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MIssmFuPAc!IFTcRAILmmc~~ 

s- 
OFCLAIM: ClaimoftheSysimCLzmittee~~ 

“1) 

2) 

Caxriffviol.a.tedtheagreementonDecember3, 
1982, when !IYack Foreman P.willims,DqLAcy 
Division, was assessed 60 days' actual suspension 
forhis allegedly failingtopreparehis timerolls 
forthero&mster as instruct& failuretocan- 
plywithi.nstmctionstochange outstcckrail at 
thesatthendofGuPantpass;andforbeingtardy 
withmtprcper authority. 

Claimantshallnowbepaid for alltimelostduring 
thepericdhewassuspended fran service." 

FLtlmms : The provision of We 12, Section l(b) for advice of 
theprecisechaxge inwritingdcesnotprecltie the 
incorporation of more than one charge in a notice of 
investigation, solorq as eachof suchcharges is 
precisely stated to enable the employee to be fully 
prepared for bis investigation. 

Whilethexeis saneconflictinthetestimmyof 
claimantandtheroadmaster at the imestigation, 
the rodmasbr's testimony supprted the charges 
ardwehavenom=ans for the reevaluationof the 
credibility issue, so we are mmstrajned to deny 
theclaim. 

P&i?QD: Claimdenied. 
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