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on July 27.. 1984, we met to discuss the abcva-captioned
oriévahce'..a_t'.-th.e _fo_pc.t_.h step of our cp_ntractual_grievan(ce

.

_procedure;. -

The issue in this -grievance ‘is Ohether- ménzgemTnt may | . -a-
schedule g,art-time flexible cmployees to work lcss than two
ours on the first secment of a split,shift. "

consecutive h
" The facts-in this case indicate that the -‘g’tiévant,' a PTF
clerk, was: ccheduled to work at.10:00 a.m. and w2s sent to
lunch £rom211:15 a.m. to 12:05 p.m- - The grievant then worked

from 12:0%:p.Me until S5:35 p-m..

The union contends that management i$ obligated to work a PTF
employee twO consecutive hours during the first segment of a

1t is the position of the Postal gervice that managerment is
not required to provide tvo consecutive hours of work for
art-tinme flexible employees during the first segment of a

split shifte. The scheduling of the grievant on the date in

question was proper 2as the employee received the minimum e

amount of work hours as required by Acticle 8, section 8, of ’

the Kat jonal Ag reement.

pased upon the above considerations, this grievance is
.denied.

Time limits were extended by mutual .cons2nte
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