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Yau have iInjuired, by letter -to our Solicitor's Office, whether
the componsation requiremerts of the Tair Labor Standards Act
are applicable to the lunch periods of Postal Service letter
carriers, if the carriers are responsible during those periods
for the safckeeping of mai® in their possession.

Khile tlie courts and the Department (im its Taterpretative .
BEulletin, 29 CFR 785.19) have on occasion broadly statzd that
compens.ation is required for meal veriods unless the uvrployees
are relieved of all duty, it is obvious from the -ceascs under
coasjderation that the duties in contemrnlation were thase which
rastricted the employees in the frece disposition of thz2ir lunch
time. Thus the two exsmples given in the Bulletin are: “an
nZfice cmployee who 18 required to cat at hiis desk or a2 factory
vsarker who is requiraed to be at his machine.' Similarly, in
& Inc, v. 194 F.2d 493, 496 (C.A. 6, 1952),
the nourt stressed that the employees were required to remain
at their nechines, and therefore '"did not have a free lunch
oeriod during which they could serve their own interest and

do 23 they plhased.” Aad iu Martian Nebraska Co. v.

137 F 24 S%1, 984 (C.A. & 1952), — 344

the court notad that the firemen were reguired to eat im

the pla.t and were thercfore "not free to follow pursuits

of » purvly pcivate nature,”

ihe prend reuding of the phrase “relicved of all duty'' adopted
in yeur lvitter would ciitend the requiscweat of compe.sustion to
24 toovin of the day in the case of oucside workers wiw are

sonefood o take thedr caployer's tools or naterials hcme with

tism or wao drive homz in the compaay's vehicles, 8o as to

uxie Jiiem available for going directly to the work site the
folie ing noraing,



We are therefore of the opinicu that compensation would be
required for a letter carrier's mealtime only if the postal
meferizl in his possession were of such quantity or of such
ratlura that the carrier was substantially impeded in the

svee disposition of the time for his cwn beneficial use.

A corrier vho is in fact free to so dispose of his time would
uct be eatitled to coumpcnsation merely because he had im his
posuessior postal items for whose security he remained
responsible,

Sincerely,

Henxzy T. White, Jr.
Deputy Administrator



