspemsion. In pertinent part; Rule H of The Belt
kailway Book, effectiver June 1, 1974, states: '

"Employees mist be alertand devotat hensel ves.
exclusfvaly t 0 ‘the Company's service, attend
to thedr-duties during the hours prescribed,

mroper:s uthority in matters pertaining to
thety respeetive Dranches of the service.

They must not absent themselves from duty, .

- exehange duties with, Or substitute ot hers
in-thesr place; NOI - eNgage | N other business
without proper authority.

They nust report for duty as required and those
subj ect-to, -cal | for duty will be attheir usual
calling place, or leave information as to Where
they may be |ocated.”
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In addition, all employes on the Signal and El ectrical Department
under the supervision of M Lukich vere notified by Bulletin Notice dated
Deccfen‘llnler 1, 1978, that the "call-in Policy" for the department woul d be
as foll ow

"It has come to ny attention that Signel and

Electrical Department personnel have a mis=-

understanding of call-1n policy. Cn any day

an employee i S t0 be absent or tardy, the

following procedure will be in effect. Thi s

| S departmental FQ| icy and any deviation wll

result in disciplinary action.

.. (all Signa)l and Flectrical Supervisor's
O fice botveen the hours of 7:00 AM and
8:00 AM, at k96-LOLS,

2. I'f no supervisory personnel are pu-é‘s_ent,
leave message stating name, occupation,
and starting time.

3. Itapplicabl e, notify supervisory personnel
prior t 0 dat e of absenteei smor tardiriess.

k. Periods of nore than one day of absenteei sm
should be specified when calling.”

It is undisputed t hat Claimant under stood t he requirement t 0 noti fdy t he
Carrier when he would not be into work. It is also, clear that Claimant di d not
report to Wor k or persomally cul| the office to notify Carrier that he woul d not
be In to work on January 18, 1979.

Caimant's only explamtion i s that his wife, who had called in for
him on t he previous day, also mentioned that he might be out an additional day.
Thi s statement vas rejected by the Conducting Officer. Au anal ysis of the trens-
cript, specific.l':nlly page 10, indicates t hat the Conducting Officer's judgnent
was not unusual .

Thus, Claimant Was guilty as charged. Given the proven of f ense,
the permlty assessed i s neither arbitrary, capricious or unreasonable.
We will deny the claim

FINDINGS: The Third Division of the Adjustnent Boaxd, upon the whole record
and al| the evidence, finds and hol ds:

That the parties waived oral hearing;
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That the Carrier and the Employes involved in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Enployes within the meaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 193k4;

That this Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction over
the dispute involved herein; and.

That the Agreement was not viol at ed.

A WA RD

C ai m deni ed.

NATTIONAL RAl LROADADJUSTMENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

ATTEST: ”
ecu

tive Secretary

Dated at chicago, Illinois, this 29th day of May 1981.



