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The Second Division consisted-of the regular members and in . 
addition Referee Nicholas H. Sumas wlnen award >ias rendered. 

System Federation Ro. 7, Railway Employes' 
' Department; A, I?. of L, - c. I. 0. 

Parties to Dispute: ( (Electrical Vcrkers) 
( 
( Surlington,Korthern, Inc. 

Dispxte: Claim of Emnloyes: 

1. That the Carrier viotited the terms of the current agreement when it 
failed to reimburse Communication Crew Cable Splicer E. F. Sucker-t as 
specified in schedule*:rules fcr the entire amount cf expenses which he 
incurred while performin, m service for the Carrier during the month of 
June 1971. 

2. That accordingly the Carrier be ordered to compensate the aforementioned 
emplcyee in the amount of $18.50. 

Findings : 

0 
The Second Division of the Adjustment Soard, upcjn the whole record and 

ali the evidence, finds that: 

The carrier or carriers and the employe or employes involved in this 
dispute are respectively carrier and empioye rqithin the meaning of the Railway 
Labor Act as approved June 21, 19%. 

This Division of the Adjustment Soard has jurisdiction over the dispute 
involved herein. 

Plrties to said dispute waived right of appearance at hearing thereon. 

The central question to be determined in this dispute is wh.ct,her, under the 
provisions of Rule 40 of t'ne Agreement, Carrier is required to provide free transporte- 
tion to Claimant even though rail transpcrtaticn bet-Teen the two points in question 
was provided by iXTRAH and not the Carrier on the claim dates in question. 

Rule 40 provides: 

"Employees covered by this agreement and those depending upcn 
them for supper': xi11 Se given the same cxsiderction in issuing 
free transscrtation as iS granted other er;mJ o-.xe s L-- J in the ssrvice. 
Transportation will be furnished. crew men if it is possible for them 
to go home for t'r-eir rest days." 
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The Carrier takes the position that Rule 40 VIS intended tc prcvide 
transportation on Carrier fccill~les if and \&en such facilltiec were available and 
under its control. Since i_t did not prcvide passenger service be3xeen ForS,o, 
Forth Dakota and b:Lnnee~olis, :dinncsota on the cla:m dates in question, Carrier 
asserts thet there was no oSligatior to reimburse. 

The Organization contends that the second sentence of Xule 40 ("Tr;ir!s>ortr:tir 
will Se f~:rnis:r,ed cre:5 xen I? It 5:: yxsihle fcr tt:e,n tc cc hme fcr Yae4rX:t days o "j 
is a mandatory reauirexent on ",he ?!art of Carrj.er under an:: circumstance and 
irrespective of tr<ethcr Cerrier orerates passenger service betxeen the txo points 
involved. 

The Eoard does net agree with Organization's contention. RuLe 40 must be 
read and construed in its totality. 3esic to the providing of free trsnspcrtaticn 
under Rule 40 is the am.ilel:,lifty of such frsnsPortation,by Carrier. Such a~.~~ilabilit; 
enco?;oasses crew3 E0ln.g hcme on their rest deys. Inasmuch as AYTR.4X had control of 
the passenger ' - servxe betxeen Farczo and tIi.nne~Polis, free transportatio;l ~7a.s not 
available under the control erid cusPices of Carrier. See Third Division Axa-rds Xo. 
12351, 16745, 18152, l&%1, 19128; and unnumbered award of P.L. Board 30. 970. 
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Cl Claim denied. 

. RATIOX4L FJIILROAD ADJUSTNEXT EO.XD 
?~JJ Order of Second Division 

Attest: Executive Secretary 
National Railroad Adjustment Board 

BY 
Administrative fissistant 

Dated at Chicago, Illinois, this 15th day of November, 1973. 


