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LABOR RELATIONS

~ UNITEDSTIJTES
1!iflj POSTIJL SERVICE

Mr. Vincent R. Sombrotto
President
National Association of Letter
Carriers, AFL-CIO

100 Indiana Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20001-2197

Dear Mr. Sombrotto:

RECEIVED
DEC 2 0 1996

cmm.1'7i :,j}~.iiI;lsmATlcN UNIT
IU.LC. WASHINGTON, D.c.

Re: H90N-4H-C 96077604
SON-SC-C 89395
CLASS ACTION
NAPLES, FL 33941-9998

On several occasions, the most recent being September 26, 1996, I met with your
representative, Jim Edgemon, to discuss the above captioned grievance at the fourth
step of our contractual grievance procedure.

Based on the most recent discussion, it was agreed that the following mutual
understanding will supercede the original decision in this case dated August 13, 1996.

The case at issue deals with an office in a DPS environment. The September 1992
MOU at Appendix C of Building our Future by Working Together, as well as Handbook
M-39 (243.514), specify that, within 50 days of implementing the planned adjustments
for future automated events, the parties will revisit those adjustments to ensure that
routes are as near to 8 hours daily as possible. Both the planned adjustments and
SUbsequent minor adjustments that may be necessary are based on the most recent
route inspection data for the route. In this case. the reexamination process was timely
conducted in August (within 50 days of implementing the planned adjustments). During
its revisitation of the adjustments, management also conducted one-day counts in order
to determine each carrier's office performance as provided for in M-39, Section 141.2.

The interpretive issue in this grievance is whether Management violated the National
Agreement by conducting one-day special office mail counts as part of its requirement
to revisit and reexamine previously planned adjustments.

During our discussion, we mutually agreed that Special Office Mail Counts (M-39.
141.2) are conducted when management desires to determine the efficiency of a
carrier in the office, and cannot form the sole basis for route adjustments. However, no
prohibition exists that restricts management from also conducting a one-day count for
the above purpose in conjunction with the 50-day reexamination of planned
adjustments. The only time restraint imposed by the M-39 is that the carrier must be
given one-day's advance notification.
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Accordingly, please sign and return the enclosed copy of this decision as your
acknowledgement to remand this case to Sept 3 for further processing and application
of the above understanding.

Sincerely,

L4,ifuL-
Nora A. Becker
Grievance and Arbitration
Labor Relations

Date: --,/,.~~(IE.-L..-?':""?-



Mail Counts and Route Inspections 222.212

June 2019 91

Exhibit 222.1 (p. 2)
PS Form 1838-C, Carrier’s Count Mail — Letter Carrier Routes Worksheet



Mail Counts and Route Inspections 242.332
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d. Should the count week fall in 2 months, the later month will be 
considered the count month for the purpose of selecting the 7 weeks 
random timecard analysis. If the regular carrier was not serving the 
route on at least one of the days of a week so selected or, if conditions 
during a week were obviously abnormal so as to justify that week being 
excluded from the 7 weeks random timecard analysis, the next 
available week in which the carrier so served at least 1 day shall be 
used for the 7 weeks period. If 7 such weeks do not exist, the 
maximum number of such weeks available will be used for the random 
timecard analysis of street time.

e. Once the appropriate 7-week (or less if necessary) period is selected, 
the average street time for a composite week (i.e., average of actual 
time used on all Mondays, all Tuesdays, etc.) will be recorded on 
PS Form 1840-B.

242.324 The average street time for the week following the week of count and 
inspection (including only the days the regular carrier served the route) shall 
then be recorded on PS Form 1840-B, and averaged into the 7 weeks 
random time analysis to obtain an 8 week composite week average. If the 
regular carrier did not serve the route on at least one of the days of the week 
following inspection, that week will not be used in computing the street time 
allowance for the route. The average weekly street times for those weeks will 
then be transferred to PS Form 1840.

242.325 The base time selected under 242.321 may be adjusted where appropriate 
provided the reasons for such adjustment are documented on PS Form 1840 
or attachments thereto.

242.33 Office Time Allied Work Rules
242.331 All CFS and throwback mail will be transported to its designated location by 

the carrier.

242.332 No carrier shall be disciplined for failure to meet standards, except in cases 
of unsatisfactory effort which must be based on documented, unacceptable 
conduct that led to the carrier’s failure to meet office standards.
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Mar. 4th Week 2nd Week
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EMPLOY::E AND LASOM RELATIONS GROU?
Wasnir:~Hl,)n,CC 20260

JUly II, 1977

Mr. J. Joseph Vacca, President
Na.tiona~ Association of Le-tter
Carriers, AFI.-CIO

100 Indiana Po..venue" 'N. W.
l"lashinqton, DC 200 01

Re: NC-NAT-6811
l'1ashington I DC

Dear lJIr. Vacca:

On April 19, 1977, the National Association of Letter Carriers
filed a Step 4, grievance alleging a dispcte e~..::isted bet.-reen
the parties regarding the interpretation of the Hemorandum
of tJnderstandi~g dated September 3, 1976, invol.ving the IS and
8 casing st~ndards and imposing discipline on ca::::riars for
unsatisfactory effort. "

In discussion as to specifically \oThat the alleged dispute
in,rolved, it \.;-as agreed betwee:nthe parties that pursuant
to the U. S. Postal Service's position outlined in Hr. James
V. P. Cant'iay' s l.ettar to you of April 6, ~97 7, the f allo~oii:'"!g

agrearr.:ent \.li11 disoose of any misunderstanding betT,·reen t..J."e"- .
parties:

Managem-:nt may not charge or impose discipline upon
a carrier merelv for failing to, r.t:et. the ~S and. 8
casing standard;. -Any su.ch charge is. insufficient.
Under the l-1.e:moraIld.u~ of Unca.rstanding of Septe.t'1l.ber 3,
1976, the, only oroo::>e= charge for disciplinina a_ "'" .lor; _. J

carrier is Uunsatisfactory effcrt. u Such "a charge
must be based on dOCllil'~entec.., unacceptable conduct.
\.lhich led to the carrier's failure to r.~aet t....'"te 13
and 8 criteria. In such circ~:nstances" m.:tnage-w.ent

..' ~ • ~h" • • - , •has the buraen 0"": prov~ng 10.1 • .:10:. i:.ne carr~er \'l~S ~a~~ng
tl' ... - .. - --t-,· • "1- ~ .. .L.an unsa.tl.s.::actory e:c!:or~ \:0 es~a.o_:LSi1..JUs '- cause:

for an't~. disci"Oline irooosec1 ...z .. - .....



", , 'I #0..
t.

•
M 00386

- 2 -

Please sign the attached copy of this letter to ackno~ledge

the agreed to settl€Jo1lent.

Sincerely,

•

•
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