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STATEMEW? OF THE gEiM 

J.E. Grassal was jlupmpaly dismissed. 

OPINIONOFTHEBOAFQ 

The Claimant, Mr. J.E. Grassel, was dismissed fmm employment with 
theCarrier fo?allegedlyviolatirqRuleG (using intox&ntswhile 
subject to duty) on August 13, 198%. 

- 

There is substantial evidence fWnntichtoconcludethatMr. 
Grassel violated Rule G on August 13, 1986. Three pers~ons observed Mr. 
Grassel onthatdate. TneytestifiedtJmtMr. Grassel emitt&astrong 
odorofalwholandwasunsteadyonhisfeet. Additionallyandmost 
iuqm?ant, Mr. Grasseladmittedattheworksite andtestifiedatthe 
hearjxgthathehadconsmed alcohol prior to reporting for work. 

GiventhatMr. Grassel hadbeenemplqedwiththeCax-rier formore 
than twenty-three (23) years and the lerqth of time since his dismissal, 
webelievethatdisciplinehas -edits purpose. However, beforeMr. 
Grasselis~~to-ice,hemustd~~~~substantidland 
satisfactoryprcgress intheB.xployeeAssistancePrqmm. 

Disciplinehas serveditspurpose. Mr.Grasselshallbereturnedto 
en@oymntwithoutbac@aybutwith -ice ?x&ore& m. Grassel shall 
not be re-employed until the mq+yee ~SiStance Counselorcertifies that 
Mr. Grassel has~~de substantial andsatisfactoryprcgress inthe 
hrployeeAssistancePrqram. 
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RonaldL. Miller 
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C&rierM&zer Organization Member 


