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Claimant, Anthony R. Buscami, while assigned as Lead
Baggagema, claims Carrier violated the Agreement when

he was required to perform the duties of a Rate Quotation Clerk and was
not compensated as such.

Claimant contends that Osrrier's action violated Rule 11(h)
which states:

"Ekaployes temporarily assigned to higher rated
positions in job categories shall receive the higher
rates for four (4) hours work or less, and if held
in such job category In excess of four (4) hours,
a minimum of eight (8) hours at the higher rate."

The duties of the Rate Guotation Clerk are distinctly different
fromthatofa LeadBaggageman. The Rate Quotation Clerk is compensated at
a higher ratethana LeadBaggageman. Specifically, the Rate aotation
Clerk position is primfly responsible for quoting and developing rates.
In contrast, the Lead Baggageman position has nothing to do with the develop-
ing of rates.

In order to have his claim sustained, Claimant has the burden of
introducing specific arxl pobative evidence to establish that he performed
the duties of the higher rated position. Assertions that he performed the
duties do not suffice. See Awards 21268, 21658 and 21677.

Here, no such proof has been brought forward. Claimant has not
met this burden. While the Claimant has repeatedly contended that the Agree-
ment was violated, the fact retrains that there is a cauplete failure to prove
that Carrier's action was a violation. In fact, Claimant did not establish
that he performed any of the duties of the higher rated Rate quotation Clerk
position while employed as a Lead Baggageman. Without such proof, the claim
must be denied.
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FINDINGS: The lhird Division of the Adjustment Board, upon the whole
record amI all the evidence, finds and holds:

That the partieswaived oral hearing;

-&at, the CarrLer an3. the IQnployas involved in this dispute
are respectively Carrier and Employes within the meaning of the Railway
Labor Act, as approved June 21, 199;

!l!hat this Division of the Adjustment Board has jurisdiction
ovar the dispute involved herein; and

That the Agreement was not violated.
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claim denied.
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