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The above-referenced case has been reviewed by the Pre-Review Committee
Screening Committee and is being returned to Fact Finding with the
recommendation that the case be settled without adjustment on the
basis that the grievants observed their usual lunch meal practice.
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This case concerns two grievants who were called to work at 6:30 a.m. and not
allowed time to eat breakfast or prepare a lunch. The Company paid the griev-
ants one-half hour overtime for the meal they missed prior to reporting to work
and $7.00 for the missed meal. The Company denied the Union's request for
$14.00 missed meal payments for both breakfast and lunch.

DISCUSSION:

The Union initially argued that the breakfast meal missed was a meal during a
work period, and should be paid at the $14.00 rate. Furthermore, the Union main-
tained that the employees were entitled to a second missed meal since the
employees did not have an opportunity to prepare a lunch before reporting to
work.

The Company's position is that it clearly met the intent of Title 16, which is
to provide for a comparable substitute when employees are prevented from observ-
ing their usual and average meal practice.

A review of the grievants' average meal practice regarding lunch shows that one
grievant nearly always goes home for lunch. The second grievant has a practice
of either going home, eating out, or bringing a lunch. Inasmuch as both griev-
ants went home for lunch on the day in question , they in fact did observe an
average meal practice.

This case was referred to the Pre-Review Committee on January 29, 1990. Upon
review by the Pre-Review Screening Committee, the case was returned to Fact
Finding with the recommendation that the case be settled without adjustment on
the basis that the grievants observed their usual lunch meal practice.

DISPOSITION:

Based on the foregoing review of the facts and the recommendation of the Pre-
Review Screening Committee, the Fact Finding Committee agrees to settle this
case without adjustment as the grievants observed their usual lunch meal prac-
tice.
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