
yste 



any, in connection wit ail~ant ’ s al nest im 

weeke travel allowance r ursement for Wave 

not make. After a postponelnent, the hearin 

y letter- dated Nove ,200~, the Claimant was noticed 

result of the hearing, he ha een found guilty as c 

1 from the Carrier’s service. The 

rganization filed a claim challen ing the Carrier’s decision, and the C 

denied the claim. 

The ier initially conten all S 

recess in actor ree 

ate notice of his investi ation, was allowe 

resent his own wi esses~ as well as gross-ex er’s 

er rese 

CCU - 

vestiga r’s all 

violatio ists 

‘s tr 

escri tance tfr 

isc . 



als s SC 

en t 

ause t 

arrier l~aintai 
. 

lai 

fter 

fani over, t 

harges were . 

es 0 is 



t 

conten at 0 

subst of el lac 

suf~~ient stration t 

sists t e 

at issu ier 

ier asizes 

asserts t is c one 

isho c-t i . 

its . 

: 



so e alle or it 

of the occurrence. The zation asserts t recor ows at t 

video and 

Claimant on or prior to 003. The Carrier 

with Rule 19(A) when it schedule the investigation for 

The Organization oints out that un Awards, the C 

en of showing extenuating circumst 

tie sho th is ti as 

violat 

at it &ermine to remove the 

. The aniz 

er testifi that as inst 

ier 

issu W vi 

zatio 

fwi rise . 



* 

c t 

a S’ 

failed tb sneet its burden of roof in this case. 

The Organization ultimately conten t claim shoul 

sustained in its entirety. 

The parties bein unable to resolve t s matter ca efor 

oard has reviewe the procedural argu ents raised by t 

Orga~zation, and we fin out merit. The recor 

ier tir 

00 . for er .9 

which is less than the ten- ay liinit set fort 

cien ce i 

trav not ma 

es it c 
. 

lai 

a 

evi rs w 

vi . . 



as 

ion 

sitio 

its actions to 

reco 

ize t 

a si e inci seri , eve 

se 

rs t 




