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Claim filed in behalf cf Ha&if&at 
oftendw actualsuspeneion -C&J 
of any reference to thismatter. 

J.S.Austinappealing frcmdiacipline 
Augmt 1, 1983 and his xeccxd cleared-~ 

The Board, after hearing upon the whole reccrd and all the evidenc& 
finds thatthepertieshereinareCarrierand Fapbyeerespectivelywithin 
themanirgof thePailwayLaDorAct,as am3nded; thisBoardiiae jtiiediction 
over the dispute involved herein; and, the parties were given due ncticeof 
hearirgtherecn. 

Thisdisputeinvolved theinterpretaticcancl applicationof theqpzeenant 
ketwzen parties effectiveSeptaeber1,1949 amI ccncerns Desicallyuhether 
thetendayactualsut3pensionaseessed DyCarrierwas arbitraryamzl capricious. 

Aa the result of an invastigaticm held on kay 25, 1983 the following 
factsweredisclceedrelatinp tothe&asge thatClainmntwas rw3pcn6ible for 
excessiveabenteeiraa including latearrivals and earlydepartures fraahis 
bmk aasigrmeainCarriersMachinaShcg,~e,Vi~inia. Evidencewas 
pmduced indicating that during theperiodJune,1982 toMarch, l983Clabaant 
was ateentfranwrk orwas latearrivingor&parted fraawoxk early an, 
excessive~r~tinesasccnparedtothenona~otheraplayees 
aimilarily situated. Durirgthattimafrm3thereccrdofClailmntshaJrs 
workedindicateda12%abenteeismaa cmparedwithan average fortheMa&ine 
Shcp of 4.69.. Clafnmts late arrivals and earlydepartumaduring that saae 
period cb tiw aaumted to 24 instances or 2.4 per mnth. RX the entire 
workgrmp,excludirg.Claimant,duri~ thesanetime period therewerea total 
of 71instanceg orO.5 permanperamth. 88sedmthe foregoing Carrier 
cavclvded thatclaimants absences and latearrivals a%learlydeparUms~re 
excessive. 
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Claimant, who is a single parent with a 5 year old child, explained his 
akaences and irregular attendance on the necessity to provide child care and 
to deal with emergencies incident thereto. He explained that despite efforts 
tosecure reliable &ild care, thatfrequmtlybecause of suchunpredictable 
factors as illness of the child, early closing of the &ild care facility axl 
similarmstters,Clsimmtwuld frcmtimtotim be required as the sole 
parent toalxenthlmself franwork until the situatim cculd be dealtwith. 

V2xileClaimntpmfsented avesymtheticcase, itis'notthe function 
of this Board to substitute its judgemnt for that of the Carrier, abeent . 
evidence thateitherthe conclusiar preceading disciplim is without a 
subetantial evidentiary base or that the discipliru, isqosed is arbitrary or 
capricious. vhfle it is uxlerstandsble t.hatClaimntwillnot neglect hi8 
parential responsibility neither can he neglect his work responsibi;lity. It 
is unquestionably a diffiaiit burdsn, but a bYden which Clainzmtmrst non 
the less bear. Atendayswpension is not~unreaeonableactionby the 
Carrier* seeks to inpress uponClainvvltand othereqkyaes withwhkihe 
works, the necessity of regularattendance towork and faithfulolxiervanm of 

.thework hcurs. Basedon the foregoing no justifi+im is presented for 
disturbing Carriers actione in this case. 

. 
Claimdenied. 
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