






As for Claimant's subsequent interaction with the two Track Supervisors, while the Carrier 
argues that Claimant was not a credible witness, the hearing accounts of what occurred do not vary 
substantially. The two Track Supervisors approached and began to question him in a manner that, 
even by the testimony of Mr. Alarid, seems heavy-handed, repeatedly asking him what appear 
even on the cold record to be intrusive, personal questions. The two men were not Claimant's 
supervisors, and although Mr. Alarid maintained he had introduced himself to him the day before, 
by both Mr. Alarid's and Claimant's testimony he repeatedly asked the two men who they were, a 
not unreasonable question given the nature of the interaction. 

At worst, by Mr. Alarid's account, Claimant asked the two men "who the hell" they were. 
He used no other profanity and made no other threats other than, according to Mr. Alarid, a threat 
to call Human Resources because he believed they were harassing him. The Organization contends 
that it was that "threat" that caused the matter to proceed as it has, and it does indeed appear that 
such was the case. 

Mr. Gonzalez, who did supervise Claimant, believed that the matter did not require serious 
discipline, and we agree. At worst, Claimant needed to be more mindful of his attendance at 
briefings, and he could have perhaps been more polite in his dealings with the two Track 
Supervisors. But these are hardly the sort of serious offenses which would justifying burdening 
the record of a new employee with the level of discipline which could subject him to dismissal for 
another offense any time in the following years. The claim will be sustained. 

AWARD 

Claim sustained. The Carrier is ordered to remove alJ mention of the instant discipline from 
Claimant's personal record and to make him whole for ·his losses in connection therewith, if 
any. The Carrier is directed to comply with this Award within 45 days. 
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OGANMcKENNA 
Carrier Member 

Dated this  16 day of May, 2023. 
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