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Culton R. Sickles, Referee

(Rrotherhood of R&Way, Airline and Stemship Clerks,
( Freight Iisadlers, Express an3 Station Raployes

PARTIESTDDISPU!CE:(
(Nlgin, Jouet aM astem Falroad txmpany

STAWOF CLAIM: Clalmofthe SystemComittee oftheErotherhood (GLgk25)
that :

1. Carrier act& in an arbitrary and cepriclous manner when it
suspended Ms. Sally Schucher fra service for a period of ten (10) days ccm-
mencing on February3, 1980;

2. Qrrler shell now compensateMs.Schunmcherfccellti~~lost
as a resultofthls suspensionfromservlce and shell cleerherrecord ofthe
charge plecedagainsther.

OPINIONOFBOARD: ClaImantwas  disclpllnedbya five-daysuspensionasthe
fifth offense in a progressive disclpllne  procedure es-

tablish& by the Cafiier. The clakqant objects to the progressive disclplixe
procedure. The identical issue vas raised in en action involdng this Ckrrier
and Organization and it was recently decided in Award 23405 that the procedure
was proper* We find nothing unusual or shocking about that decision and will
uphold it in this award.

In Award 23bO5 the Board felt as follows:

"The progressive discipline procedure is the system
on this property. Claiment had lmowledge of it. It is
not'an unreasomble system. Indeed, consideration of the
Qamt's pest record in assessing disdpllne is good
Industrial Ipactice. &Z-C, BUCh ~O~SSiPa dtSCi@iIE
has been systemstized. Moreover,theOrganizatlonhes
acquiesced in Its use."

"Under the progressive discipline  procedure, this
is Claimant's third offense. As such, he is subject to
a three (3) day suspension. Since Claimant was treated
In accordance with this procedure, we see no reason to
overturn the discipline imposed."
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In addition, the claimant has raised the issues that she was
not afforded a fair and bpartbl hearingadtbatthehetuingofficer
had clearly prejudged the case and also that the Carrter had failed to
prove bya preponderance ofthe evidence the charge thatwas placed
against the claimant. We have reviewed the ent3a-e record before us and
do not agree that the claimantwas not afYorded a falr ald Impadd
hear= or tbattbe Csmler failedto m the charge placedagainst
the clalmant.

FlND13JOS: TheThMDivlsion oftbe AdjusbnentBoerd, upon thewhole
record and all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the psrkies waived oral hearing;

That the Oxrier and the Enployes involved inthis dispute
fee respxtlvely Cwrier ad EbqloyeswlWnthe meadng 0rtheRailvay
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 19.934;

That this Division of the Adjustxuent Bawd has jurisdiction
over the dispute Involved herein; and

!?hat the Agreement was violated.

A W A R D

Claim denied.

NATIONAL  FbmmAD  mm BOARD
By Ozder of Third Mvieion

A’lYlEST:  Acting Executive Secretary
National Railroad AdjustmentBcazd

Dated at Chicago, lll.lnois,  this 30th day of Juae'l&.
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