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SPECIAL BOARD CF ADJUSTRENT NO. 924 
Award No. 27 

Docket No. 31 

PARTIES: Brotherhood of Msintenance of Way Employes. 
'PD 

DTSPUTE; Chicago 8nd North Western TrsnsDortation ComEany. 

STATEKEXT OF CLAIE: Claim of the System Committee of the Brotherhood 
that: 

(1) The fifteen (15) day susbension 8ssessed Machine Operator 
T. W. Prough for allegedly being absent without proper 
euthority was vrithout just 8nd sufficient cause wnd in 
violation of the Aprsenent. 
Carrier File D-ll-2a-109). 

(Organization File CNW-D-1054; 

(2) Claimant T. W. Prouzh shpll be oomuensated for all wage 
loss suffered. 

FINDIKGS: This Board,. upon the whole record end all the evidence, 
finds and holds that the emaloges 8nd the Carrier involved. Fre re- 
snectivelg emoloyes and Carrier w%thin the neaninb? of the Reilwag 
Lkbor Act, as amended, and thet the Board has jurisdiction over 
the dlsoute herein. 

The olalmnnt was essipned as a boom truck operator at 
Carrier's Short Line Yard in Des Moines. Iowa, with assigned hours 
7:30 A.?I. to 4:oo P.M. On Seotember 7. 1982, claimant did not re- 
uort to work until 8:15 A.R.. or 45 mlnutss late. He told the 
Roadmaster that he h8d oversleot. On Seutember 7, 1932. claimant 
TWS notified to anaesr for formal lnvestinwtlon scheduled for 1:00 ~ 
P.M., Sebtember 13. 1952. on the charge: 

"Your resuonsiblllty In connection with abcentlnp 
yourself from work without uroDer authority on 
Seatember 7. 19e2." 

The lnvestinwtion wws c@nducted as scheduled, with the 
claimant present and represented by the General Chwinan of the 
Orzanlzat!on. At the ?nvestiPation claimant stated thst he had 
been Drcuerlg notified and was ready to proceed?. In the investi- 
prption there was substaJtis1 evidence, Including clwimant's 
stwtecent, thet cl?imwnt WBS 45 minutes late on Seutember 7, 1982. 
because of oversleeDinp. The Roadmester also testified that he 
was aware of claimant reporting 45 minutes late. Following the 
investiqatZon, clalm8nt was notified of assessment of dlsciol'ine 
of 15 dw.ys actual susnension. the discipline notice readrng the 
same PS the lerter of charge. 

In the aDtjea1 on the oropertg and in its submission, the 
Organization differentiates between being 45 minutes late and being 
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p-sent from L*ork without aroDer authority end contends th?t there 
wad no woof of the chnrpe of "8,bsentinp yourself ffom work wlth- 
out Drover nuthor'ty..." It noes on to contend that claimant was 
chemed with one offense, being absect from work without broDer 
authority, and dlsctnllned for reaortlnc late for work. It con- 
tends thst the charae was not precise. 8s required by Rule 19(a) 
of the snDllcable AFree?nent. 

It has been held that the notice of chprge must be 
tested by what is statrd therein. 
21419 and others cited therein, 

See Third Division Award No. 
and Second Division Awards Nos. 

390s and 6612. 

It is also well settled that If exceDtions are to be 
taken to a notice of cherne, or the manner in which an investi- 
n$zion is conducted, such exceptions must be teken crier to or 
durinp the course of the investigation; otherwise, they 8re 
deemed waived. We have cerefully reviewed the transcrtpt of the 
investinatlon and do not find thwt timely exceation was taken to 
the chprne aplnst the claimant. Exoention on ao-eal came too 
lste. 

As timely eXCeztiOn VIRS not t8ken to the letter of 
charne, the claim herein will be dismissed. 

AWARD 

Claim dlsTlssed. n 


