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Carlton R. Sickles, Referee

(Brotherhood of Railway, Airline and Steenship Clerks,
( FreightHandlers,Expess ad Stat#ion~loyes

PARTlZSTODISPUTE:(
(Blgin, Joliet and l&&em Railway Company

STABOF CLAIM: Qaimofthe SystemCamittee oftheBxotherhood
(GL-9414)  that:

1. Carrier violated the effective Olerks* Agreement when, following
an investigation, it suspenaed Ms. S. Schumacher frau service for a period of
five (5) days cwuoencing on January 29, 1980, and continuing through February 2,
1980;

2. Carrier shall now cmpensate Ms. Schumacher for all tlme lost
as a result of this suspension and shall clear her record of the charge placed
against her.

OPEiION OF BOARD: Claimant was disciplined by a five-day suspension as the
fourth offense in a progressive discipline procedure es-

tablished by the Cku~ier. The claimant objects to the progressive discipUne
procedure. The identical issue was raised in an action involdng this Carrier
and Organization and it was recently decided in Award 234.05 that the procedure
was proper. We find nothing unusual or shocking about that decision and will
uphoid it In this award.

In Award 23405 the Board felt as follows:

"The pro@-esslve dlsc.lpUne procedureisthe systemon
this property. Claircant had knowledge of It. It is not
anunreaeonablesystem. Indeed, conslderationofthe
ClaImant's past record in assessing discipline is good
ioiustria1pIactice. Here, suchprogresslve discipline
has been systematized. Moreover, the Organization has
acquiesced in its use."

"Under the progressive discipline p+ocedure,thisis
Claimant's third offense.
three (3) day suspension.

As such, he Is subject to a
Since Olaimant was treated in

in accordance with this procedure, we see no reason to
overturn the discipline imposed."

An additional issue raised is whether the claimant, who was assigned
to the clerk's extra board, was subject tobeing called on December 28.
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The claimsnt alleges that since she was yaid for two holidays during that
week that she was not subject to call OnthatRiday. A reading of the
record as awholewould lndicatethatthls  is not a validFnterpretation
of the contract by the claimant. Claimentfurtheralleges thatshehad
been Wormed of this erroneous interpretation by a felJ.ow employs but it
is not established on the record that this employe was in any position of
authority.

The recordestablishesthatthe phone callsweremadeto  the
claimantbutthattheywere not answered. The claimant insists that she
did not hear them. Under these circumstances, absent any finding of bias
onthe part of the hearing officer,wewill suppoti the recomendationof
the hearing officer and support the reccimerdation and discipline imposed.

FIRDLNGS: The Third Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole record
andallthe evidence, finds andholds:

Tnat the parties waived oral hearing;

That the Cerrier and the Rnployes involved In this dispute
are respectively Courier and Rmployes within the meaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 1934;

That this Divlslon of the Adjuskent Board has jurisdiction over
the dispute Involved herein; and

That the Agreement was not violated.
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Claim denied.

NAPONAL RAILROAD ADJUS?MENT BOARD
By Order of Third Division

ATICEST: Acting Ececutlve Secretary
Nationa1RailroadAdjustmentBoax-d

osemarie Brasch - Administrative Assistant

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 30th day of June 19&


