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The Arbitrator notes, preliminarily, that Ms. Richardson agreed, on cross
by NPMHU, regarding Mr. Hanlon's testimony to the effect that there was more
carrier route sortation in the Function 4 - Delivery Units, but, in plants, in the
P&DCs, some of the parcels/packages that were being worked on by the ADUS
machine were outgoing or originating mail. The Arbitrator notes that Ms.
Richardson testified, with regard to whether the Craft Determination letter for
the introduction of the ADUS machines was the first occasion when the USPS
had made the distinction, with regard to RI-399 Guidelines, work function 5,
being applicable to Function 1 - Plant operations, and with respect to work
function 6, being applicable to Function 4 - Delivery unit operations:

When making a distinction between the . . . where the
equipment is being operated, the function of the operations where
the equipment is running, yes, that is the - - I'm not aware of any
previous craft determinations where we have made that sort of

distinction.
kR

The Arbitrator is not persuaded that the fact that this was the first time
that this distinction - between operations of the ADUS in the Function 1 - Plant
Units versus those in the Function 4 - Delivery Units - was relied on by the
USPS in making the craft determination does not invalidate the resulting
determinations. The question, in the Arbitrator’s judgment, is whether this
distinction between operation of the ADUS in the Function 1 Units and its
operation in the Function 4 Units was significant in terms of whether these
differences can be found to have resulted or caused the differences in work
functions which the USPS relied upon in making these craft determinations.
The Arbitrator finds, based on the evidence discussed herein of the resulting
differences in work duties between these two types of operations, Plant versus
Delivery, appropriately was considered by the USPS in making these craft
determinations.

Single Asterisk A db S
T tain W Duties In the Craft
ermination Letter he AD
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The Arbitrator finds that the USPS officials appropriately attached the
“single asterisk” to several of the work functions set forth in the Craft
Determination letter for the ADUS machines. The Arbitrator is not persuaded
that the USPS has been shown to have acted unreasonably, unfairly or
arbitrarily, with regard to its attachment of the “single asterisk” to several of
the duties listed for assignment to the Mail Handler craft. The Arbitrator finds
that the USPS’s use of the “single asterisk” in this Craft Determination letter was
consistent with its use in RI-399’s Post Office — Primary Craft Designations, for
various operations and functions, see, for example, Operation 030, Functions 1,
2,3, 6,and 8, and Operation 040, Functions 1, 2, 3, 6, and 9, as well as in previous
Craft Determinations. The Arbitrator notes that the USPS also listed, as
Operations which have multiple asterisks: 043 (6); 044 (6); 045 (6); 050/055
(8); 060 (6); 070 (6); 074 (6); 075 (6); 100 (6); 105 (6); 110-129 (9); 134
(6); 150 (6); 160 (6); 168 (6); 170 (6); 175 (6); 180-189 (7); and 200 (6).
The Arbitrator agrees with the point made by the USPS that the duties listed in
Operation 105 - Mechanized Parcel Sorter are very similar to the ADUS and
where every Mail Handler duty has an asterisk.

The Arbitrator notes the point made by the USPS to the effect that the
NPMHU, in challenging the USPS’s use of the single asterisk for four work
functions listed in the Craft Determination letter for the ADUS, relies on the
USPS’s use of the single asterisk for only two work functions in the Craft
Determination letter, dated July 29, 2011, for the Automated Parcel Bundle
Sorter (APBS), atjob functions Nos. 9 and 10. These duties and assignments for
the APBS are:

9.*Pulling containers. Mail Handler
10.*Containerizing and transporting. Mail Handler
*Clerks will key and/or face mail for no more than 2 hours before
rotating to other duties. When not keying, clerks will perform
these duties. Personnel assigned to perform these duties in
addition to the minimum number required to implement the
rotation will be from the primary craft.

Fkk

The Arbitrator notes also that Ms. Richardson testified with regard to the
USPS’s use of the single asterisk in the Craft Determination letter for the APBS
machine, dated July 29, 2011, regarding two work duties, Nos. 9 and 10, which
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had been assigned to the Mail Handlers as the Primary Craft that the Clerks.
According to the testimony of Ms. Richardson: “. . . when they’re not keying,
they will perform the duties with the asterisk, so 9 and 10 in that craft
jurisdiction letter.” Ms. Richardson agreed that those were the only two “single
asterisks” listed in the Craft Determination letter for the APBS.

The Arbitrator notes that Ms. Richardson also testified, on cross by
NPMHU, with regard to the Craft Determination letter, dated August 7, 2015,
for the Small Parcel Sorting System (SPSS), concerning the job assignment at
No. 4 assigned to the Mail Handlers as the Primary Craft.

4 *Sweeping packages (removing full containers
and replacing with empty containers) Mail Handler Craft

*Clerk craft employees assigned to the induction stations will do so
before rotating to other duties. Clerk craft employees who rotate
to another work assignment will perform sweeping duties on the
SPSS. Personnel assigned to perform sweeping duties in addition
to the minimum number required to implement the subject
rotation system will be from the primary craft (mail handler).

*okk

The Arbitrator notes that Ms. Richardson agreed, on cross examination,
that, with regard to the duties listed in the Craft Determination letter for the
SPSS machine, only No. 4, sweeping - to which Mail Handlers had been assigned
as the Primary Craft - had a single asterisk, which denotes that this work can
be assigned to Clerks for rotational/ergonomic relief purposes. Ms. Richardson
agreed that it was correct that no need for ergonomic relief had been identified
yet with respect to the ADUS. According to Ms. Richardson’s testimony, when
the USPS officials were studying the work duties on the ADUS they checked with
the ergonomic experts. “We asked them to give their opinion. They didn'tdo a
formal study or anything, but we - - we asked them for their opinion.”

The Arbitrator agrees with the USPS’s point that the SPBS and the SPSS
machines relied on by the NPMHU are operated only in Plant environments,
where Mail Handlers are employed and at which Mail Handler work is
abundant, rather than in Delivery Units, which tend to be smaller and may not
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employ any Mail Handlers. The USPS notes that, by contrast, the ADUS
machines are used in both types of environments.

The Arbitrator finds, based on the above considerations, that the USPS’s
use of the single asterisk for four work functions performed by Mail Handlers
listed in the Craft Determination letter for the ADUS machine has not been
demonstrated by the NPMHU to have been arbitrary, capricious, unreasonable,
nor did it constitute an abuse of the USPS’s right to exercise discretion in
making craft determinations under the RI-399 guidelines and procedures. The
USPS, in making the decision to use the single asterisk for four Mail Handler
work functions in the ADUS Craft Determination letter is found appropriately
to have considered relevant information concerning the operational
requirements of the ADUS in the different environments in the Function 1 -
Plant Units and Function 4 - Delivery Units.

The Arbitrator notes that Ms. Richardson agreed, on cross by the NPMHU,
that it was correct that no need for ergonomic relief had been identified with
respect to work duties on the ADUS. According to Ms. Richardson’s testimony,
when the USPS officials were studying the work duties on the ADUS they
checked with the ergonomic experts. “We asked them to give their opinion.
They didn’t do a formal study or anything, but we - - we asked them for their
opinion.”

The Arbitrator notes, however, with respect to the matter of the need for
ergonomic relief on the ADUS, that Mr. Hanlon testified, as follows, with regard
to his understanding of certain ergonomic considerations which have been
made in the performance of certain duties on the ADUS. The Arbitrator finds
no evidence presented to demonstrate that a formal evaluation had been
conducted by the USPS to determine whether and, if so, to what extent
ergonomic relief might be required on any of the work assignments on the
ADUS. The Arbitrator does not intended to address, nor to resolve, any issues
with respect to whether and, if so, to what extent, ergonomic relief is required
in any of the work assignments on the ADUS machines. The Arbitrator notes,
however, that Mr. Hanlon indicated what appears to be an arrangement of
employees in the Facer and Stager positions, with or without local
management’s formal acknowledgement at any of these locations, to switch
duties occasionally as conditions, and ergonomic considerations, might
warrant. Thus, Mr. Hanlon testified, in relevant part:
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And so that’s primarily - - these facers are standing there for
the entire run and facing and placing mail on the belt throughout the
run.

The other thing that they do - - so we talk about two primary
employees that are facing. We have three spots that you can
actually induct mail from, two from the sides and one from the end
of the induction belt. And so when those facers run out of mail, they
will typically just walk away from that container and go to the
unoccupied position.

So here it kind of demonstrates, you know, this employee
finishes the container that's here. They rotate around to the end, and
then another employee, which we'll get into in a few minutes, the
stager, is actually replacing and replenishing the mail that's at that
induction area. [Emphasis supplied.]

So they continue to switch positions between those three
different positions on the induction belt. We do have them kind of
have little parking spots on the ground, too, to try and make sure that
they put these in an ergonomic fashion for them to face and place
mail on the belt, so try and keep it as close to the belt and limit the
amount of bending and twisting required to go over this. [Emphasis
supplied.]

*kk

The Arbitrator notes that Mr. Hanlon testified, on direct, concerning the
use of pallets and ergonomic considerations that “. . . it’s mainly because of the
mail makeup. So a lot of the plants, what they’re running is smaller mail that’s
going on these machines. They don’t work the larger packages like we do in the
delivery units, and so from the - - in some senses, it's a little bit better
ergonomically, because it’s - - it’s there.. . . They're still kind of mixed. You know,
it still takes - - the facer has to take them and face them and place them up as they
put them on the induction belt, but it just eliminates them having to switch out
containers if they're able to put everything on that belt and bring itup to it. . . .
The delivery units, we have that stuff on the pallet, and so then that - - actually,
that belt gets in the way when we're working off of pallets because there’s really
not room for the pallets. So it works much better in a - - in a plant environment.



101

. . . But we have some sites that, you know, they - - they prefer the tilters and - -
and they’re getting higher throughputs on the machine than what we do with the
- - with the dumper and belt. But primarily it's - - they feel that it's a little bit
better ergonomically to work off of the belt when they're just working small
packages. [Emphasis supplied.]

The Arbitrator finds that the considerations addressed by Mr. Hanlon are
consistent with and support the USPS's position that there are significant
differences between the operational requirements of the ADUS machines,
which result in different work duties, of the Function 1 - Plant Units compared
to the Function 4 - Delivery Units. The Arbitrator recognizes that there well
may be significant questions with regard to whether, at a particular location
and/or on a particular shift, the USPS has established at such location/shift a
proper basis for not following the default craft assignment for the performance
of such work functions as set forth in the Craft Determination letter. The
Arbitrator notes, based on the above testimony, that there are considerable
differences in the assignment of work duties at Function 1 - Plant Units versus
Function 4 - Delivery Units, as well as on different shifts when different levels
and types of mail may have to be processed. Inthe Arbitrator’s judgment, there
is insufficient evidence in the instant record concerning the actual assignments
of work at each facility, and on each shift, on which the ADUS is operating, to
warrant a decision in this arbitration proceeding at the national level
concerning whether a particular departure in the assignment and performance
of work duties of those employees in the craft designated in the Craft
Determination letter to perform such duties, more appropriately should be
reviewed in a proceeding at the local level, if contested by one of the Unions,
conducted pursuant to the RI-399 procedures for considering and resolving
such matters.

The Double Asterisk - ADUS

The Arbitrator finds that the NPMHU has failed to meet its heavy burden
of demonstrating that the USPS acted improperly, arbitrarily, or otherwise
abused its discretion under the RI-399 Guidelines to make craft determinations
for the ADUS by including in the Craft Determination letter the “double
asterisk” footnote with respect to work function 6, which states:
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6.** In Function 4 (F4) [Delivery Units] operations, discharge bins
and pull, scan and sort medium and large no reading barcode
packages into the proper discharge bin, including sort plan switch
out: Clerk Craft

**The containers utilized on ADUS have a higher capacity and do
not need to be changed out as frequently in F4 as a F1 plant
sortation requires. The employees monitoring the bins during the
run can also take any of the larger no read/no barcode packages
from the No Read bin and scan/sort them into the corresponding
sort bin. This is integral to the efficient operation of the machine in

a delivery unit environment.
*kk

RI-399 Guidelines

Primary Craft Designations,
Operation 100 — Outgoing Parcel Distribution
And Operation 105 - Mechanized Parcel Sorter

RI-399 Guidelines, Post Office Primary Craft Designations, Operation 100
- Outgoing Parcel Distribution, states:

1.*Transporting empty equipment. Mail Handler
2.*0Obtaining mail from staging area. Mail Handler

3.*Dumping sacks or containers. Mail Handler
4, Manual distribution of parcel

post, without scheme knowledge. Mail Handler
5.Manual distribution of parcel post

requiring scheme knowledge. Clerk
6.*Pulling and dispatching sacks or

other containers. Mail Handler
7 *Containerizing and transporting

mail to dispatch areas. Mail Handler

8.*Hanging sacks and inserting labels. Mail Handler

*In offices where the tasks of obtaining empty equipment,
obtaining unprocessed mail, loading ledges, sweeping and
containerizing is an integral part of the distribution function, the
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entire operation is a function of the primary craft performing the

distribution.
skokk

Ms. Richardson testified, on cross by NPMHU, with regard to RI-399
Guidelines, Post Office Primary Craft Designations, Operation 100 - Qutgoing
Parcel Distribution:

. I don’t know that I remember specifically looking at this
document for operation 11 in speaking with - - with Rickey about
it and in evaluating the craft determination, but we looked at it in
relation to how we have identified other craft jurisdiction
assignments, such as the SPSS, and I believe it was the APBS in
terms of that, and so to be as consistent as possible as what we've

done in the past.
Hekk

Ms. Richardson, on cross by NPMHU, agreed that she was aware that the
APWU consistently has claimed, with regard to craft determinations generally,
that distribution primarily is Clerk work. Ms. Richardson agreed that, with
regard to RI-399 Craft Designations, Operation 100 - Outgoing Parcel
Distribution, states, in relevant part: “4. Manual distribution of parcel post,
without scheme knowledge. - Mail Handler.” Ms. Richardson agreed that for
Craft Designation Operation 100, at No. 5, distribution with scheme knowledge
was assigned to Clerks. Ms. Richardson agreed, therefore, that the assignment
of distribution to Mail Handlers in No. 4 for outgoing parcel distribution was an
exception to the APWU’s claim that all distribution was assigned to Clerks. Ms.
Richardson agreed that outgoing parcel distribution, in part, is related to the
function of the ADUS machine.

The Arbitrator notes that RI-399 Guidelines, Post Office - Primary Craft
Determinations, Operation 105 - Mechanized Parcel Sorter, states:

1.*Transporting empty equipment. Mail Handler
2.*0Obtaining mail from staging area. Mail Handler
3.*Dumping sacks or containers. Mail Handler
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4, Distribution of parcel post through the

use of parcel sorting machine. Clerk
5. [No No. 5 is listed.]

6.*Pulling and dispatching sacks or

other containers. Mail Handler
7 *Containerizing and transporting mail

to dispatch areas. Mail Handler
8.*Handling sacks and inserting labels. Mail Handler

*In offices where the tasks of obtaining empty equipment,
obtaining unprocessed mail, loading ledges, sweeping and
containerizing is an integral part of the distribution function, the
entire operation is a function of the primary craft performing the

distribution.
dkkok

The Arbitrator notes that Ms. Richardson agreed, on cross by NPMHU,
that Operation 105, relates not only to parcel sortation but, also, to mechanized
parcel sortation. The Arbitrator agrees that the work functions listed in
Operation 105 - Mechanized Parcel Sorter closely are related to the work
functions on the ADUS. The Arbitrator notes that all work functions on
Operation 105 were assighed to the Mail Handlers, with the exception of work
function No. 5 - Manual distribution of parcel post requiring scheme
knowledge, as to which the Clerk Craft was designated the primary craft. In the
Arbitrator’s judgment, noting that there are differences between the type of
machines referred to in Operation 105 and the more technologically advanced
ADUS, is consistent with the craft designations made by the USPS for the ADUS
in favor of the Mail Handlers, albeit subject to the changes in assignments
pursuant to the single asterisk appended to each work function.

The Small Parcel Craft Jurisdiction Arbitration

Award - Primary Craft for Spreading The Mail
to Carrier Cases; Arbitrator Dana Eischen,

Dated April 24, 1998

The Arbitrator notes that Ms. Richardson testified, on cross by NPMHU,
that she and Mr. Dean, in making the craft determinations for the ADUS machine
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in the Determination letter, had considered the Jurisdictional Arbitration
Award - Primary Craft for Spreading the Mail to Carrier Cases, Arbitrator Dana
Edward Eischen, dated April 24, 1998. “We did discuss the Eischen award and
the application of it or whether we thought the application of it was appropriate
in this situation. . . . We. . . yes. And I think you referenced a question to
Rickey Dean, and that was his response.” Ms. Richardson agreed that she and
Mr. Dean had discussed the Eischen Award and that they had decided that it did
not apply to the ADUS. The Arbitrator agrees with the USPS that the Award of
Arbitrator Eischen is not controlling with regard to the craft determinations
made for the ADUS machines because there is no assertion by the USPS to the
effect that Mail Handlers may not be employed on the ADUS in retail/delivery
units [see the discussion below of the Four-Hour Implementation Criteria].

Small Parcel Bundle Sorter (SPBS)
Craft Jurisdiction Arbitration Decision,

Arbitrator Sharnoff,
Dated September 7, 2009

Ms. Richardson testified, on cross by NPMHU, that she was not sure
whether she and Mr. Dean had reviewed the Craft Jurisdiction Arbitration
Decision on the Small Parcel Bundle Sorter (SPBS), Arbitrator Joseph M.
Sharnoff, dated . “I don’t what to say it wasn't, but I don’t want to say it
absolutely was, either. . . .” Ms. Richardson agreed that she and Mr. Dean, in
making the craft determination assignments for the ADUS, had considered the
APBS and the SPSS, but she was not sure whether they had considered
Operation 100, Operation 105, or the SPBS Arbitration Decision.

RI-399 Guidelin
Secti B. Four Hour

Implementation Criteria

The Arbitrator agrees with the USPS that the USPS did not violate the RI-
399 principles and guidelines by failing to afford appropriate controlling effect
to the following provision set forth in RI-399 Guidelines, at Section II.B - Four
(4) Hour Criteria, which states:
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If there are four (4) or more hours of continuous work consisting
of one or more work functions in one or more operations
designated to the same primary craft, the performance of which
should be assigned to an employee of that primary craft.

Kk

The Arbitrator notes that Ms. Richardson testified, on cross-examination
by NPMHU, with regard to the “four-hour rule,” that she agreed that, while the
rule is stated in terms of the four-hours being continuous, the rule also states
that the work can “consistf] of one or more work functions”. Ms. Richardson
agreed that, in a small facility which had only three hours of Mail Handler work
loading and unloading trucks, that facility would not be required to employ a
Mail Handler employee. Ms. Richardson also agreed that, if that facility had two
hours of Mail Handler work loading/unloading trucks and installed a machine
which involved two hours of Mail Handler duties, for a total of five “continuous”
hours, the facility would be required to employ a Mail Handler employee. Ms.
Richardson testified, however, that if the two hours of Mail Handler work had
to be done at the same time as the three hours of loading/unloading trucks, that
would not constitute the required four hours of continuous work. Ms.
Richardson agreed that the RI-399 implementation criteria refers to a “four-
hour rule” and noted that the RI-399 principles also refer to “allied duties which
are integral or cannot be efficiently separated from the distribution function”
and that alocal manager can assign something to the employee. Ms. Richardson
agreed that the “four-hour rule” is one of the RI-399’s implementation criteria.

The Arbitrator finds that the evidence presented at the instant
Arbitration hearing does not establish that the requirements of the above “Four
Hour Criteria,” are met in all, or any, of the USPS facilities with ADUS machines
in all of the circumstances which may occur during those shifts, or hours during
a shift, when the ADUS is operated. The Arbitrator finds that the USPS has
demonstrated that there are significant differences between ADUS operations
in Function 1 - Plant Units and those in Function 4 - Delivery Unites [see above
discussion], as well differences which may occur on certain shifts on which the
ADUS is operated in a Function 1 or in a Function 4 Unit. The Arbitrator,
therefore, is not persuaded that it has been demonstrated in all cases that the
USPS is required by the installation and operation of an ADUS machine in any
facility on any shift to employ a Mail Handler craft employee. In the Arbitrator’s
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judgment, the question of whether the requirements of the Four-Hour Criteria
have been met, such that the employment and assignment of an employee in
the Mail Handler Craft is required in a particular facility on a particular shift,
necessarily is dependent upon the analysis and evaluation of the particular
facts and circumstances involved in such facility on a particular shift or hours
of operation on a shift, and the type and duration of the work duties required
to be performed to ensure an efficient operation, which is another one of the
Implementation Criteria.

The Arbitrator finds an insufficient evidentiary basis presented in the
instant case for the Arbitrator to make a national determination on these issues
which would be applicable to the operation of all ADUS machines in all facilities,
including all Function 1 and Function 4 Units, during all hours/shifts of
operation. The Arbitrator notes that there is no dispute that the Four-Hour
Rule, as one of the Implementation Criteria established in RI-399, Section LB,
constitutes a necessary consideration for the USPS in making work assignments
on the ADUS at each facility, on each shift, and during all hours of operation, and
that the USPS’s implementation of such work assignments, insofar as they
depart from the primary craft designations for such duties set forth in the ADUS
Craft Determination letter, are subject to consideration and review at the local
level through the appropriate RI-399 procedures, if such assignment changes
from the default craft designation are challenged by either Union.

CONCLUSION

The Arbitrator concludes, for the reasons set forth above, that the USPS
acted appropriately and within its right to exercise discretion in making craft
determinations in accordance with the RI-399 guidelines and principles, and in
a manner consistent with prior Jurisdictional Arbitration Awards and other
relevant considerations including the Primary Work Designations - Operations
and Functions listed in RI-399, in making the determination that the Mail
Handlers were the Primary Craft designated for the work functions on the
ADUS, nos. 1, 2, 5 and 7, each of which is subject to the single asterisk [quoted
in the Opinion], and that the Clerks were the Primary Craft designated for work
functions nos. 3, 4, and 6, the last subject to the double asterisk [quoted in the
Opinion]. The Arbitrator finds that the USPS, in making these craft designations
appropriately utilized the single asterisk for each Mail Handler work function
and the double asterisk for work function 6, based on the operational
requirements and other considerations in Function 1 - Plant Units as compared
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to those in Function 4 - Delivery Units. For all of the reasons set forth above in
the Opinion, the claims by the American Postal Workers Union and the National
Postal Mail Handlers Union are denied in all respects.

AWARD

The Arbitrator concludes, for the reasons set forth
above, that the USPS acted appropriately and within its
right to exercise discretion in making craft
determinations in accordance with the RI-399
guidelines and principles, and in a manner consistent
with prior Jurisdictional Arbitration Awards and other
relevant considerations including the Primary Work
Designations ~ Operations and Functions listed in RI-
399, in making the determination that the Mail
Handlers were the Primary Craft designated for the
work functions on the ADUS, nos. 1, 2, 5 and 7, each of
which is subject to the single asterisk [quoted in the
Opinion], and that the Clerks were the Primary Craft
designated for work functions nos. 3, 4, and 6, the last
subject to the double asterisk [quoted in the Opinion].
The Arbitrator finds that the USPS, in making these
craft designations appropriately utilized the single
asterisk for each Mail Handler work function and the
double asterisk for work function 6, based on the
operational requirements and other considerations in
Function 1 - Plant Units as compared to those in
Function 4 - Delivery Units. For all of the reasons set
forth above in the Opinion, the claims by the American
Postal Workers Union and the National Postal Mail
Handlers Union are denied in all respects.

Dated: August 31, 2022
Oakton, Virginia



