In the Matter of Arbitration

between
Case Ngs., HIT-3P-C-1220 and
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE HIT-3P-C-1963
and

AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION

APFEARANCES:s Donald J. Cowan for the FPostal Service;
Richard I. Wevodau for the Union
DECISION

These two grievances arose under and are governed by
the 1981-1984 National Agreement (JX-1) between the above-
named parties. The undersigned having been jointly seclected
by the parties to serve as sole arbitrator, a hearing was
held on 22 June 1982, in Washington, D.C. Both parties ap-
peared and presented evidence and argument bearing upon Lhe
following issue {(as determined by the arbitrator):

Did the Postal Service violzte any pro-

visions of the 1981-1984 National Agreement by

assigning to Maintenance Mechanic PS-6s at the

Greensboro, North Carolina, Bulk FMazi] Center

certain preventive maintenance work alleged by

the Union to be normally performed exclusively

by Maintenance Mechanic PS-7s, and by failing

to compensate PS-6s for the time spent on sueh

work at the PS-7 level.

If so, what is the appropriate remedy?

A verbatim transcript was made of 1ihe arbitration pro.

ceeding. Each side filed a posi-hearing brief. Upon receipt
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of the briefs on 10 August 1982, the arbitrator closed the

record,

On the basis of the entire record, the arbitrator makes

the following

AWARD

The distinctions between tihe duties of Main-
tenance Mechanic PS-6s and P5-7s at the Greensboro
BMC are too varue and problematical to permit a
finding in this case that the duties performed by
the two PS-6 mechanics were to be performed only
by P3-7 mechanics., The grievances are accordingly

denied,

Benjamin Aaron
Arbitrator

Ios Angeles, California
13 December 1982




In the Matter of Arbitration

between
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE Case Nos., Hi1iT-3P-C-1220C and
H1T-3P-C-1G963
and

AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION

OPINION
1

These iwo grievances arose at Lhe Greensboro Bulk Mail Center,
in Greensboro, North Carolina. The grievants, both classified
as Maintenance Mechanic, PS8-6, claimed ihat ithey had been
performing PS-7 work. They asked to be paid at ihe Kaintenance
Kechanic PS-7 rate for all work of that classificatiion they
had performed, Beyond that, however, ihe Union asks that
preventive maintenance checklists be established by category
at the Greensboro BNC, as allegedly required by the Maintenance
Handbook, Series M5-58 (UX-4) and Manazement Class A Offices,
Chapter 7, MX-63 (UX-5),

The job descriplions of PS-6 (JX-4) and PS-7 (JX-5)
are both dated 1 August 197k, There is considerable overlap
between them. The “Basic Function" of PS-6 is as follows:

Performs preventive maintenance and repair
work of Journeyman level on ihe mechanical,
elecirical, elecironic pneumatic or hydraulic

controls and operating mechanisms of mail process
eguipment.




The "Basic Function® of PS-7 is as fTollows:

Performs involved irouble-shooting and complex
mainienance work ihroughout the system of mail
processing eguipment; performs preventive main-
tenance inspections of mail processing equipmenti,
building and building equipment,

Paragraph (A) of the "Duties and Responsibilities”
section of the PS-6 job description states in parts "Performs
a variety of eslablished preventive maintenance routines
using preventive maintenance check]ists. . « " The cor-
responding paragraph in the PS5-7 job description states in
rart:

PerTorms the more difficult testing, diagnosis,
maintenance, adjustment and revision work, re-
quiring a thorough knowledge of the mechanical,
electrical and elecironic, pneumatic, or hydraunlic
control and operating mechanisms of the egulp-
ment. ., . .

The Union's principal wiiness, Clarence C. Schoolfield,
a P5-7 at the Greensboro BNC, testified that [S-6s have been
performing duties sapelled ocut in the Tollowing paragraphs
of the P5-7 Job description:

(E) Reports the circumstances surrounding equipment
failures, and recommends measures for their
correction.

(F) Performs preventive maintenance inspections
for the purpose of discovering incipient
mechanical malfunctions and for the purpose of
reviewing the siandard of maintenance. Initiates
work orders requesiing correclive actions for
below standard conditions. . , .Recommends
changes in preventive maintenance procedures and
practices to provide the proper level of main-
ienance. . . ,

The Union introduced a maintenance checklist for the




“BMC Convey. 6" (UX-1), which Schoolfield testified was
being performed at the Greensboro BNC by PS-7s, PS-6s, ang,
"possidbly," P5-5s (Tr. 25). He was asked a number of detajled
qQuestions about some of the instructions spelled cut in the
checklist and, in summary, he described the funciions to be
performed as P5-7 work. Asked whether the same work was
being performed by PS-6s, he replied in the affirmative, At
the same time, Schoolfield testified that according to his
reading of the PS-6 job description, PS-65 zre not suprosed
to do any inspections, which he defined as “"Look, feel, check,
examine, inspect," or "{o trouble-shcot or make corrections
on interlocking conveyor systems or systems in emergency
situations that would put mail processing eguipment down."
(Tr., 48)

Section 2.1 of Maintenance Handbook, Series MS-58,
divides preventive mainienance into ihree major catcgories:
"inspection, cleaning and lubricating, and routine- - ezach
of which is represented by a separale type of checklist."”
Section 3.12 states in part:

Sets of inspeetion, cleaning and Jubricating,

and routine preventive mainienance checklists

must be compiled by local maintenance authority.

Activities appearing on local checklists will

apply specifically to the eguipment provided

at the local installaticon., . . .

Section 716.21 (Inspecticn checklists) of MS-63 states

that such checklists “contain only those preventive main-

tenance actions which are required to assure continued
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satisfactory operation. . . ." MNaintenance operations in-
cluded are visual inspection {including the use of test
instruments and gauges), adjusting, and tightening.

In respect of reguired skill levels, NS-63 siates in
part (716.26)1

The purpose of providing separate checklists for
different mzintenance activities is to permit tihe
maximum wvtilization of different skiil lavels of
mechanics whe will perform the preventive main-
tenance work. Work performed using ihe inspection
checklist should be performed by mechanics or
technicians with an understanding of mechanically (sic]
and elecirical design of the egquipment, and who have
the ability to diagnose incipicent malfunctions. . . .
In addition, rcutine preveniive maintenance does not
require the amount of diagnostic ability required

for work specified on inspection checklistis and,
accordingly, should be performed by moderalely
skilled mechaniecs,

Schoolfield deseribed thouse functions in detall, He
festified in part (Tr. 43):

Our Level 6's. ., .make recommendations;
however, they do not understand the svstem zas

well as our Level 7's,

They perform the same dutles [as the P8-7s],

they make the same notations on the preventative

maintenance cards for corrections,

The principal wiilness for the Postal Service was
James C, Wilson, Program Manager, Office of Maintenance
Management., Contrary to Schoelfield, Wilson expressed the
view thal "there is, . .very little difference beiween the
two job descripticns (i.e., PS-6 and P5-7]" (Tr. 66). He

stated that the major differences between the two are made

clear by comparing paragraph (F) of the PS5-7 description with
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paragraph {A) of the PS-6 descriptien (both of which are
qQuoted above). He alsc emphasized that paragraph (4) of ihe
P5-7 description refers to troubleshooting, while nething
is s3id about troubleshooting in the PS-6 description, and
that the P5-6 description contains nhothing equivalent to
paragraph (J) in the PS-7 description, which refers teo
"overseeing the work of lower level maiﬁtenance personnel,"
and making “in-prccess and final operational checks" and -
testing "work completed by lower level maintienance personnel,"

Reviewing the maintenance checklist for the BMC Convey. 6
(UX-1), item by item, Wilson stated: "I don't think there
is anything here that would specifically be excluded from
the Level 6 job description" (Tr. 68),

I1

The Union eontends that the Postal Service has violated
the provisions of Article 19 (Handbooks and Manuals}),
Article 25 (Higher Level Assignmenis}, and Article 38 (Main-
tenance Craft) of the 1981-198% National Agreement in failing
to comply with its own handbooks by using a combined pre-
ventive maintenance checklist in the Greensboro BNMC,
instead of establishing separate checklists for each type
of preventive maintenance. This, in turn, according to the
Union, has led to the assignment of PS-6s to perform FS-7
work at no extira compensaﬁion.

The Union claims, further, that equipment examination
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and inspection is properly the work of a PS-7. Accordingly,
it asks that whenever P3-6s perform this type of work, they
be given the PS5-7 rate of pay.

The Postal Service asserts, Tirst, that its handbooks
and manuals ~ - specifically the M5-58 and the MS-63 - -
are not applicable to the BMCs. Second, it argues that
even if its handbeoks and manuals are applicable to the BNCs,
the checklists used at the Greensboro BMC are established
checklists developed at a higher level and are perfectly
appropriate. Finally, the Postal Service claims that because
of the substantial amount of cverlap in the job descriptions
for Maintenance Mechanic PS-6 and P5-7, there are only a
small number of areas of PS-7 work that cannot also be
properly assigned to and performed by PS-6s,

111

The evidence in this case raises more guestions than
it answers. That the functions described in ihe job descrip-
tions of Maintenance Mechanic PS$-6 and PS-7 overlap con-
siderably was conceded by the principal witnesses on both
sides. The problem ithus created has been exacerbated by the
use atl the Greensboro BNMC of a combined preventive maintenance
checklist. The chief distinction between a PS-7 and a PS-6
appears to be that the former performs "preventive msintenance

inspections," "“involved trouble-shooting," and complex main-

tenance work," whereas the latter performs "preventive

maintenance" (not inspections, as such) and "repair work of




dourneyman level." Although the functions thus described

in the two job descriptions can be theoretically distinguished,
a delailed review by the chief witnesses for the Union and the
Postal Service of the cembined checklist used at the Greensborc
BMC revealed that there is no agreement on the skill levels
reguired to perform those functions.

Also unresolved is the question whether or to whal extent
the MS5.58 and the MS-63 apply to the BMCs., Wilson testified
that there are "two national systiems in place, the NNMICS
System, which applies to the general mail facilities, [and]
the MIS System, which applies to the bulk mail system, and
that (latter] system has been in place since the [bulk mail]
facilities were brought on-line." (Tr. 102) Asked whether
the provision regarding checklists in the MS-58 applied to
the BMCs, he repiied in the negative, explaining that "the
check lists that are in the manual do not reflect ihe equip-
ment found at the Bulk Mail Centers" (Tr. 111).

Union Exhibits 6, 7, 8, and 9 do not help much in re-
solving the basic issues in this case. Union Exhibit 6
consists of a number of individual grievarce settlements
from 1972 to 1978, and one arbitration decision, almost all
of which have no bearing on the problems here in dispute.

The exception is a settlement letter dated 27 December 1973
in respect of a grievance in the Ft. Worth, Texas, posi office.

This letter reads in part:




A review of the Tacis in this grievance indicates
that the grievants should be paid the higher level
pay (Level 7} for any work performed on preventive
maintenance inspection of mail processing equip-

ment (Equipment Inspection or Eguipment Examination)
from five (5) days. prior to the filing of the
grievance, and any similar work since the filing

of the grievance. Preventive maintenance inspectjons
of mail processing equipment {(Equipment Inspecticon

or Equipment Examination), building and building
equipment is a basic function of a Level 7 WMaintenance
Mechanie, Mail Processing and is nol included in the
Level 6 position.

Union Exhibits 7, B, and 9 all relste to maintenance
functions on the Mark 11 Facer-Canceler. Union Exhibit @
is a Maintenance Bulletin, MM0-21-77, dated 28 March 1977,
which states in part:

As a result of interpretations of maintenance

rolicy by ihe Labor Relations Department,

maintenance criteria for Mark 1] Facer-Cancelers

has been revised, This., ., .Bulletin contains

separate inspection and rcutine preventive main-

tenance criteria for NMark I1's tased on lhose

interpretations. . . .

Whether and to what extent the duties of level 6 and 7
mechanics on Facer-Cancelers in uther postzl installations
have a bearing on those of level é and 7 mechanics at BMCs
is not revealed by the evidence in this case, The seltlement
in Unicn Exhibit & was a local settlement without national
application.

In the light of all of the evidence, I think the distin-
guishing line betiween the duties of the PS-6s and the g -7s
at the Greensboro BMC is so vague and insubsiantial that the

grievances cannot be sustained. At the same time, the sit-

uation seems to cry out for a joint effort by the parties
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to revise the job descriptions for these classifications and
either to adopt criteria for distinguishing between "“pre-
ventive maintenance" and "preventive maintenance inspections"
or to abandon the use of those terms. The parties should

also consider substituting new language for such patently
ambiguous terms as "involdved froudble-shooting" and "complex"
(as opposed 1o "journeyman-level”) maintienance repair work,

If and when such changes are made, the development of separate
maintenance checklists for different maintenance activities
can preceed. To try to do so before those changes, or some-

thing like'them. are made, however, would seem to be an

.

EBenjamin Aaron
Arbitrator

exercise in futility.




