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frerlbilrner clarms, 1in addition to rairsing a number Of procedoral
vuestrons, Lthat Carricr has not lived up Lo its buwrden of proof
v Phae cneclance and bas nnl estalbilished the tacts upon whaich the
discipline was based. Furtheroore, accoardinog o the UOrganidzation,
Lhere Wk sianificant conflict in  the testimony at  hhe

tovestigation.

Carrier., on the other hand, contends that there was & clear cut
rdentrfication of the Claimant by a securilty officer., Lhat there
werr e o contlicts on axny material fact a4t the 1nvestigation a&nd
the evidence conclusively establishes the Claimant's guilt.
Carrier argues that there is no question but that the discipline

actorded him was appropriate in view of his infraction.

Firet, with respect to the procedural questions raized by the ;
Oraaniration in its submission. the Boaerd notes thal none of
Pt 1ospies welre  ralsed in the course of the hearaing and must
therefore be considered to bave been waived. With respect to
the conflict in testimony alleged by petitioner., it is  appareat
thalb thaos Board 1 0o oway can resolve those issues and Lhew wen g

n tact recolived by the hearino officer.

The testimony adduced &b the hearing as interpreted by bhe

nearing officer  clearly establishes the fact that Clelmant was
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aquiibly ot thoe chargeas. There is  ample evidence to support

Carrier’ s conclusion. The discipline accorded Claimanit an this
trsbance 1 ovigw of bhe natuwre of the intfraction was approfgriate

antd should not be digsturbed.

Glaim denied.
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