
PUBLIC LAW BOARD No. 5858 

Award No. 
Case No. 279 

(Brotherhood of Malntenence of Way Employee 
. PARTIES TO DISPUTt$ 
(The Burlington Notthem Santa Fe Railroad (Former 
(ATSF Raliway Company) 

STATEMENT OF CLAM: 

1. The Carrier vlolated the Agreement on May 18, 2006, when lt ksued 
the Claimant, Mr. 0. D. Dlehl. a 3Oday actual suspension for a vlobtion 
of Maintenance of Way Operating Rule 1.8 Conduct, far falslflcatlon of 
expense account recelpt8. 

2. Aa a consequence of the violation referred to in part (I), the Carrier 
shalt hnmedlatuly rumove any mentlon of this incident from his 
personal record, and make him whole for any wages lost account of 
this Incident. 

FlNDlNGfj 

Upon the whole record and all the evidence, the Board flnd6 that the parUes 

herein are Carrier and Employea v&hln the meanlng of the Ralhway Labor Act, as 

amended. Further, the Board is duly constituted by Agreement, has jurisdiibton of the 

Parties and of the subject matfar, and the Parties to this dispute were given due notice of 

the hearlng thereon. 

Ctalmant, a Structures Foreman, is reimbursed actual expenses while on the road. 

Any single meal In excess of $10.00 and any expense reported under the heading of 

“Business Entertainment” rugardteas of the sxpendftuw mutt be supported by a receipt. 

On April 19, 2006. the Carrier notltled Claimant of its Intent to schedule an 

Investigation, whkh reads aa follows: 

“Attend investigation In the SNSF Depot, 800 South Main. Carrollton, MO at 
1330 hours on Monday, April 25, 2004 for the purpose of a8certalnlng the 
facta and detarmlnlng your maponslblllty. lf any, for your albed 
dishonesty, when you allegedly falalfled your expense account for the 
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period of March 1, 2005 through March 31, 2006, while aaslgned as 
Structures Foreman.” 

The Investigation was held on April 262606, fofkwlng which the CarrJsr, on Bay 

19, 2006, wrote Claimant that as a result of the Investlgatfon he was being aeaeaaed an 

actual JO-day suepeneion frum service. 

Clalmsnt’s Supervlror rwlows Claimant’s expense account and adds his 

signature certtfylng the expense claim. Wh6e reviewing Claimarrt’s expense account, he 

found tbrue entries under the heading of wBuainsas Entertainment” but no receipts. 

Claimant dkl fumlah recelpfa suppoaadty covsrlng the business entertainment 

antrlee, but the Supervisor became suspkloua of thek authenfJclty, par6cufarly one that 

looked like lt was printed on computer paper and cut to slxe. 

Claimant admitted the three receipts were bogus, but he did contend he spent the 

money clahned. However, he could not deflnttely state where be dld spend the money. 

The argument advanced was that the money clabned was a lfttle more than 

Clelmant’s hourly wage, but fraud is fraud. 

Any Indfvlduaf, regardless of seniority and a lily-white disciplbuuy record, muet 

suffer the coneeqwnces of such acts. Fraud, theR of ssrvkes or outright theft am 

serious violations regardlees of the monetary amount. 

AWARD 

Claim denled. 

ORDER 

Thls Board, after conridemtion of the dispute identiffsd above, hereby orders thst 

an award favorable to the Cktrnant(s) not be made. 
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