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Award NO. 12 
case tic. 12 

PARTIZS 
To 

DISPU'CR 

Eirothmrhood of kaintenancr of way cmployea 

The Atchitnn, Topeka and 3'anta ie railway L‘oqmny 

STrV'EhSNT 
UF a.u “claim for reinstatement of fomer 5y-steiz 2-h 

Layin Cauc trroup 11, Class 1) ezplo:e 
Denwood Y. Ungay for rsinetatment with seniority, 
vacation, all imnefit ri-;hts and pay.for wage 
loss and/or othcrvise rr.ade whole, account the 
claimantes naxz brainy: irrproperly rzovcd frox the 
seniority rostez- for failure to respond to recall." 

PpIamG Upon the whole record, the ,>oard finds that the 

partian herein are Carrier and Sinployes within the rt1eanih9 of the 

RaFtraP Labor-Act, as amcnded:and that this toard is dljly consti- 

tuted under Public Lau 69-456 and haa jurisdiction of the parties 

and tkm subjmct matter. 

Cm Juue 9, 1981, the followiny letter was addressed to the 

"In accordance with titicle 2, section (cl, 
you are beiny recalled to service at Coal C'ity, 
lllfnois on the Illinois Division effix:ive 
June 29, 1981. Please report to Gallcp, 
r!ew Fesic-y on June 27, !3E1 at I?r.ZC .i.: ., ix 
dcparturc ta Coal Cit.?, TllirLois. 

Failure to report as indicated a&*x vi11 
result in 108~1 of seniority. Flease achiouledge 
this letter when copy is received by contacting 
the RacpLoTflent cifflcc at (505;) 863-5C61 
4mmciiately.u 

ay cu-tijike: mu a1478014, Return Qaceipt Requested dated 
Au9ust 17,~1991, Claizzant was advised thatr 



withia fift*?en (15) days after recall fez 
as8ignment at Coal City, Illinois, La 
accordance rith Kule 2, Section (c), ycu 
are being dropped from the Group 11, Class 1, 
System Steel Gang seniority roster with for- 
fcitue of saiority rights." 

The Organization cnntezds that 2laicant <id nnt rsyort: for 

eervic& due to illness and father, Carrier failed to grxt him a 

leave of abmence under the provisions of .;u.le 22. 

Acareful raviev of tht! record reveals tt:at XI JUne 22, 19i1, 

claimant's daughter ctiled %a Aurirr's office at :‘allq, :iew i+exico, 

and advised that her farI:=: :i;?n iJ.L. ;t tha.r tin.e she leas advised 

that it wan the Carrier's polfcy'and practice to reqilire a doctor's 

statanmnt frha enplops claiming any t2:pe of illness. ;ho~ was, 

therefore, instructed to furnish the Carrier wit!1 a*xh a statement. 

Neither the Qaimant nor imy member of his tadly nddz Zr;rtker con- 

tact with the Carrier. The record further reveals that at no tir:e 

did thm Cl&t QI any meher of his family make a request for a 

‘Laav8ofi uader the provisions of flulo 22. 

iie have reviewed this record in detail and find no prozatis-e 

evidence to show that Zlai.?.a.-k complied: wit!-. t:Io ix.x~a~or~ provisions 

of Article 2, Section Cc!. It is the coiiclusion of t?-5s .oard tfiat 

Carrier did not vialate the .‘qreemiit. 

AHAQD Claim denied. 

Dated at Chicago, Illinois 
-March 1, 198.3 


