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llurly rcportin~ of carriers to the extent actually ne~ded

to, CO't~lilctc m:lil counts is 3 normul pl"'occdt.:rc dUTin~ the
WC,,'l=, of count :lnd inspection. °rhe NALC has identified
~~scs i~hore 'this al'r:lllGcII~cnt h;lS not been £0110"10..1.

,A:li':lro'ntly this problem, is more \'1idcsprea<t th:ln \1~
ant.i~il)'~t:od 3S l'1~ continue to receivo inquiries throueh
th.J L:.tDor Relations Dcparttlcnt regarding t.1l,c problem •

If '['10 are going to, propc,rly evaluate cxi:;ting routes. ''1e
ch~"lot add the nclditional duties of l1. r.\::.il count. \·lithout,
providing the ti~e reqtiirc~i to p~rfor::t tncs,e clutl!J:>. I
~sk. therefore I t}Ant you T(n~inu all concerned dolivary
saan:tters and supervisors tn:lt c:lrly 1"~porting tluI"ing
count l\!cek should be schcculcd .:is st'tlted in P:ll't 215.6b
of tIlo ;,~-39 Uand1:;look. Although. t?1.era iS t of course. ~

cos't 'relat.ed to th.e addition~l time used for mnil cou."'1'ts.
t:l'13 co,s1: is ralatively nodes': t1hc~ ycizhed a~~=.:tnst tho
:'~':..~~~~s gJ.in~<i irom a: fair ~nd "tJlo'tough route evaluation.
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