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PROCEEDINGS
Hearings were held in Washington, D.C. on May 29, July 23, and August 13-14, 1997 at
which the Parties all were represented by Counsel and afforded full opportunity to present
documentary evidence, testimony subject to cross-examination and oral argument. Following receipt
of the wranscribed stenographic record, post hearing briefs and reply briefs were filed and exchanged
and the record was closed in mid-January 1998. Given the significance of the issue and the volume
of the record, the Parties graciously allowed me some additional time for the rendition of this

Opinion and Award.
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not parties to these proceedings and for ease of reference, the 1987-90 (APWU/NALC)/USPS
contract and the separate APWU/USPS contracts will be referred to collectively as Postal
Worker/USPS contracts, and the 1975 and 1978 National Agreements will be referred to as
JBC/USPS Agreements, to distinguish each from the separate and distinct Mail Handler/USPS
contracts.}

The seminal decision by Arbitrator Howard Gamser, [Case No. AD-NAT-1311, Oct. 13,
1981, ("Gamser Award")], upholding the validity and vitality of Regional Instruction No. 399, is-a
primary benchmérk for understanding the history and evolution of the jurisdictional guidelines and
a touchstone for the National Jurisdictional Arbitrator called upon to reﬁew primary craft
designations under the R1-399 DRP of April 1992. At page 9 of that Award, Arbitrator Gamser
pointed out: "Disputes between the APWU and the Mail Handlers over the proper craft assignment
of certain positions in mail précessing have been ongoing for many years, even prior to the
establishment of the reorganized [Postal] Service in 1970." In masterful detail which would be
redundant and presumptuous for me 1o attlempt 10 replicate, the Gamser Award describes the process
by which the National-level Committee on Jurisdiction (“COJ”), established pursuant to MOU
arising out of 1975 and 1978 JBC National Agreements, attempted to develop jurisdictional
guidelines for resolving, inter alia, an escalating number of craft conflicts between the Postal
Workers and the Mail Handlers.

Under the terms of the controlling MOU, each Union had until early December 1975 to
"submit to the Commitiee a writlen description of the scope of the duties it believes are properly
assignable to employees it represents”. Representatives of the Postal Service and the involved

Unions then were to discuss, and possibly resolve, work assignments that were in dispute, by
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“Regional Instruction 399", on February 16, 1979.

Thirteen (13) specific objections from APWU challenging R1-399 formed the basis for the
national grievance from the Postal Workers, eventually decided by Arbitrator Gamser.  Afier
receiving evidence and hearing arguments from all three parties, he rejected all of the claims
submitted by the APWU, denied the underlying grievance and concluded: “the publication and
implementation of Regional Instruction No. 399 has not violated the cited provisions of the Naliénal
Agreement, the Memorandum of Understaﬁding on Jurisdiction appended thereto, or any of the other
accepted criteria for jurisdictional determinations to which the APWU made reference.” (Gamser
Award, p.19).

Seven (7) vears later, a simmering controversy between APWU and NPMHU over the work
of “spreading the mail” was brought 10°a head ‘with issuance of @ memoranduim t6 USPS regional
labor rclations managers on November 1, 1988, by William J. Downes, Director, Office of Contract
Administration, Labor Relations Depariment, reading in pertinent part as follows:

Recently there has been some confusion regarding the issue of spreading the mail to
cartiers. We have reviewed the appropriate operational documents and relative
arbitration awards that have been issued on this matier and the following represents our
position:

1. The basic function of transporting mail belongs to the mail handler craft and should be
essigned 10 mail hendlers when available and in accordance with Regiona! Instruction 399,

Several days later, on November 15, 1988, Joseph J. Mahon, Jr., Assistant Postmaster General for
Labor Relations, sent letters 10 the Presidents of APWU, NPMHU and NALC (which represents all

city letter carriers), reading in almost identical terms, as follows:

Recently we have been receiving numerous inguiries from the field regarding the issue
of spreading the mail 10 cariiers. We have reviewed the appropriate operational
documents and relative arbitration awaids that have been issued on this matter and the
following represents our position:
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discussion and possible resolution by the National Dispute Resolution Committee (“NDRC”) and,
if necessary, for final and binding arbitration by the National Jurisdictional Arbitrator. When the
three parties were unable to reach apreement, the APWU appealed this case to national jurisdictional
arbitration on March 31, 1995, three years afier adoption of the Dispute Resolution Procedures.
Subsequently, the case was scheduled by agreement of the Parties as the first case to be heard
by their newly-appointed National Jurisdictional Arbitrator, pursuant 1o the R1-399 DRP. Following
lengthy discussions, which were not finalized until half way through the first day of hearings on May
29, 1997, 21l three parties agreed on the precisely stipulated question to be determined in this

arbitration, as set forth infra.

i e e e e e e e GO e e —

At the arbitration hearing, the Parties jointly stipulated that the following question is
presented for determination in this case:

Whether the Postal Service properly assigned the Mail Handler crafi as the primary

craft 10 spread mail to letter carrier cases (i.e., the taking of mail, including but not

limited 10 sacks, trays, flat buckets, and bundles, 1o carner cases), when such mail has
been previously identified and marked by carrier route numbers.

ERTINEN PROVISION
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be bound by the arbitrator's award whether or not they participate in the arbitration proceedings. The arbitrator's award
shall be final and binding.

Any settlement entered into at any level must be & tripartite settiement.

nggal I‘CVQI

The Local Dispute Resolution Committee (LDRC) will have thirty (30) calendar days afier receipt of a properly

filed dispute to attempt to resolve the dispute.

1.

2.

A dispute may be initiated by either Union. It must be submitted in writing to the other two parties. It must,
at minimum, contain:

A the operation number/description,

B the function number/description,

C. what craft is presently z;ssigned the work,

D a diagram of the operation with a written narrative describing the disputed function,
E the contentions of the party filing the dispute.

F. The condition which permits the filing of the dispute; i.e., new or consolidated facility, new work, or
operational changes.

If a dispute is resolved, a tripartite settlement agreement will be signed by the parties and the jurisdictional work

assignment shall be added 1o the local inventory of agreed upon crafiassignments. The settiement agreement will include -
the grievance number, the identification of the operation and functions involved and the determination of the appropriate
craft. A diagram jointly prepared with a narrative describing the disputed operation/function will be attached to the
settlement, if possible.

3.

H the dispute is unresolved at the end of the thirty (30) day period, a tripantite decision will be written by the
Commitiee setting forth the position of each party. The moving Union may appeal the dispute to the Regional
Committee within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the date the decision is reduced to writing and signed by
the three parties. A copy of the appeal and the complete case file must be sent to each of the Regional parties
by the appealing Union.

Repional Level

The Regional Dispute Resolution Committee (RDRC) shall have sixty (60) calendar days after receipt of 2

propetly appealed dispute to attempt to resolve the dispute.

1.

If a dispute is resolved a tripartite settlement agreement will be signed by the parties. The Agreement shall
contain the same information specified in the section of this Agreement for local settlement of disputes. The
Agreement will be sent to the local committee for implementation and the work assignment shall be added to
the local inventory of agreed upon craft assignments.

If the dispute is unresolved at the end of the sixty (60) calendar day period, a tripartite decision will be wrinen
by the Committee setting forth the position of each party. The moving Union may appeal the dispute to regional
arbitration within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the date of receipt of the written decision of the Committee.
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3. volume of cases in a panticular geographic area;
4. availability of advocates for each party; and
S. a proponionate allocation of dates for each geographic area.

Cases will be scheduled and heard within ninety (90) calendar-days afier receipt of the appeal. Jurisdiction
arbitrators will provide their decisions to the parties within thirty (30) calendar days of the close of the 1ecord.

ti rhitrati

One arbitrator will be jointly selected by the parties at the national level on the basis of mutual agreement. Once
selected, the arbitrator will hear only jurisdictional disputes. The arbitrator's fees and expenses will be allocated on the
basis of one-half (1/2) to management and one-half (1/2) shared equally by the panticipating unions. However, if & party
decides not 1o participate in the arbitration proceedings, the remaining parties will equally divide the arbitrator’s fees and
expenses. Scheduling of cases will be jointly performed by the parties from a list of dates submitted by the national
arbitrator. Time frames will be the same as those designated for regional arbitration. The method of scheduling will
normally be on a first-in/first-out basis.

Pursuant to Anticle 15 of the National Agreement, only disputes involving interpretive issues under the National
Agreement which are of general application will be arbitrated at the national level.

Additionally, the national-level arbitrator may be invited to participate in an advisory capacity at National
Committee meetings on items related to problems of consistency of regional-level awards or other problems mutually
detenmined by the comminee. The arbitrator may be empowered by mutual apreement of the parties to issue instructions
10 the regional-level arbitrators which were consistent with any mutual understanding on these issues reached as a result
of committee discussions. Payment for such services will be made as for an actual arbitration hearing.

ew Or idated Faciliti
The following procedures shall apply to the opening of new or consolidaled facilities.

Forty-five (45) calendar days prior to the opening of a new or consoiidated facility, the members of the RDRC
will be notified of the date on which activation will take place. within ninety (90) calendar days of that activation, the
LDRC designated for the facility will conduct an inventory of jurisdictionatassignments &t the {acility and will antempt
10 resolve any disputes which arise from these discussions. 1f necessary, representatives of the RDRC will assist the local
parties with on-site reviews,

Jurisdictional assignments shall not be changed solely on the basis of moving operations into a new facility.
If jurisdictional assignments existed in a previous facility, they shall be carried forward into the new facility except where
operational changes as described below result in the reassignment from one craft to another.

n a new or consolidated facility, the jurisdictional assignment in the previous facilities must be considered by the LDRC
in the determination mentioned above, in the event the consolidated operations. had.a. mixed practice in the previous
installations.

The decision of the LDRC will be processed in accordance with the decision and appeals procedures previeusly
outlined, including appeals to the higher Jevels of the process.

New Work

This section refers 1o implementation of R1-399 involving work which had not previously existed in the
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(O] S OF THE PARTIE
The following statements of position have been distilled 10 their essence by extrapolation and

edition from the respective post hearing briefs and reply briefs:

The APWU

The APWU does not bear the burden of proof just because, in this particular case, it is the party challenging
management’s imerpretation. This is not that sort of litigation: it is, rather, a National-leve] interpretive case. Either the
Postal Service’s and Mail Handlers’ interpretation is right or the APWU’s is right. There can be no award holding that
the APWU is wrong but expressing no opinion about whether the Postal Service and/or Mail Handlers are right.

As odd as it may appear 10 this arbitrator who was selecied by the parties to bethe National-level arbitrator in
the RI-399 dispute resolution procedure, R1-399 simply does not apply here. The seeming incongruity is explained by
the procedural history of this dispute. In order to unblock the multitude of APWU grievances, the APWU agreed to place
the issue of spreading the mail before this tribunal. It has done so without prejudice in order to get this dispute resolved.
This does not mean that R1-399 controls the dispute: it simply means that the issue is before this_arbitrator on an ad hoc
basis.

The point here is that R1-399, which applies only 1o Mail Processing activities, has no application 10 this.
spreading dispute because this activity takes place only in Custonrer Services operations. That RI-399 is inapplicable
is clear from the fact that docurnent on jts face applies only to Mail Processing operations. The very Regional Instruction
(Filing No. 399), dated February 16, 1979, implementing the November 15, 1978, primary craft designations states that
its subject is *Mail Processing Work Assignment Guidelines™ and the designated “action office” is “Regional Mail
Processing” (Emphasis added in original).

The fact that R1-399 does not apply to this dispute does not mean that there is no rule to apply. The initial
award afler postal 1eorganization in 1970 was that of Sylvester Garrett on April 2, 1975. (*West Coat Award”). In craft
dispites not governed by R1-399, the West Coast decision is still the Jaw, Garrett’s influence is still profoundly felt in
this industry. In ruling for the Mail Handlers in a 1977 APWU-Mail Handler dispute over the transfer of a mail handler
assignment 10 the clerk craft, Arbitrator Garrett stated that a “a *status quo’ rule [was] laid down in the West Coast
decision.” In the August 1, 1994, Oakion/Vienna case, joint arbitrators Richard Mintenthal and Nicholas Zumas held
that the West Coast award was the “governing principle” in the dispute between the NALC and the Rural Letter Carriers
Association over whether the urbanization of those communities had transformed rural routes into city delivery routes.
Thereafier, on September 29, 1994, the same principles caused Mittenthal 10 deny the APWU'’s special delivery craft’s
claim of special delivery positions in Arlington, TX, where no special delivery messengers had ever been employed.

That distribution is the work of the clerk crafi is beyond dispute. Indeed, the Postal Service and Mail Handlers
admit as much, but insist that spreading is not distribution. If it is distribution, the grievance must be granted. The
physical act of spreading is identical whether it is done with or without scheme knowledge. In this respect, the
comparison with single piece distribution with and without scheme knowledge is precisely on point. Just as the work
of non-scheme distribution continued as clerk work, so the non-scheme distribution of spreading mail to carrier cases
continucs to be distribution. What the Postal Service has attempted to do, with sophistry and hubris, is define away the
issue by arguing that non-scheme spreading is not distribution. The arbitral precedents utterly demolish this reasoning.

Anrticle 19 incorporates all handbooks, manuals and regulations of the Postal Service which relate to wages,
hours and werking conditions™ into the National Agreement. No doubt this is why the internal committee which
developed R1-399 was directed, among other things, “10 consult various handbooks issued by the Service containing ...
personnel practices ....” Several such handbooks and manuals define distribution in Customer Services operations as
including spreading:

Appendix A, page 18, of the F-2 Handbook defines LDC 43 Distribution as follows:
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R. 1. 399 on its face supports the Postal Service designation of the mail handler craft as the primary craft to
perform the work of spreading the mail 10 carrier cases. Testimony from Nicholas Barranca and Jim Bratcher establishes
that the purpose of the sentence from the functions column in Operaticns 240-339 was to make clear that the principles
and craft designations found in R. 1. 399 were 10 be applied broadly to work performed in stations and branches
throughout the Postal Service. Since that sentence operates 10 apply the principles and craft assignments found
throughout R. 1. 399 to similar work performed at stations and branches, then the designation of the mail handlers as the
primary craft for spreading mail plainly is correct.

Even if R. 1. 399 were deemed not to directly apply 1o this dispute, however, the designation of the mail handlers
as the primary craft 10 perform the spreading work was still correct. This is because even applying traditional
jurisdictional criteria used in the Postal Service to this dispute the result is still that the work belongs 10 the mail handlers
as the primary crafl.

In summary, the APWU has delved into technical postal manuals that create a management record-keeping
system that serves as a tool for management to track work hours to provide information to help management run the
business. The handbooks expressly forswear any intent to be cognizant of crafi lines. The APWU’s fundamental point,
that spreading hours are counted under an LDC entitled “Distribution,” is rendered meaningless by the fact that the same
handbook upon which the APWU relies makes it clear mail handler hours are expected in LDC 43. Accordingly, these
handbooks are not relevant to determinations of craft jurisdiction, but even if considered, Jend no support to the APWU’s
claims. APWU’s argument is like trying to apply the rules of football to a basketball game. While both sports may
involve “field goals,” “turnovers,” “offense” and “defense,” the rules of one are of no real value in interpreting the rules
of the other.

The issue before the Arbitrator, unlike the APWU’s hypothetical scenario, postulates that the mail has been
previously grouped-and marked by carrier-route number.-As such, the distribution of the mail tias been completed and
the spreading function is performed as a separate task. There is nothing about the performance of the work defined in
the Issue Statement that has any remote resemblance 10 an operation requiring scheme knowledge. The APWU’s
grievance should be denied.

The NPMHU

Because the APWU is challenging as improper a primary craft assignment made by the Postal Service, the
burden falls on the APWU 1o produce “affirmative evidence” demonsirating that the Postal Service's decision was
erroneous. If the APWU fails to meet its "heavy burden” in this case, then the Postal Service's decision to assign mail
handlers as the primary craft for spreading the mail must be upheld.-

Notwithsianding the complex record that has been developed in this case, the question whether the Postal
Service properly assigned mail handlers as the primary crafi for spreading mail to letter carrier cases based on pre-
identified and pre-marked carrier route numbers is relatively simple. Because R1-399 provides that mail handlers are
the primary craft for the movement and transportation of mail within postal facilities, and the spreading of mail is the
movement or transporiation of mail from one place inside a postal facility (e.g., a platform, a staging area, a pie rack
collecting mail from a piece of automation, a distribution case) 10 another place in the postal facility (i.e., the letter carrier
case), mail handlers must be the primary craft assigned to such work, at least when they are available in the facility or
there are four or more continuous hours of mail handler work in the facility.

Such an assignment is fully consistent with the common and longstanding practice of the Postal Service to assign
mail handlers to spread the mail, and with the terms of RI-399 itself, which provides under Operations 240-339 that work
at stations and branches should be assigned to a primary craft in accordance with the assignment of similar work under
the remainder of R1-399, The assignment of spreading to mail handlers as the primary craft also is fully consistent with
the criteria included in the Memorandum of Understanding that established the Commitiee on Jurisdiction in 1975, which
formed the basis for the development of R1-399 and for the Gamser Award. In addition to the nature of the duties and
the efficient and effective utilization of employees, these criteria direct the Postal Service to consider "existing work
assignment practices,"” "manpower costs,” and the "contractual and legal obligations and requirements of the parties.”
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PINION QF A 1AL ARBITRAT
1. The Stipulated Issue

An accurate and informed arbitral determination of any dispute over jurisdiction of work
requires description and definition of the work at issue with as much precision and specificity as
possible. In this particular case, the Parties have obviated that ofien difficult 1ask by a painstakingly
negotiated tripartite submission 1o arbitration. Thus, as the term is used in this case, “spreading the
mail”, means the regularly scheduled assignment of taking to carrier cases (*putting on the ledge...or
stacking close 1o or under individual Jetter carrier cases”) located in delivery units (“attached to a
large postal facility...or in a remote area or...in a customer service operation”) mail (“including but
po{_]_@mi_zefi.tq’s‘ac»k% trays, flat bucke!s, apd b}znd}eé”) which previously has been marked and
identified by carrier route numbers. See Joint. Exh. 4 and Tr.l at 70-76 and 127. In that connection,
it is important 10 emphasize at the outset the limited scope of the question presented for -
determination in these proceedings by joint stipulation of the Parties.

In general terms, “spreading of the mail”is the taking of mail from one location in a postal
facility 10 another. For purposes of this arbitration, the sometimes amorphous term “spreading the
mail” has been more sharply defined as the work of taking to carrier cases mail which previously
has been identified and marked by carrier route numbers; usually occurring as one of the last steps
in the mail processing stream, immediately before casing and delivery by the carrier, and sometime
after the_mail has been identified by and marked with a carrier route number; either as mail
“presorted” by a customer or afier being so marked and identified by a manual, mechanized or

automated operation typically performed by a clerk craft employee. (Tr.I at 70, 77; Tr.1l at 78, 88,
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At the threshold, APWU objects 1o application of R1-399 and urges me 1o function as an “ad
hoc™ arbitrator; taking the boldly creative stand that this case is not governed by and should not be
decided by application of the provisions of RI-399. On procedural/jurisdictional grounds, APWU
urges the inapplicability of R1-399 because the original grievance filed by the Postal Workers in
1988 “did not arise under the tripantite R1-399 procedures.” Although interesting as history, this
assertion is a non sequitur with respect to the governing application of R1-399 in the dispute before
me for arbitration.

Following creation of the tripartite R1-399 DRP in 1992, all three Parties agreed to refer
escalating but bottle-necked disputes over “spreading the mail” to final and binding arbitration by
the National Jurisdictional Arbitrator they had jointly appointed pursuant to the R1-399 DRP.
Further, it is noted that the Postal Service action being grieved by APWU is an exercise of authority
claimed under R1-399. Indeed, the original grievance filed by APWU in 1988 specifically cited and
relied upon, inter alia, R1-399. Finally, the precisely stipulated issue submitted to me by all three |
Parties for arbitration on May 29, 1997 questions the propriety of the Postal Service assignment of
the Mail Handler craft as the R1-399 “primary crafi” 10 spread the mail 10 carrier cases. It is plain
that jurisdiction and authority have been properly vested in me to hear and decide the present case
under the R1-399 DRP by application of the terms of RI-399.

APWU also objects 10 application of R1-399 on the substantive ground that “R1-399, applies
only 10 Mail Processing activities and has no application to this spreading activity [which] takes
place only in Customer Services operations.” From that premise, APWU argues that 1 should refuse
1o apply the RI-399 guidelines to this case and Jook for my decisional standards elsewhere, i.e., in

manuals and handbooks, custom, history and practice and arbitration precedent. While none of those
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of the “Note”, assigning work at stations and branches by reference 1o the remainder of R1-399
(apparently in response to the objections raised by the NPMHU representative James Bratcher to the
September 14, 1977 draft version). The final February 16, 1979 version of RI-399 (APWU Exh. 14),
an obvious compromise between the 1977 and 1978 versions, assigns clerks as the primary craft for
the distribution of mail in Operations 240-339 (apparently in response 1o objections raised by APWU
representative James Wolfe to the April 14, 1978 drafi version), while still retaining the cryptic
qualifying words of the “Note™-- i.e., "The designation of a primary craft can be applied to a
detached unit which performs or supports a mail processing operation”.

USPS witness Barranca explained the reasoning for that compromise language in Operations
240-339, as follows (Emphasis added):

e RO} distribution-thet 100k place-at-stations-and-branches;=:. -+ [the Postal-Service} -
wanted to make the assignment consistent with the assignments that were made for
the distribution activity in the plents. And we also recognized that there are other |
supporting sctivities that took place in stations and branches, . . . and we wanted to
identify that craf1 assignments could be made for those supporting activities, as well at
stations and branches, as were made at the plant.” Tr.ll at 70-71.Now, the activity that
took place at stations and branches was basically . . . 8 microcosm . . . of all of the
activities that took place in the plant...So, one of the ways that we considered
identifying all of the support activities that took place at stations and branches wes to
go through this document [i.e., RI-398] and identify every potential support activity and
make a craft designation, whether it's unloading trucks, operating forklifts, hanging
sacks, inserting labels. And the alternative that we opted for instead of replicating the
entire document basically within 240 to 339 was 10 reference the fact that there could
be 8 designation of primery creft essignments for suppont activities st stations and
branches. ... S0, what we did was just say, we recognize support activities take place
at stations and brenches. We're not going to repeat the whole document within 240
10 338. But we're going to refer the resder back to those to make the proper

assignment. Tr.ll at 73-74.
For his part, NPMHU witness Bratcher described his role in the development of the language in

Operations 240-339, as follows (Emphasis added):

The change in the language [in Operations 240-398 from the original draft of RI-399 to
the February 16, 1979 issuance of RI-399] allowed . . . that the work in the stations
would still be governed by the initial designations of [RI-)399. ... The work of what we
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1. Burden of Persuasion
1tis not open 1o reasonable debate that the Party contesting a primary crafi designation under
R1-399 bears the overall burden of persuasion, by a preponderance of record evidence, that the
Postal Service failed, in the words of the Arbitrator Gamser in the seminal case upholding the
validity of RI1-399, “to abide by the [six] guidelines provided in the [1975] Memorandum

[establishing the Comimittee on Jurisdiction] or otherwise.” Gamser Award, p. 16.

IV, The Designation of Mail Handlers as Primary Craft for Spreading the Mail
Once again, | reiterate the narrow parameters of the question submitted for determination in

this case. As reflected in the Issue Statement and in testimony, “spreading the mail” is the taking

of containersof izl to lettér carrier cases when those containers are marked with a carrier route
identifier. See Jt. 4; Tr. 77 (7-23-97); Tr. 184 (7-23-97). The mail which s spreadba)ready has been
grouped or distributed to the individual carrier route and marked with a number corresponding 10 a |
number on the carrier cases. Thus, all that is required of the employee spreading that mail is to
match the numbers and transport that mail to the appropriate carrier case. Whether the mail is
waiting in a staging area at the delivery unit, or has just been unloaded from a truck at a station or
branch, the pre-identified and marked mail to be spread needs 10 be moved from where it is located
10 the appropriate letter carrier case.

The general parameters for describing the types of Postal Service work performed by clerks
and the types of Postal Service work performed by mail handlers are well-established. Thus, it
cannot be gainsaid that the transporting the mail (“movement of mail from Point A 10 Point B”) is

a function primarily assigned to and performed by the mail handler craft. Nor does anything in this
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arbitral precedent, manuals and handbooks or R1-399 itself. To the contrary, each of the evidentiary
bases typically used to resolve jurisdictional disputes among and between Postal Service unions,
especially and specifically including R1-399 and the six (6) guidelines which underpin R1-399,
support the appropriateness of the Postal Service assignment of mail handlers as the primary craft
1o perform the function of spreading the mail to carrier cases.

There is no viable basis for concluding that the location in which such spreading of mail to
carrier cases occurs should be determinative of the primary crafi to be assigned to that spreading.
Indeed, as described in detail, supra, the history of R1-399 in the developmental period 1977-1979
plainly shows that with the inclusion of the “curious sentence” in R1-399 Operations 240-339 the
Parties agreed that work at stations and branches, other than the distribution that was assigned to the .
clerk craft, should be assigned in-accordance with the requirements established under the remainder
of R1-399 for mail processing operations. For purposes of convenience, the Parties did not set out
in R1-399 every function that could be performed in customer service operations under Operations |
240-399. Rather, the last sentence appearing under Operations 240-339 was intended to incorporéte
the jurisdictional assignments set forth in the balance of R1-399, and apply those assignments to
stations and branches seen as a "microcosm" of a large mail processing operation.

The elaborate semantic construct fashioned by APWU 1o support the assertion that
“spreading is distribution” is based primarily upon selected quotations taken out of context from
USPS financial handbook implementing guidelines for the National Workhour Reporting System
(NWRS). When subjected to close scrutiny, however, that theory falls of its own weight. The cited
financial management references contain an express disclaimer of such usage. Thus, the F-2

Handbook (APWU 20, section 112) expressly provides:
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crafis is recorded under that Labor Distribution Code).

Notwithstanding the fact that LDC 43 is entitled "Unit Distribution," work performed by mail
handlers is propesly assigned to that Labor Distribution Code, Tr.]1] at 43, and the APWU's reliance
on the F-2 Handbook to assist in the determination of appropriate craft jurisdiction is entirely
misplaced. Similarly, although the M-32 Handbook lists the "spreading of mail to carrier cases"
under Operations 240-339, which is listed under the heading "Distribution at Stations and Branches,"
that single paragraph simply does not support the proposition that all work listed, tracked, or
otherwise categorized by the Postal Service under Operations 240-339 for purposes of the NWRS
is distribution. To the contrary, Nina Strait testified without effective contradiction that all work

performed at stations and branches, whether distribution or not distribution, must be listed for

financial and hours-management purposes as-coming-under Operations 240-339,. Sce Tr.11I at 63-64.

In addition, the Function Four Review Process Guidelines Booklet lists “allied distribution” that falls
under LDC 43. USPS 32, at 62. All of the items listed are typical mail handler duties, including
“spread Carrier mail”. 1 is significant to note that “spread Carrier méil” is under the “Allied
Distribution™ category, which indicates that it is not itself distribution. USPS 32, at 25, 27. These

sections make it clear that spreading is not distribution, even though the spreading hours are to be

reported under LDC 43.

CONC]LUSION

In summary, the Postal Service's decision 1o assign mail handlers as the primary craft for the
spreading of mail 10 letter carrier cases is fully consistent with R1-399, per se. If it were necessary

10 go beyond the confines of RI-399 to resolve such a jurisdictional dispute under the R1-399 DRP,
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Dana Edward Eischen
Signed at Spencer, New York on April 24, 1998

STATE OF NEW YORK } ;
COUNTY OF TOMPKINS .

On this day of , 19 , 1, DANA E. EISCHEN, affirm and certify, upon my oath as
Arbitrator, that I am the individual described herein, that I executed the foregoing instrument as my Award in this matter
and acknowledge that | executed the same.




