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UNITED STATES POSTAL SEAVICE
478 L'Entant Plazse, SW
Vashinston, OC 20240

June 26, 1986

Mr. Thcmas A. heill )

Industrial Relztions Director

sTm2rican 2cstel workers
Unicn, &2FL-CIO

817 l14th Street, N.W. .

vashington, D.C. 20005-3399

Cear - Neill:

Recently, you and Jim Lingberg met with Farvey White, Lazbor
Relations Department; Sherry Cagnoli, Office of Labor Law;
and Robert Carbonneav, Office of Selection and Evaluation

to discuss Arbitration Case Number RIC-4E-C 35264. The
guestion in this grievance is whether maragement is’ properly
aéministering uvrinalysis tests for drugs during fitness-
for-duty examinations.

In full and final settlement of this case the par~1es

mutually agree to the following: .

l. It is agreed that during a fitness-for-duty examination a
urinalysis test may be required in the judgment of the
examining Medical Officer, in accordance with the
mployee and Labor Relations Manuzl, Section 864.33.

2. If an employeé's urinalysis is confirmed as positive,
management may refer the employee to the Employee
~Assistance Frogram. _ .

3. The Postal Service will not discipline employees solely
on the basis of a positive cdrug test but will give them
2n opportunity to overcome their crug/ealcohol prodlems.
Pcstal Service policy on this issve is describec fully in
Section 871:3 of the Employee and Lebor Relations Menual.

4. with respect to alcohol/drug abuse, it is undérstood
that mznzgement has the responsmbzl:ty to provice safe
~or)1ng conditions and a safe workforce _,as well as the-
responsibility to prescrve the sanctity of the mail.



