SPECIAL BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT NO. 924

Award No. 22
PARTIES: DBrotherhood of Malntenance of Way Fmployes Docket No. 26
0 :
DISPUTE: Chicago and North Wegtern Transportation Company

STATEMENT OF CLAIM: Claim of the System Commlittee of the Brotherhood
thats

{1) The ten (10) day suspension assessed Foreman J. S.
Megmison for azlleged fallure to report for duby at
the regulasr sterting time was without just and sufficient
cause. (Orgenization Pile 7D-3147; Carrier File D-11-19.8B4},

(2) Foreman J. S. Megzison shell now be sllowed the remedy
prescribed in Bule 19{d).

FINDINGS: This Board, upon the whole record and gll the evidence, finds
and hold that the employes snd the Carrier involved, are respectively
emvloyes end Carrier-within the meaning of the Rallway Labor Act, as
anended, and that the Board has Jurisdiction over the dlispute herein.

This case involves s ten-day suspension asgsessed a track
foreman for reporting sbout twenty-five minutes late on Jyne 25,
1982, On the same day the cleimant was notifled to report for
formel investigation on June 30, 1982, on the charge:

"Your responsibility for falling to report for duty
at the starting time of your assignment on June 25,1982
whlle assigned as Track Foreman et Itasca, Wisconsin."

The Anvestigatlon was postponed and conducted on
August 12, 1982. A copy of the transcript of the investigation
haes been mede a part of the record.

Rule 14 of Carrier's General Regulations and Safety
Bules rends:

“Employees musd report for dnty at the dezignated time
end plsce. They must be alert, attentive gnd devote
themselves exclusively to the Company's service while
on duty. They must not absent themselves from duty,
exchanse duties with or substitute others in theilr
place, without proper suthority.”

In the investigation the clalmant stated that the
reason for being late on June 25, 1982, was because he over-
slept, and thst he notified his supervisor, the Assistant Road-
master, at 7:35 A.M. that he would be late. This was after his
assiened starting time of 73130 A.M.
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Cvarsleeping is not a vslid ezcuse fTof ierdiness cr
absenteelism,

There was substantial evidence in the iﬁvesti-
gation in suvport of the charee sgeins® the 2laiwsnt

o) went, ané, con-
sidering clalment!c prior record, the discinline imnosed was not
srbitrary, cepricious ar in bed Ttnith.
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