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May 21, 1975

Present: Bernard Cushman, Francis S. Filbey, James J. Lapenta,
Jxr., James Rademacher, Rial Rainwater

LaPenta: Speaking for the Mail Handlers Union, Article I, first
I want to preface my remarks for the purposes of background, and, two
for clarification as an attempt to set the record straight about the
Mail Handlers position regarding Akrticle I, and later when we get to
Article VIT.

The Mail Handlers Union has attempted for a number of years to
eliminate what they consider to be craft discrimination, racial dis-
crimination and pay discrimination. Unfortunately, the manner in which
we have attempted to do this has brought about ocur position beaing mis-
represented, and I want to make it perfectly clear that we do not like
the label being put on us as a jurisdictional dispute. We have never
held our sister Union, the APWU, responsible for this craft discrimina-
tion, racial discrimination and pay discrimination. We feel, basically,
that this is a problem that the Employer cz=ated, and we resent very
very greatly the attempt over the last four years (3 contracts) for
them to continue to insist that it is only a problem between the Mail
Handlers and the APWU. The Mail Handlers Union has tried to resolve
this through the collective bargaining process. We would still like
to see it resolved through the collective bargaining process. Or, if
we cannot, our other remedy is through the courts and Title 7 of the
Civil Rights Act. .

I am now going to try to make one last attempt by _presehting) two
plans or proposals to see if we cannot resolve it without going through
litigation via the courts.

Plan A.

1. Article I, Section 1 would remain the same as in the
current agreement, provided we can get an understanding
via a stipulation, side letter, memorandum of understand-—
ing or a memorandum of intent. I am not wedded to labels.

2. That a freeze on the status guo, and by that I mean a
freeze on what is in the Garrett decision would be moved
forward from the July 19, 1971 date that he specifies
in his decision that this freeze or status quo would
move up and become effective July 21, 1975. In other
words, we do not want,as his decision provides, for going
back and reconstructing the past to f£ind out who was
doing what duty assignments.
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That inside the post office, and that would affect
primarily three crafts — clerks, mail handlers and
maintenance custodial - there would be a mexrging of
seniority lists, and you would have one seniority
list inside a post office.

There would be provided equal pay for equal work, and

"in concrete temms this would mean mail handlers would

be paid level 5.

There would be a grandfather clause that would provide
the mail handler craft would always have a £igure

of 15% to 20% of the jobs inside a post office.

In othar words, there would be a floor.

When you say post office, you mean mail pxrocessing?
I am talking about all mail processing.

In other words, I am saying in working in conjunction
with EEOC, we would get these conditions so set forth
in a settlement, and then instead of going to court,
the Mail Handlers would waive any claims under Title
7. In other words, we would work out a settlement
like the Steel Workers.

Article I, Section I would remain the same, but there
would have to be an agreement.

A new article in the Agreement would provide for a
freeze as outlined in Plan A, effective July 21, 1975.

That this new agreement would provide that during the
life of the 1975-77 agreement, and by that I mean

within six months or the first year of that agreement,
that all duty assignments would ke audited and evaluated.

These duty assignments and jobé would be assigned to
the appropriate crafts, and disputes would be resolved
via arbitration.

The bench marks for this evaluation program so that it
would preclude any new job evaluation program like

the Westinghouse Program or others being sponsored,

the bench marks would be the Key Positions and Standard
Positions that go into haking up these duty assignments.

The purpose of the job audit and the slotting of these
duty assignments is to eliminate overlapping duties, but
not the combining of jobs.
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While I have spoken to Article I, this also reaches out to Article
N VIiI, particularly Section 2.A., B., C., and D.

Mr, Filbey: The APWU's position at the present time is Article
I as drafted March 11, 1975 should be submitted to the U. S. Postal Service.

T would like the record to show I have not commented on Plan A and
B as presented.

TaPenta: The Mail Handlers Union cannot agree that Papexr # 2
drafted 3/11/75 go forward and be presented to the USPS.

Rademacher: When we do submit Article I, what will the position
of the Mail Handlers be? :

LaPenta: Our position is as stated previously. We are in a
coordinated bargaining situation and since we are in a coordinated bar-
gaining situation, if one of the parties is not in agreement, then the
proposal cannot be submitted to the Postal Service. But in every day
‘language it means that there cannot be any separate bargaining once the
notice we submitted March 27, 1975, the parties then cannot withdraw
from coordinated bargaining. Also the parties are not obligea to have
a proposal fowxced upon them.

Rademacher: Is that a rule of thumb, or where would I £ind it?

( : LaPenta: I would suggest you take that up with your attorneys.
The position I have taken was obtained from my legal sources.’

Mr. Rademacher:  Cushman is my attorney.

Cushman: The rule Jim refers to is not binding out of negotiations.
I know of no precedent. I have never been in a situation whexre Unions
could not agree on proposals.

laPenta: We have no intentions of pulling out of the coordinated
bargaining set up.

Rademachex: Is there veto power of any Union on any proposal?

Cushman: We have operated basically without any rules and that

has been basically purposeful. We thought we would get along better
all things considered without rules. It is a difficult situation to operate
in and up to nrow we have gotten along without any rules. It is within
your power to go by a different rule. i.e.,majority vote. You might
wish to talk with your attorneys. There remains a legal question if one
party says you cannot go ahead. There is a doctrine of frustration applying.
There is a possible opinion if serious bona fide effort to reach agreement
breaks down, the parties go ahead and do as they wish. This is surely
on the Employer's side, not the Unions' side. Most of those cases came

s up in unit situations or alleged refusal to bargain at the NLRB. At this

& particular point one or both could pull away. I am loathe to make that as

) an opinion.
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. Rademacher: What you are saying is throw the bargaining out for
the 200,000 people I represent because one or four organizations does not
favor this?

Cushman: I think the bargaining is in jeopardy. Not legal jeopardy,
but as a practical proposition. If I cannot get proposals from you on the
table, bargaining is stymied.

Rademacher: If I and two othexr Unions ordered you to lay Article I
on the table,either you do it or we will get someone else to do it. It is
rather late to argue rules and by-laws now. If you want litigation.-.

Cushman: I do not think Jim wants litigation. Obriously you have
three courses of action. Paralysis seems to me impossible. Attorneys
can come up with any point of view. If the doctrine of coordinated bar—
gaining is stagnated - it is assumed Jim will not go along ~ it is not
true that bargaining has to stop.

Rademacher: Suppose I join:: with Jim, where does that leave us
with two who want to go and two who don't? Suppose you have three and
one?

Cushman: Then you are broken down to separate bargaining, regardless.

Rademacher: Is bargaining in Jjeopardy because of this issue? Do
we go to court?

< . Cushman: I think bargaining has to go ahead. The basis on which it

i does you have to say. I am employed by all four of you. I follow instruc-
tions I am given. If you fellows are so seriously split and one doesn't want
to go ahead. or stand by,then you go ahead. I do not think it is a question
of a Union qua Union, but we have 600,000 employees and their interests

are at stake here. If we are going to reach an agreement, we have to come

to the Employer with a full set of proposals. All of you, each of you,

have got to go ahead and try to reach an agreement and not try to stymie

this thing.

Rademacher: Who has the right to do nothing? How will that be
decided? By four, three, two or one?

Cushman: It seems clear either four of you agree, and if you cannot,
then each of you have to decide what you are golng to do. Either you
proceed three jointly or go with the Mail Handlers.

You have three alternatives. (1) Do nothing; (2) if three are in
‘agreement, you should proceed as three on Articles I and VII; and (3)
it seems the Mail Handlers have laid out what they are going to do.

Filbey: I am of the opinion Article I as written on March 11, 1975
should be presented to Management. The represantative of the Mail Handlers
Division of LIUNA has made a vrecord which will be used or not used in

subsequent actions by his Union. WE have to have something spelled out on
( Union Recognition. What they have said is they are willing to accept
) Article I, Section 1, provided the APWU enters into a stipulation not
spelled out in the contract. I do not think any Union should be permitted
to block or stop bargaining boecause two other Unions have not agreed upon
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a stipulation that does not concern the other two. I think it is an
unrecasonable demand, if the Won will not agree on a stipulation. I am
prepared to move ahead in negotiations. I am aware of the fact we have
joint bargaining and have served notice on the Postal Service, which
makes it so, and does not force the Postal Service to agree secparately
with that one Union. I am here to negotiate a contract for the people I
represent in conjunction with the other three Unions, if possible. We
have a proposal which was agreed to by the Mail Handlers when drafted,
but they changed their minds based on scmething that does not have any-—
thing to do with negotations. They are trying to nullify an arbitrator's
decision they do not like. There are some arbitrator's decisions I do
not like either. The only position we have at the present time is the
submission of Article I, Paper # 2, as prepared by the Contract Committee
on Marxrch 11, 1975, should be made to the Postal Serv1ce. As to the
stipulations,I have made note of thenm.

LaPznta: I do want to respond to the last comment on nullifying
arbitrator's decisions. The appropriate time to do that is duxing the
period of contract bargaining. Let the record show that is precisely
what the Employer is doing as far as their proposal is concerned in
Artticle I, Section 6, in which they are attempting to nullify an
arbitration decision regarding supervisors performing bargaining unit
work.

Rademacher: Moved Articles I and VII as agreed to by the four
parties 3/11/75 be presented to Management in the morning.

Larenta: I object. The “hief Negotiator had been advised we
would not go along with the paper as drafted in March, and I will supply
a copy of that letter.

Rademaéher: Moved Articles I and VII in £inal draft forxrm be
presented to Management in the morning. Motion seconded by Rainwater.

Ayes — 3

LaPenta: I think this is an improper procedure, this procedure
of voting things up and down and I protest the placing this in the form
of a motion before a body.

Cushman: I have made it clear that as Spokesman for all of you
I am taking no one's sidefin, this-situation, and if the three of you
wish. to present it, I will be there and present it as the position of
the three Unions and not the Mail Handlers.

Filbey: I want the recorxrd to show I have listened attentively to
the Mail Handlers' proposal, and my position remains the same. Articles T
and VII should be submitted as orginally drawn up by the sub—~committee.
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Union Pepresentatives

B.
F.
J.
J.
R.
M.
L.
.
D.

BROAN:
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Al‘{‘ - 3\&"\'&-6\'&*‘(0;&\«_ ‘
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Management Pepresentatives

Cuslznan D. Brown
Filbey H. Yetter
Rademacher J. Gildea
laPenta D. Charters
Rainwater J. Tosch
Ratner D. Weitzel
Honzycutt P. O'Brien
Froh
Jordan
I would like to take a few minutes to cover one item that

has arisen since Thursday morning. I would appreciate your
hearing m= cut on this.

Iast Friday we received a wire addressed to me from Jim La—
Pentz, and I know you all received copies of it, and it
raises several questions on our part. I want to lay before
you these for answers. I want to take the three minutes re-—
quired to read this, even though vou have rezd it. I will
enwhasing a couple of points. [Reads the wive.] I told
you this raised several questions. But I would like to re-
fer back to, if I may, sorething that you have told tore
and. that I have had the opportunity in my tenure with the
Postal Service to eyparience directly. I have been told
that even though once called by another name the Postal Co-
ordinated Bargaining Committee vas pretty well in existence
in the 1971 negotiations and that it was on the theory that
it spoke for, represented and bargained with the employer
for the naticnal agresment in that vear. We were advised
that Bernie Cushman was to be Chief Spokesman on behalf of
the four national unions as inclwded in the Postal Coordina-
ted Bargaining Conmittees. Since that time and during my
term here we have had letters received from Mr. Cushman
vwhich stated in effect that he ig the Chief Spokesman for the
four unions and that these negotiations would be conducted
under the auspices of the Postal Coordinated Bargaining Com-—

mittee. And cbviously, with this kind of background, vwhen

we receive this wire it has raised several questions. Princi-
pally because it deletes Articles 1 and 7 from the Mail Fand-
lers union proposals to the employer. It states that the

Mail Handlers union is not to be bound by proposals submitted
covering Articles 1 and 7. This in writing in a sense con—
firms what you told us on Thursday morning when you handed
these to usg because at that time you stated in effect that
these were being submitted on behalf of three of the four
unions and that the Mail Handlers were not a party to these.
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TaPENTA:

BROUAN:

Article 1 in our view is a recognition clause wherein we
recognize the various crafts and unicns with vhich we will
deal. It is the only placc in the agreement that specifi-
cally sets forth a recognition of the unions and the crafts.
Article 7 of course sets forth the cxnmloyeﬂ classifications,
and I don't know how we can sit at this table and bargain
with a leCOC;"llLlO"l clause proposed on bshalf of only three
of the four unions or bargain with respect to crafts amoraced
by three unions and not by the Mail Handlers union. The
wire further states that jurisdictional problems must be
conducted in craft negotiations or craft supplements. I
want to make it clear row to all of you that we are not at—
terpting to teke any stance or position, and don't intend

{0, that we are refusing to bargain with anyone. We are

not. We don't intend to walk away from these negotiations
or refuse to bargain with you.

vhere do you see that -- the direct reference to jurisdic-
tion?

I meant the proposals submitted. Sorry. We would like to
have, and insist on having, answers to the following: are
we at the national level negotiaticns at this table nego~
tiating with three unions and recognizing three unions in
the hopefully forthcoming new contract, or are we negotia-
ting with four unions for a labor agreement? To be more
specific at the moment are there three unions or four unions
being represented at this bargaining table by the Postal
Coordinated Bargaining Committee? Ve ask an asnwer to this,
is it your collective or indivicdual provisions that the pro-
posals covered by Articles 1 and7 specified in Jim's May 22
wire are they to be negotiated at the level of the crafts

or craft supplaments or are they to be negotiated at this
table? In the first instance we are seeking information and
in the second that too but we have also some views on this.
I don't want to keep it any secret as to why we want answers.
It is difficult for us to conceive that we are negotiating
with four unions if one of them says it is not bound by the
proposals. I was personally told that in 1971 at the ele-
venth hour one of the unions raised a question as to whether
or not it was going to be a party to the agreement that the

employer thought it had been negotiating. There were certain

things still to be negotiated. I personally experienced what
happened in 1973 at a time when for all practical purposes
we thought we had reached agreement with the proper nego-
tiators of the unions subject to ratification of at least two
of the unions vhen we found that the Mail Handlers because of
jurisdictional problems as they were put to us -— we had some

27
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CUSHMAN::

problens and we made efforts to settle them and this was
after what had been agreed wwon, wages, benefits and so
on. With this problem, and I am not attempting to get in-
to vhat I consider to be union business and none of mine,
with this coming vhen it does slichtly less than two months
before expiration of the current contract, we need to know
answers now so that we know to whom we are making prcposals
and to whom we are not, if anyone, making counterprovosals
and concessions. To put it bluntly, we need to know with
whom we are dealing at this table. 2As is the case at nost
negotiations, the enplover is the one vho has the obliga-
+ion to meet payrolls that may be affected, gensrated in
part by what hup'venv here, to pay for benefit cbligation
that it hag. I can't think of any better reason than to

tell you we feel we have full right to kncw vhether we are

dealing with all unions represented here for all articles

contained in the new national labor agreement or whether

we are dealing with only some. 2And if with only some, with
om is it not?

I would like to caucus with my people before I respond to
these caricus queacstions

[A caucus was held and negotiations were not reconvened
that day.]
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B. Cushman D. Brown
¥. Filbey ° H. Letter
J . Rademacher ) J. Gildea
J . LaPenta P. Dorsey n
R. Rainwater D. Charters
I,. Honeycutt D. Weitzel
A. Pamplin J. Tosch
B. Gillespie
P, O'Brien
CUSHMAN : You asked two questions. To answer the first, you are ne-
gotiating with four unions. PCBC is for the purpose of these
negotiations. With regard to vour second question, as to
whether the problems involving jurisdiction belony at the
craft table separately or here, we are not prepared to speak
to that guestion at this time.
BROWN : May I expand on your second problem? I take it, in the ab-
R sence of an answar to the second guestion, the articles you
( submnitted for 1 and 7 last week are made on behalf of three
. ‘ unions, or are you removing them completely, or it the status
as it was when you gave them to us last week?
CUSHMAN: They are as stated last week.
BROWN : Would I be correct in assuming that the position of the Mail
Handlers as stated in Jim's wire is still good?
CUSHMAN : That's correct.
BROWN : Before I express my reaction to one answer and no answer, or

a part answer, I want to repeat one thing --— that even under
the circumstances or despite them, the Postal Service is not
taking the stance or adopting the posture that we will refuse
to bargain. We will continue to bargain. If I told vyou that
your response satisfies our concerns and achieves what in my
view is an atmosphere conducive to Full and bona fide, free
collective bargaining, I would be remiss in telling you that
I feel that way. I feel it is not conducive to such bargaining.
I an very disappointed that you do not have the complete clar-
ification of the unions' position in order that the Postal
Service can have a clear picture of where we are going and how
we arc going to get there. I think it is good to know that
you, Bornie, as Chief Spokesman of the Postal Coordinating

( Bargainine Committee, represent the binding-together organiza-

- tion which still oxists and exists as the vehicle to present

the views of four unions. MHowever, I think I cannot show any



/.-K "

May 28, 1975
Morninc Scssion
Page 2

decreased concern about my second question. It is still
very important, and one with regard to which we are going
to have to have an answer soon. VWhere we are today, this
minute, there still is a scrious guestion as to the impact
on our bhacrgaining at this table, principally because of the
status of Article 1, I asked this question. Who are we
recognizing in the new labor agreement, and thsrefore who
are way reccognizing in these negotiations, because we don't
have a proposal covering four unions. That proposal, as we
have it, is on behalf of three unions only. This is going
to have an impact on all of you. What we are interested in
too is getting down to real meaningful, -give-and~take nego-.
- tiations. Article I is recognition. Article 7 has to do
with employee classifications. Employee classifications,
how many are we talking about? There are several of your
demands, important ones, I think, and some of hours on which
Article 7 has a very definite impact. What I am saying to
you is that there are parts of your package and a part at
least of ours that can hardly be dealt with in the absence
of an Article 7 proposal from vou that would represent four
rather than three unions. Which leads me to say to you what
you have been telling us and with good reason, that we can
=111 afford to dilly-dally around, to not make good use of
the remaining time available to us, and we can ill afford to
leave the second guestion unanswered, in my opinion, for an
indefinite period of time. If we cannot deal with the entire
N labor agreement as you would have us deal with it -- as you
. submitted 49 proposals on behalf of four unions and two on
behalf of only three unions -- we cannot deal with it in its
entirety, knowing what its impact is gong to be on 2ll bar-
gaining unit employees, it seems to me that we are dealing
with a road block, if you will, that can i1l afford to wait
and remain in our way for too long a period of time. One way
for the employer in this instance is to impress you with how
urgent we think this is and how necessary to utilize our time
to the best advantage, 1s to say we can't talk about one thing
until we know what you are proposing, on behalf of whom, on
these articles. We are not taking that position. We are not
going to be posturing oursclves in a refusal to bargain situa-
tion. VWe are going to continue to bargain. I an afraid that,
under these conditions if allowed to last long enough, that
we are qgoing to run out of time. I know that this is a two-
way street. I know that the pressure because of the time ele-~
ment should be as mnuch upon vou as upon us. So I am not
talking about where this leaves us, the employer, but the
parties at this taple. I hardly can make wmyself believe that
you feel as representatives of the 600,000 bhargaining unit
people that this time can be afforded by you much betler than
by us. I cannot scparate vour interests from ours with ro-
svect to utilizing our time and reaching an agreement in a

ey
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timely fashion. I think that a critical problem like this
we can ill afford to let stand to the detriment of the usage
of time, resulting in the lack of time or running out of time.
Right now, as far as the answer to the second question 1is con-
cerned, this is a vital question and a vital answer. That's
got to be your decision, not ours. I saild yesterday that unz
til we fully know what you are proposing and for whom Articles
1 and 7 cover, we are hardly in a position in representing the
Postal Service to commit management to what you might call the
real framework, essential parts, of a new labor agreement. I
said yesterday that in 1973 for all practical purposes we had
the cost of living, wages, wording, changes in the contract,
all on the table and tentatively agreed upon and then found
that we did not have an agreement that was satisfactory to all
the unions and that there was still a major problem to be re-
solved. At least we know that that problem exists now. So I
think that one of the impacts of the void created by not satis-
factorily resolving whatever the problems are,this is causing
a void in our ability to negotiate. We are not going to talk
about wages and benefits and some others until we know where
we are heading and with whom. I think we deserxrve to know
that. But we will not refuse to bargain with you.
This brings us to the point where we say, what are we going
to bargain about. I don't want to waste our time any more
than you do. I want to use it to good advantage. Ve are not
. . in a position to bring pressure. At least we are not placing
. ourselves in that position. But in the interest of obtain-
ing the kind of labor agreement that makes sense for all of
"us, I just don't see how we are going to make the kind of pro-
gress and have meaningful bargaining in order to get that labor
agreement in the presence of a void as basic as this is. 1In
the interest of time utilization, I suggest wvery strongly
and I would like to talk to our people on this side of the
table concerning where we stand. Off the top of my head, I
an recommending that we spent our time if we can to get rid
of some of the proposals, demands, problems, that are of
little or no conseguence. Mayvbe some of them can be knocked
off the table without any arguments pro and con. Maybe that
is wishful thinking on my part. Out of 51 there must be some
that we can say in the interest of time, well, maybe we don't
care so much about this that we can't get it -behind us.
There are others here I would hope it is not going to take a
gigantic movement on our part to resolve. Ve are prepared
and willing, subjoect to the conference I will have with my
people, to procead to attampt to resolve some that don't re-
guire earth-shaking movements. But where giant steps forwarxd
and dollars are involved, I-don't sce how we can get into
these really meaninaful, gqutsv tvpes of bargaining questions
until we get this thing scttled. We have a lot of housekesping
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to do with respect to some things lving on the table. We

can use our time trving to get rid of some of the relatively
inconszguential items so that once the basic problem is re-
solved, quickly I hope, that we can devote our full time to
getting a tentatively agrced upon labor contract in a timely
fashion. Ve continue to strongly feel and sincerely believe
that we deserve to know and know in full where we are going
in these negotiations, and under what circumstances. In the
interest of time I again urge that we clear the air in the
time that's required from this point on to the resolution of
the problems to which we need the answers. Clear up Axrticles
) and 7 as guickly as you can with respect to your proposals
to management. We have a real serious guestion as to how
fast and how many we can move in areas that are of the great-
est importance to you and to us until we know full answers
and positions regarding both questions, not Jjust the one.

cusHMAN ¢ I think that we can understand some of the problems that you
‘have stated from a management point of view. I, too, want

to say what may seem to be a self-serving statement, but the
truth. Obviously, you would have Articles 1 and 7 if you had
complete unanimity of viewnoint at this time, but coordination
is not always an easy process. On the contrary, coordinated
bargaining is often a difficult and at times a painful process.
I want to assure you that where there have been differing
viewpoints they have been sincerely held and that meaningful
and strong efforts have been made to resolve differences be-
tween affected grouns. They have been sincere, and no gues-—
tion should be raised in vour mind as to the effort already
put forth. Thev have not been successful in coming up with
the proposals, and it is important to you and to us that we
come up with proposals. We are well aware of the time bind.
Therefore I would, on bshalf of the unions, strongly recom-
mend that we do spend some time and we will continue our
efforts to come up with a result and consummate an agreement.

FILBEY: I gather that what you have said is that you want an answer
to your second question. Well, I have two cquestions to the
management. Respond to the first and if that's in the affirm-
ative, then I'11 ask you my second. As I understand it, the
second question raised yesterday is a question of whether
jurisdiction should be negotiated at this table or at the
craft negotiations.

BROWN ¢ I would say in essence, Stu, yes, that's what I raised.
FILBEY : Would you consider the recognition clause as subnmitted as

'& the jurisdictional clause of the existing or proposed con-—
tract? I have a good rcason for asking this question.
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BROWN = Let me put it this way, Stu. I have always reqarded recog-
nition articles to set forth the identity of the unions with
whom w2 had an obligation to bargain. I have never seen a
recognition clause that was so comprehensive as to embrace all
aspects of jurisdiction.

FILBEY : You do not consider the existing article and proposed articleé
1 as a jurisdictional clause?

BROWN : No, I don't

FILBEY: In the event that the four unions made a proposal that the
Jurisdiction of the respsctive unions be negotiated in the
craft negotiations, what would be your response?

BROWN = I don't know.

FILBEY: As I am sure you are aware, the difficulty is the dispute
between the APWU and the Mail Handlers. There has been ex-
tensive discussions coeoncerning proposals made in our caucus—
es. Obviously, the position I will take will depend upon
your response to the second guestion. As I understand your

. ) _first response, you do not consider that language as the
( “jurisdiction clause.

BROWN : If Article 1 does in any sense cover jurlisdictional parameters
or limits, in my opinion, it is not sufficiently comprehensiva
that I can take a look at it and tell which union has jurisdic-
tion over every Facet of the Postal Service.

0y

LaPENTA: Let me see if I understand it. Your response to President
Pilbey was not that Article 1 is absolutely not a jurisdic-
tional clause but that it is a recognition clause and it does
have overcones of Jjurisdiction, but even vou are not clear as
to how exrlicit those overtones are.

BROWN : I am clear as to how explicit they are not.

LaPENTA: So it's a mixed bag.

BROWN : No, I am not telling you that. We have various crafts and
unions spelled out there. You can take them and convert
them into job titles or classifications -- it doesn't spec-

ifically spell out all the jurisdictional activities em-—
braced in those things.

LaPENTA: Only on new positions. It is silent on old positions, as /
( far as I am concerned,
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Is the Postal Service oprnosed to a jurisdiction clause? You
have indicated that you don't feel Article 1 is completely
jurisdictional. You also said you couldn't xrespond whethex
or not you could accept a jurisdictional clause in craft
proposals.

I said I do not have an answer as to whether or not we wouldl
Is it your position that jurisdictional questions should be
in craft negotiations or not, was your cguestion.

If these four unions negotiating with you were to make a pro-
posal that the jurisdiction of the jobs in their respective
bargaining units were to be a matter of negotiations by craft
would the Postal Service consider it?

We will consider any proposal submitted to us, Stu. I will
withhold my comment I was about to make. I will answer you
more fully later.

Eventually, whether we like it or not, we are going to have
to establish work jurisdiction in the Postal Service. This
is not to imply that I am dissatisfied with the present sys—
tem. But eventually it is going to have to be done.

But that decesr't say where and how it is going to be done.

I hope you will indicate to me before Friday evening whether
jurisdiction could be necotiated craft by craft or whether it
has to be negotiated at this table. I want to be able to ad-
vise my executive board the exact situation in order that they
can make a determination, one I would have made vesterday but
for the board meeting to be held four days from now.

I will call you as soon as we are ready.

Management Caucus
Afternoon Session
Arternoyl =-e- 0t

BROWN :

Before we left here, Stu, vou asked two guestions. I attempt-
ed to answer the first regarding Article 1, Section 1, and

said I would be back with our answer to what is our position
regarding negotiating on jurisdictions in the negotiations con-
cerning craft articles of the national agreement in craft nego-
tiations and what would our position be rcgarding incorpora-
tion of an article in the national agrecement setting forth Jjur-
isdictions of each of the four national unions and/or crafts?

I think that is cssentially what.you asked. I will attempt to
give you our first position, but before I do, I want to say
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that we do not to my knowledge have any great difficulties
with this cuestion of jurisdiction except as it relates to
you. Basically it has existed between the Mail Handlers and
the Clerks, and it was recently placed on behalf of three
locations before Sylvester Garrett. It follows, in our op-
inion, therefore, that it is our position that while the
Postal Service is obviously affected, basically the major
problem before us, in one foxm or another, while we are
affected, it is between the two unions involved and not be-
tween the four unions and the employer.

Rty

. To get to your first question, work assignment procedures
are the result of many vears of tradition and very well re-
cognized practices which for the most part cgovern the deter-
mination of which work should be assigned to the employee
of which bargaining unit. ©Personally, I feel reasonably
sure that, having known vou for 27 or 28 months, that over
these vears of building up tradition the union representa-
.tives have actively participated in developing the practices
and following them as they have been utilized in assigning
employeas to jobs. You know much better than I that the
N Postal Service needs, demands, a reasonable amount of £lex-
) ( ibility in making emplovee assignments, but I hope you know
that the Postal Szrvice has made every effort to follow
tradition and accepted practices. More to the point, we do
not see the practicality of the emvlovees setting down, one
. union at a time, attempting to determine precissly which
' work and type of work belongs to that bargaining unit, par-
! ticularly when it is considered that such deliberations and
conclusions would be reached to the virtual exclusion of all
of the other three unions. Ve do not believe this, which
would be craft considerations for articles of the crafts,
would be apovropriate for bargaining. We don’t feel we have
any right to do that, frankly. We do not consider it neces-
sary. What I have called traditional assignment patterns
has worked well except in the Mail Handler wversus Clerk situ- :
ation. I see no reason to attempt to negotiated this sub-
ject in our dealings concurrently with the crafts.

In responding to the second part of your cuestion regarding
our view of incorporating an article in the national agree-

: ment covering Jjurisdictions in each union and/or craft, some
or all of the reasoning regarding why w2 do not feel it nec-
essary to bargain on this subject in our craft deliberations
apoly to our thinking regarding our position in response to
your cucstion of incorporating this subject in national nego-
tiations at this table. We cannot sav wa are dealing with

( one union here, onc at a time, but the other reasons apply.
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We do not consider this to be necessaryv, and we strongly
feel that such an cffort would create more problems than it
would solye, &Again, this problem is not in our view a gen-
eral, across-the-board issue. It is confined to Mail Hand-
lers and Clerks as far as being a major issue. That is our
information, and we believe the unions have the obligation
to work out the solution to the problem they have. It is
our belief, further, that the unions must develop a single,
common position on proposals covering articles 1 and 7 and,
as we view it, we are not attempting to tell you how to con-
duct your bhusiness. As we see it, that position is going to
have to be arrived at after you recognize that you have to
make your own compromises. When you have agreed upon your
common position, let us know what it is. Then the employer
will be able to consider your solution. I hope and urge that
it be not too long in coming. We can work toward the achiev-
ment of an entire collective bargaining agrecement, mutually
satisfactory and one we can all live with.

e

CUSHHAN: Where does that leave us?

BROWN : I don't know.
< LaPENTA: ) Well, are you saving that there will be no negotiations,
either at the craft level or at the national level?

BROWN : I didn't say that. I tried to answer two questions Stu
raised.

LaPENTA: In other words, your statement was full of contradictions

in that you say it is strictlyv a union matter and betwesen
two unions, you contradict yourself for sayving that it is
not appropriate to settle this at the national craft level.
The Mail Handlers union has consistently said that they will
resist every attempt by this emplover to constantly claim
that this is a matter only between unions and it is a "jur-
isdictional dispute". I further want to state that I think
you are 100 percent wrong when you allege that this is not
an issue with any of the other unions. That's wrong be-
cauge all you have to do is read the key positions of the
seven cratts that hold recognition to bargain with the
Postal Service, and you will £ind in every one of those key
positions overlapping dutics, which is the basis of the Mail
Handlexr and the APWU situation. Just because these other
craft jurisdictions have not brought this to the bargaining
table in 1971 and 1973 as the Mail Handlers have, you can't
sit there and say that it is not.an issue that affects all

( seven of these crafts. It absolutelv does affect all seven.
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Another contradiction on your part is your proposal ot us
that the two unions settle this between them. I don't take
that to mean that you, the employer, arc saying that if we
do settle it, you will accept whatever agreement we come to.

You're right, : -

That leaves us right smack where we are. That this is a
bargainable issue, you are going to have to bargain this
issue, and, for the record, I want to repesat that insofar

as our sister union is concerned, the APWU, we do not hold
them responsible for what we consider to be the basic prob--
lem here. The basic problem isn't craft jurisdiction or a
jurisdictional dispute between two unions. 'The basic prob-
lem is structural. The basic problem is that over a long
period of time, because of hiring practices and because of
assignment practices and because the ewployer has had up
until just a few short years ago, 1962 to be exact, with the
inaugeration of the Xennedy executive order, the emplovyer has
had the unilateral right to hire, assign, prcmote, transfer,
reassign, etc. And the basic problem that the Mail Handlzrs
union has been trying to get at here through collective bar-

' gaining in 1971, 1973 and now in 1975, and through use of

the contract arbitration machinery -- and I cite these things
because that makes our hands clean, because we have usad all
the machinery that is available to us and have done it in good
faith ~- we now say to you, the employer, that we are not
going to sit at this table and continue to be told that this
is a problem batween two unions and not a prcblenm between

the uniors and the employer. The kasic problem here on the
basis of what I have outlinad, in our opinion, is a problem
of craft discrimination, racial discrimination and pay dis-
crimination, and the only way to resolve that is through the
collective bargaining process, not by trying to get two unions
to resolve the issue. And that is our record, insofar as
this matter is concerned.

You articulate very well. And you obviously have much more
knowledge of the background than I will ever have., It may
well be that maybe the fault is with me. Either I don't have
sufficient knowledge to be award of precisely what you are
trying to convey to me when you say to me that this is a
structural problem, when you say to me that this is not be-
tween two unions, that this is something that must be settled
at this table bhecause it is botween the two unions and the
employer —= I am not sure that you mean you two agree and we
are disagreeing with you -- whare I fall off the boat completaly
is when you talked about hands being clean. I hope you know
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that we are not saying you don't have clean hands. I must
confess to you that in 1973 I gained the very distinct im-
pression that this was a matter of Mail landlers claiming
that we were assigning clerks to mail handler work and the
Clerks taking the position that no, we weren't. I can stand
corrected on that issue if you want to correct me. Tihen it _|
comes to the arbitration machinery, I thought the cusstion
placed before the arbitrator was essentially vwho does this
work belong to? Mail Handlers or Clerks? Where I really
fall off the boat is hiring and discrimination practices.

I cannot address myself to the period 1962 to 1973. I am not
disclaiming responsibility, but I am ignorant. But I do dis-
claim those allegations from 1973 to date, particularly the
discrimination angle. I do not accept the premise that this
is an employer issue. Yes, I did say to you we vill not say
carte blanche, come up with what you want. Obviously not.
But we are saving to you, we think to sit down with you to
determine work jurisdiction, go to Rial, to Jin, to Stu, I
don't know how we achieve that when in talking to you we may
be talking about work that these three men may claim as their
vork. How can we agree with you that it is vyour work to the
exclusion of the rest of these men? It is far too complex,
far to big. The magnitude, as I see it, you would embrace
everything at every location that each of the employees in
each of the crafts perform -~ we would be here until this
time next year because of the myriad functions and trying to
spell everything out to the nth degree. If not, other than
the problems I alluded to in giving my answers to Stu, I
don't see it as a great problem that has to be settled along
those lines. I think we would immediately impede progress
toward an agreement by not just July 20 but December 20.
Whatever we would come up with would create more problens
than it would solve. ‘

Let me take your last premise first. Wherein you think this
is so monumental tihat it can't be solved by July 21. OQur
union has never intended that it be solved in on2 negotia-
tion. It can't be. It has got to be a continuinyg process.
That's what negotiations is all about. That is why I made

the statement about clean hands. I wasn't charging you with
anything specific, but I am saving we have used the bona fide
collective bargaining machin2ry in orxder to come to grips with
the problem and that's just what we are proposing now.

I don't know what you arc proposing.
When you look at those key positions, there are overlaps

everywhere. I am not talking about the combining of jobs.
It is not so complicated that you can't get rid of those
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overlapping dutics. You can set up some sort of machinery
that will eliminate that. I have never proposed that you

do that overnight. That is why I have made a sensible in-
dication that the route to go would be to put it into craft
negotiations so we can proceed to get this contract signed,
sealed and delivered by the dealine. -

On the structural problem, once again I am not comparing ad-
ministrations. I am looking at this from an industry stand-
point. All I tried to do was give you some historical back-
ground. Prior to 1962 the employer -- we will forget +heir
political designations -- going back to the establishment
of the Postal Service, the facts are you did have the xright
to go ahzad and to hire, transfer, assign, promote, reassign,
all that. There is a common sense solution to this problem.
You have an employer and you have unions he is required to
deal with. For your information, I think I have to point
ocut w2 are not the only ones who had a so-called jurisdic-
tional clause on the table. There were other unions with
them in previous negotiations, including the APWI. There
are three unions right now who are trving to bargain Jjuris-
v diction with you. The Rurals, Letter Carriers and us. From
{ a common sense standpoint you as the Chief Spokesnan have to
. realize that somewhere down tha line we will insist that
there be a so-called jurisdictional clauss, Jjurisdictional
work assignment, whatever you want to call it -- simply the
. ¢learing up and clarifying of a situation which has existed
for a long time whereby there are overlavoing duties and
confusion as to what employee performs the work. You can put
it in that context. And our proposition to Garrett was not
as you stated, who gets this work. Our proposition went
ruch further than that. We had three cases in the arbitra-~
tion that had to do with specific dut¥ assignments. But our
position to Garrett was that you have not basically a dispute
between two unions but you have a problem here in which the
union is alleging discrimination, racial discrimination and
pay discrimination. He said, I am not going to really answer
this in my decision. You go to court if you want to, or you
go ahead and use the collective bargaining process. That's
what we are here for. Not to hold a gun to your head. But
you are just not geing to be able to walk away from it. It
deserves to ke handled by the collective bargainirg process.
Who betlter than all of the parties should resolve the issue?
Who says that we have to decide this by July 21. You have
never heard that during the lifc of the agreement we will do
such 'n such. It seems to me this is the kind of problem
that is best handled by dealing with it in that manner.
( Where reasonable people can sit down and atteompt to work out



.
.

2/

r——

May 28,

1975

Afternioon Session

Page 1.2

BROWN =

LaPENTA :

BROWN =

CUSHMAN:

solutions to the problem. That's all we have ever tried to
do here. MNobody is going to make us get forced into a posi-
tion whereby we say, that's right, we're fighting with the
APWU. Ve might have a situation in which the APWU and us is
in disagreement, but neither union was the cause of that dis-
agreement. The cause has been the practices of the employer
over a long period of time. We are trying to get those prac"—
tices that caused this discrimination resolved,

I am not prepared to continue to have a dialogue on this sub-
ject. Let me make two observations. When vyou talk about we
are reasonable pecple, are you talking about the people around
this table or the Mail Handlers? '

The people around this table, yes.

I think that I speak for at least top management of the Pos-
tal Service. I can't spesak for 30,000 postmasters or what
have you. We take no glee, get no satisfaction, out of see-
ing a fight or disagreement between any of the union repre-
sentatives sitting here. I am sure that you are just at least
as aware as I am that when that happens maybe one or both of
you pay, but inevitably the emplover pays for it. We are not
sitting back on the sidelines and saying go to it, boys. I
think it must be obvious to you and to the others by now, if
we had our druthers we would rather not be sitting here talk-
ing about this subject as an issue. But I must confess that
if there is a common point of view on the part of the four
unions represented here, it is the first time in my life that
I have seen a proposal put foerth by two principals that em-
brace only three unions. This is the only indication that

we have that jurisdiction was a continuing problem to be
considered in your opinion at this bargaining table. The only
one. Ve arc not trying to run away from the problem. We
don't know how to resolve it here. I have attempted to answer
the questions Mr. Tilbey put forth bafore lunch. I want to
tell you further, we are here to bargain, not to refuse to
bargain.

I would like to have a caucus with my people for a few minutas.
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Mr. GILDEA emphasized that the Postal Service proposals “didn't
come lately', and he complained about the Union demeanor in commenting
upon them. The Unions took exception to Mr. GILDEA's remarks and then
left the meeting to caucus. :

{caucus]

Mr. GILDIA opened the afternoon session, and the Unions and the
Postal Serwvice took up and completed their discussions on USPS Paper 1
which dealt with Article I, Union Recognition. The Postal Service's
principal thrust in regards. to their paper was that the new sections
dealing with supervisors performing bargaining unit work were needed in
order to give them flexibility.

— Mr. CUSHMAN advised the Postal Service the Unicns were ready to
take up their Paper 2 dealing with Article VI, Layoff. The Unions ask-
ed a number of questions about standard, key and individual positions
and asked if the Postal Service had conducted any audit of these posi-
tions. The response was in the necative. The Postal Service then ela-—
borated on their procedures for reviewing reguests for establishing
positions and asserted that all positions were authorized at the head-
quarters ievel. The Unions then asked if this meant that there were no

; unauthorized positions and, after discussion, it became apparent that
the Postal Service really didn't know if there were people working in
unauthorized positions.

Mr. DORSEY acted as spokesman for the Postal Service and presented
to the Unions the following data:

There has been a 1.9% drop in mail volume from last year; this is
the equivalent of 5,000 surplus employees;

The BMCs not going on schedule on time means a surplus of 2,000
employees;

The merger of first class and air mail into one category of mail
creates 3,900 surplus employees; '

The LCRES, 15,000 surplus emplovees when completed.

Mr. DORSEY continued and stated that accession exceeds attrition by
2.6%. For example, during accounting periods 14 throuagh 26, 34,°19 Clerks
were added to the rolls, 25,741 removed. In the Mail Handlers 13,136 were
added to the rolls, 8,421 were removed. In the Letter Carricrs 7,496 were
added to the rolls and 12,925 removed. Of the Special Delivery Messencers,
116 were added to the rolls and 187 were removed. In other bargaining unit
catecories 3,706 employees were added to the rolls and 5,187 were renoved.
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to lessen the impact of mech and tech on emvlovees, and if at the end of
six months there is no agreement, interest arbitration would be triggered.

4. Jurisdiction. We don't necessarily auestion the method you pro-
posed, but again since it didn't include two of the four Unions, the NALC
and the Rural Carriers, they would be included along with the Mail Handlers
and the APWU.

~+. T

Mr. BROWN asked, what about the no layoff clause?

Mr. CUSHMAN responded, I thought the Unions made it perfectly clear
this morning about their feeling on that issue. The answer is we are not
going to give up the no layoff clause.

Mr. BROWN said, if that's all vou have at this time I want to say
the approach that is evidenced by what vou have presented is going to ex-
calate our ability to make progress.

The mediator then called for the respective parties to recess and
to come back later in the day.

- Later in the evenina the parties reconvened in joint session. Mr.

— LN K R . .
usony said, the Unicns mode o counterproposal, now the bhall ie in your
court.

Mr. BROWN responded to the Union proposal as follows:

1. On the cost of living, the $1310, that vou want frozen in, this
is a proposal that the Postal Service cannot accept. I am not going to
repeat the reasons for obijection to this other than to point up one of
the reasons is that postal emnlovees will get so far out in front of fed--
eral employees in the fringe benefit area.

2. On wage compression, the Pogtal Service doesn't want to do any-
thing on compression. This is a very costly item and acain it will put
postal workers far ahead of federal employees.

3. As to your direct wage package, the Postal Service will respond
to that specifically some time tomorrow. We still think it is way out of

line.

4. On health benefits, we will respond to that proposal also some
time tomorrow.

5. Regarding retirement, the Postal Service will not agree to any
retirement provision for the reason again that postal employees will
be way out in front of federal employces.
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6. on uniform allowances, we don't have anything at this time be-
cause we are trying to determine how much clothing prices have incrcased
since 1973. However, I will tell you we are not prepared to go anywhere
near the 22% vou have sugagested.

7. On the cost of living formula, the Postal Service does not agree
with anvy change in the current formula. '

Now on your non-ecconomic demands. On work and time standards, we
will try to put some languacge together to have you look at, althoudsh we
are not really interested in modifying the current article.

Mr. USERY said, I am going to speak up for a monm ent and sa v that
it seems to me that this, as I have said manv times to the Postmaster
General and to Mr. BROWN and others of pogtal management, this is an ex-—
tremely important gut issue and the stakes on this are very high.

. Mr. BROWN continued with Subcontracting. You will get a side letter
prepared, but we want to talk to the Mail Handlers before we put semething
together. On Mech and Tech, vour proposal dealing with the impact of mech
and tech on employees and the way these employees are taken care of seems
to postal management to be more apt to be solved by a provision in the re-

- s e A O e B N P O e
ads3 G MOnLs QY CLZLC XOUACY Than Ln mcch anﬁ tech

The Unions at this time commented on various aspects of mech and
tech and the impacting of employees.

Mr. BROWN then spoke to Jurisdiction. The Postal Service Manage-
ment wants to again put something down on paver and then discuss the
matter with the Mail Handlers and with the APWU. The Unions interrupted A"'} : I
at this time and advised BROVWN that the jurisdictional proposal was meant
to cover all the Unions. After some discussion the matter was clarified
and it was gotten across to Management what the Unions were after. After
that discussion BROWN said he had no more to savy.

Mr. CUSHMAN said, before we close I have something to say. Essentially
it is that the clock is running, there're still wide differences between
the parties.
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I want to make sure now that we have
£ w2 have our gut iussues lists together.

items still: (1) casuals, public
5; (2) bargaining unii work by

ss; and {3) the no lavoff clause.

a a list. (1) Article VII; (2) irticle
ingnection Service; (5) Union/Menage-
as regasds counselling; (7) Grievance

Arbitratio : g tire limits on waqu claims; (8) genlorz_ty
for non~barga1n ng unit swwrugvmeg; {9) susexvisors performing bargainitig
unit work; (10) administration of sick leave; {(11) Credit Uanions and Travel
and (12) Energy Short;ge. QLZ“ Management then asked for a caucus.

Mr. USERY came back and reported to the Unions that Management hlew

up in the caucus saving thal Managemenit was complaining that thev had
predicted the Unions woulrd give them a list of [cupletive deleted] a
Aft__ a Union caucus the bargaining was resumed. Mr. CUSHMAN responded :
On the IBnergy Shortags, accented Management proposal. Safe’:y and
Eealth, accepgted Management proposal. Credit Unions and Travel, accept-—

ed Management proposal. Inspaction fervice, status quo letter of under—
standing. Discinline, modified Management proposal, clear record aftexr
2 years and modify Uni nsalling records be cleared
after 1 year instezd of leave administration, the Unions
stick with theilr proposal "}*af" the reguest for prognosis bv MAanagement

has to be deletzd. Union/Managema 1t~f‘ooomra‘tior‘, want mod:‘.r"cavon in the
Management proposal to nrovide that the word “reasonable" be inserted be-
fore the word "cost", wnich would mean that the Unions only pay reasonablez
costs for information that theyv recuest. Grievance-Arbitration time Llimit
on wage claims, we want provision for disputed claims as well as claims
resultant from administrative or clerical errors. Senlority for non-bar-
gaining unit employses, @& Unions want the current 2-year protection to
be limited to 1 vear procection.

The Unions tiren reviewad Article VIIT and advised Management that
these were the areas in which there still needed to be discussion.

(a) sunday premium pav be put in ths base for the computation of
overtime; .

() The Unions want a guarantee of four hours for all ofifices not

the current split provision that provides for 4-hour guarantces in large
offices and & 2-hour guarantee in smaller offices.

{¢) Wash-uo Time, the Unions will accept the status quo.
{1) The Unions want some discussion on thoe Cildza memorandum concorn-

ing the policv of voluntary workina outside of schedule waiving the couwployee!
right to promium pay.
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II.

S III.

Seowion

2
1973 to July 20, 1975: $1310 cor 63¢ por hour, uwhich-—
cver pay schedule the enployece is coverced by, will
bce "rolled in" to the base rate. Thic has fumpuct on
retirement, benefits and retchmcnt paysentcs .

E. Uniformn Allowvances, in whatever

cr category an enployecce
might fall, the following increase

$140 to $154
60 to 66
22 to 30

Memoranda Of Understanding

A. Work and Time Standards Memorandum of Understanding:
additional protection of postal workers against un-—
reasonable, inequitable, and unfair time and work
standards.

B. Provides a Mail Handler assigned on duty on the plat-
form at the time star route vechicles keing loaded or
unloaded will assist in loading and unloading star
route vchicles.

C. Jurisdicticon: deals with mucilnery resolving dis-—
putes between the various crafts and v 7“110a duties
pexformed by employeces in these crafts.

Noneconomic Proposals

A. article VII, Employece Classifications: numbor of
casuals other than December shall not exceed 5% of
the total nunmber of enployees. Casuals limited to
two 90-day terms in a calendar year.

B. The number of public policy employecs shall be phased
out in accordance with the terms of their emploviient
and the use of such employees shall be terminated no
later than the expiration date of this contract.

C. Notify employees after they have made 4th bid that
their 5th bid would be the final bid. In the arca
of major relocations Article XII and Appendix A pro-
vide for advance notice to employecs affccted, the
place where employees will be reassigred, their
tours, and the numnber of cemployeoces \i”\Cd by the
relocations. Agreed to reducing fren 180 to 120 davs
the length of details of emplovees in the Mail Handlerx
craft when they arce excessed.,
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L. Article XXXVI, Credit Unions and Travel: ac y od O
leave without pay for up to 8 hours for i
who work for postal credit unions; agroeed N
upward the travel allowances for cmployeaas.

M. Energy crisis: new article wvhich agrecs in the evant
of an cnergy crisis to seek a high fucl prioccity fov
postal employces.

Iv.

Proposals Withdrawn By Management

A,

Article VI, No Layoff Clause:; Manaccment withdrew
their proposal which would have provided that em~
ployces could be laid off. Thic Management proposal
was withdrawn at midnight, July 20.

Article XVI, Discivline: Management withdrew theiar
proposal that would have provided for emergency sus-
pensions of employees without notice.

Article I, Union Rccognition- Managemznt withdrew
their propacal which would have allowed supervisors
to perform bargailxng unit work without liuﬁm*tion
in smaller offices.

Article VII, Employee Classifiicaticns: Management
withdrew their proposal which would have
them to appoint casuval employees for one yea
would have allowed them to assign pecvple ac:
lines without any limitations.

0
[
L~

Article VIII, Hours of VWork: Managemant withdrew its
proposal which would have allowed thom to eclininate
the gvarantee that an employec be paid 12 hours when
brought into work on his unscheduled day, whethexr he
works or not.

Article XVII, Representation: Eanagtvﬂnt withdrew its

proposal that insisted that a Union of flCJcﬂ.cou7Q
only represent an emplovee in a disciplinaxy ca

in Steps 1 and 2 would have to step a€1de and be re-
placed by a higher union official al the 2B hearing.

Article ¥X¥, Local Implementation: Minagement with-—
drew its proposal which would have cholished local
negotiations, ’ :
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