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crosslna the track. There were no witnesses- to this incideint. In 

rp2te of his pain. Glalmanr cuntinued to wuri: for the remainder 

of the dav. On the following morning he reported to the job rite 

and informed thu Hsslstant Foremrtn of the orevinuc in.j ur~y and 

Indicated that Ihe war, gnlng to a doct.ar. The doctor then treated 

Claimant and gave him a note saying that he should not worl: for 

f i .ve day=. Claimant. had no ,further contact wl.th his supervzs~nn. 

but illled uut- en accident form on that day and mailed it. to the 

Superintendent’s off ice. Iii?! wa5 subsequently informed (by a 

letter” dated July 31, 1986) of his removal for service because~ of 

hir, alleoed vinla,t.ion of a number of Carrier’s rules by failing 

to fllC3 a per5onal injurv~ ~~repnrt and falsifying suc~h repccr,t. 

Fol. lowing an investigative hearing, Claimant was dismissed f r.om 

Carr-ler’e service, having been found quilty of the charges;. 

Car-rier insists that Claimant ,failed to fill out the report at _ 

the proper time o,f ,the alleged injury and in ED doina violate-d 

Carrier's rules. Fur thermore, he failed to indicate to an>; 

ssuperv~~ion of his subsequent lay-off far a period of five 

wark~na days. Feti,tioner on the other hand argues tha,t Claimant 

properl”,’ notified Carrier of his injury on the day following t.he 
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Carrier will cnmply vrlth the Gurard herein 
within ri.6 days from the date hereof. 

Neutral-Chairman 


