
OPINION 
OF BOARD: 

P.s a consequence Claimmt ws unnvailzblc to work on two occasions 
in November 1965. The lost ezrnings were $40.09 for one oczasicu esd $30.15 for 
the other. These amounts were dedxtcd Piom his no;lthly giia:,lntee of $465.26. In 
addition Carrier deducted the $60.00 which Clz.islaa~t ezrned ijhilC wc3rltf!l~ i;: tke 
private car. 

Carrier initially raised a tin limit qKztFon. Silxe no co;lpen- 
sation was involved, both parties agreed to waive the time limit qwstion. 

Tne Organization agrees that Clain~nt r~as r.ot en';ilc2d to coqen- 
sation during the period of his unevailabi lity pursuant to Secti 2, Article IV. 
It objects to the additional deduction of ~ouiits earned by hia in octsidf ezqloy- 
ment during the period of his unaveilability. 

1' * * -2 thai: the;-c is no such qualification under 
the ternis of the Febrwry 7 hgi-rmcnt - nhc:?,er tix 
employee is coap-nsated by tk-.e Carrie: c:iicr a 
different bargniniilg agreezent, receives cozpcn- 
sation as a recult of 13ri.p loymnt outside the 
industry, or even mceivec cospznsztion untier the 
term of an insurance policy. As such cb.e pro- 
tected employw is cntitlod to compormticn mdnr 
the February 7 Agreexwnt without offset." 
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T'e answer to the question presented is in the ..cjiL-r~. n ̂ _.,.._ ',.. 

Dated: Wsshington, D. C. 
January 7, 1970 


