: ’ 19

ATES POSL;('

EEEILE
DEC 1¢ 1983

|
, LB&D&U U s
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE reor oF
475 L’Entant Plaza, SW (ECUTIVE \iCE PRESIDENT
Washington. DG 20280 EXZCUTIVE ViCE PRESIDE!

N

* 32AHIS

* UNITED 55

*rwwwe?

DEC 1 61983

Mr. William Burrus

Executive Vice President

American Postal Workers
Uniqn, AFL-CIO

817 - l4th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005-339%

Re: M. Biller .
Washington, D.C. 20005
H1C-NA-C 77

Dear Mr. Burrus:

On December 2, 1983, we met to discuss the above-captioned
grievance at the national level under the provisions in
article 15, Section 3(d), of the National Agreement.

The union alleges that management is improperly applying the
provisions of Regional Instruction 399 and Article 7,
Sections 2.B and 2.C, of the National Agreement. Specifi-
cally, the union believes that a July 13, 1983, Central
Region instruction, concerning compliance with Regional
Instruction 399 and cross—craft assignments, instructs

field managers to change encumbered duty assignments by
other than attrition.

‘During our discussion, it was mutually agreed that the

following would represent a full settlement of this case:

The parties mutually agree that the provisions

. of Regional Instruction 399 (RI 399) are still
applicable to all mail processing operations
in the Postal Service. In accordance with
Section II.D of RI 399, encumbered duty assign-
ments will not be modified by removing functions
designated to another primary craft until and
unless such duty assignment becomes vacant through
attrition. : :



Mr. William Burrus

Please sign and return the enclosed copy of this letter

your acknowledgment of agreement to settle this case.

as

since;ely, e
/M/——/jﬁ‘:ﬂ— : //)l/7 W /AM/(
A. Jzdonnson William Burrus

LabdriRelations Department / Executive Vice President
co 2American’ Postal Workers
Union, AFL-CIO
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WILLIAM BURRUS
Executive Vice President September 1, 1983
»

James C. Gildea

Assistant Postmaster General
Labor Relations Department
United Sté;es Postal Service.
475 1'Enfant Plaza, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20260

Dear Mr. Gildea:

I have recently discussed with your representative, John
Mularski, the dispute surfacing in the Central Region over
implementation of RI-399, the Separation of Craft Aséignments.
We hear that the General Manager, Labor Relatioms, Central
Region has reached agreement with Mail Handler representatives
resolving numerous grievances citing the decision of Arbitrator
Bloch in Case No. H8S-5F-C-8027. APWU is, of course, not bound
by such Mail Handler settlements. However, the General Manager,
Labor Relations for the Central Region has also issued instructions
to District Directors, E & LR, with which the APWU disagrees.

The American Postal Workers Union rejects the rationale
that the Block decision is applicaBle to any separation of
duties referred to in RI-399. The Union interprets the Block
award as limiting the employer's right to make cross-craft
'assignments under the provisions of Article 7, Section 3B. and
C. which clearly apply to "temporary" assignments of employees
from one craft to another. The Block award made no reference
to RI-399 and in no way dealt with RI-399. RI-399 and the
Gamser award in Case No. AD-NAT-311 interpret and apply this

issue in a totally different fashion creating an orderly pro-
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James C. Gildea ' September 1, 1983
Assistant Postmaster General page 2

cedure for the transfer of duties. RI-399 requires that "no
postal installation shall declare employees excess, increase
the number of employees and/or increase work hours solely as a
result of this instruction.”" Arbitrator Gamser interpreted

the Regional Instructions and stated that the joint manning of
certain facilities "does not alter the present dictate of
Regionél Instruction 399 which 'would not’ require that practice='
be disturbed.”" (Page 13, last géntence). And at Page 18 of
the award, he states that "(N) o employee preéently performing
any of the disputed operatiomns of (sic) functions is to be
;epladed except by attrition. No hard and fast demarcations have
been made. No wholesale disruptions or reassignments of
functions or operations is contemplated.”

Section 11, D. of RI-399 provides that "no employee's
current duty assignment will be modified by removing functioms
designated to another primary craft until and unless such duty
assignment becomes vacant through attrition."”

These instructions and interpretations have worked well
in the transfer of duties from ome créft to another during the
past approximately 5 years. The Block award was in no way
intended to modify or disturb this procedure.

The Union requests that these instructions.relying upon
the Block award be repudiated and the parties return to the
process intended by RI-399 and supported by the Camser award.

Please respond at your earliest convenience.

: p B

) 4 Sincerely,
_.-/ /t‘ . ~=,

-~

! ". . . ! SN - f)
William Burrus,

Executive Vice President
WB:me
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A recent tour cf pecst offi
indiczted that mzny office
with RI 209, Althougzh thi
Fcbrucry 19.,, the. offices v
emzloyees on szil Landlers d=sic
daily or routine basis. Suvch us
spirit and intent of FI 2729, but =2

2 the Certral Region

2 in full compliance
n was issueZ in
re using cler¥ craft
wori:: essignments con ¢
only violzates the
viclzies the specifice
N2tionzl Agreement.
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provisicns of Article 7 of the 199

.
-

Hztionzl Arbitrastor Bloeh in 2 recent =2ward concerning the
use of employe=s acrcss craft zssignmrnts, wrote:

"Talien to’ether, these provisions support the

inference that MNeznagem2nt's right to cross craft

lines is substantizlly limited The exceptlons to

the resquirement of observing the boundries aris

in situstions tkat zre rnot only unusuzl but clso
. ressonably unforzsezsble. There is no resson to
find thct the parties intended to give Manziement
discretion to schedule a2¢rnss eraft lines merely
to maxiwize efficicnt personnel uszze; this is not
what the parties have bargained. That an
eassignTent scross craft lines might enable
¥anagement to avoid overtime in another group for
exarple, is not by itself, a contrzctuszlly sound
reason. It must be shoun either that there was
"insufficient work" for the classification or,
alternatively, that work wzs "exceptionelly heavy'!
in one occupationzl group and light, as well, in
another." .

"Inherent in these two provisions, #s incicated
above, is the zssumption that the qualifying
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conzitions zre recsonz2ly unforesseazble or somehow
unsvoizable. To be sure, manzgem=nt retains the
right to schecule tasls to suit its reeds on a
given day. But the right to do thic may not
fairly be equated with the cpportunity to, in
essence, crezte 'insufficient™ weork through
irtentionally inadequie staffing. To so hold
woul2 be to allcw FManagement to effectively cross
crzft lines a2t will nerely by scheduling wor% so
as to create the trigpering provisions of

. Subssctions T and C. This wculd be zn abuse of

the rez=sonstle intent of this language, which
exists not to provide mezns by which the -
sepzrztion of crafts may be routinely iznored but
rather to provide the employer with certzirn
limited flexibility in the face of pressing
circumstances., .
"Under the circumstznces, there havins been a
crossiagz ol craft lines, 'it is =zppropriate that
“ancgemant provide justificeijon for the action.

"Horacver, while Xznajema2nt contends that
2ssigning Groc2 to the Letter Carriers would
sirply have besn "make work," it would alsoc appear
that the supervisor bdbelieved, czrly on, that
c3lling ir two Special Telivery carriers two hours
garly fer the sfternoon shift would ndequately

‘account for those needs. Therefore, the

essignment across craft lines to the Special
Delivery Craft could also have been scen, at that

' peint, 85 "make work." :

"Iin retrospect, one mzy conclude both that the
essignment a2cross craft lines in these particular
circumstances wos Iimproper and that, asssuming the
need in that craft, the eligible employee should
have been called in on overtime. Accordingly, the
Union's request for overtime payment will be
sustained to the extent of the viclation.

-Rut one must proceed on the premise that crossing

craft lines is prohibited and thzt th2 contractual
exceptions are not to be invokasd unless clearly

‘ 2':'2‘2‘1'.."

Following the above cited tour, several hundred grievances
were resclved with some offices required to pay a
substantial monetary settlerment. In order to svoid similar
problems in your districts, it is mandztory that 211 offices
properly schedule an2 stsf{ their operztions to zassure
corpYiance with RI 352 znd to avoid. the .improper, caily
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assignment cf emplcyees acress craft linmes in violcotiem of
Article 7 of the latisnal Agreemen:.

Attached is larpusfe used to sattile many of the disputes
over RI 299. Please review your districts to assure
corpliance with these decisions azs well as with Article 7.
If we can be of assistance in this enceavor, please advise.

Jg 5%:;e11q'ist

Cénerzl Manckeor
Labor Eelations Division

Ettachments )
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UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
Cantral Regional Otfice
Chizago, 1L 80839

position of the United States Postzl Service or the Union in
this or any other case, and with the further understanding
that the United States Postal Service or the Union will not
cite this settlement in any other grievance, arbitration
proceeding, or other forum, the grievance is resolved as

follews:

RI 399 requires an office to be properly scheduled
and staffed. The need to use cross eraft
assignments on a daily or routine basis, is
indicative that preper scheduling and staffing has
not been achieved. Moreover, such daily or
routine use of clerks on mazilhandlers craft
designated assignments, other than under the
provisions of Part II,D, &s a2 violation of the
spirit and intent of RI 399.

This office i{s directed to review all work
cssignments in osccordance with the applicable
provisions of RI 399. Immediate corrective pction
is required to zchieve full compliance with this
instruction. The Regional Hazil Processing znd
Employee and Lzbor Relations Divisions are
cvailzble to ossist with the proper implementation -
of this decision znd RI 399.

Lllied Duties, including the dumping duties at the
various distribution belts, are designated to the
mailhandlers craft per RI 399. These designations
of assignments were made in order to be cost
effective, consistent with Part II,A of RI 325.

In this vegard, cllied duties, 2lthough designated
to the mzilhzndlers zs the primary craft, czy be
perforzed by clerks 2s outlined in the Footnote on
pzge three. HNotwithstzanding, Such cessignment of
211ied duties to the craft having the distribution
function, is only made when such 2llied duties
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“"CANNOT BE EFFICIENTLY SEPARATED."

In this regard, the allied duties performed in various
operations shall be reviewed. Where such work
functions or combination of work functions constitute a
daily or routine need, these duties should be separated
and assigned to a mailhandler craft employee. To this
extent, this matter is considered resclved. .

This decision resolves 211 the attached listed
grievances f{rom this office as well a3s any other
similar grievance from this office which is currently
pending at any step of the grievance-arbitration
procedure as of this date.
The a2bove constitutes a full and complete settlement of the
subject cases attached and resclves any or all other issues .
pertaining thereto,.

Fran)( S'ias S
Central Regional Director
failhandlers Union
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Eerbert Walxker Thomas Newman
¥zilhandlers Unicn Labor Relations Executive
Ul 2F (FF3 Dre22,1522

Date~ s DateV :




