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      Executive Summary
    

    
      On September 3, 2026, Arbitrator Mark J. Maniscalco sustained a class-action grievance arising from the Rutland, Vermont Post Office. Management had announced a policy that carriers were not to enter penalty overtime; if all mail could not be delivered within ten hours, carriers were to prioritize packages and scannable items and return the remaining mail to the office. The arbitrator concluded that management violated Articles 5 and 19 of the National Agreement, the Postal Service Mission Statement, and 39 U.S.C. § 101 when it curtailed mail for the purpose of avoiding penalty-overtime payments.
      
        [1]
      
    

    
      The award is important, but it should be read carefully. It does not establish that carriers possess an automatic right to work twelve hours, that management must authorize penalty overtime whenever mail remains, or that every instance of curtailed mail violates the National Agreement. Its central holding is narrower: management may not adopt or enforce a policy of delaying otherwise deliverable mail for the purpose of avoiding the financial cost of penalty overtime. That distinction is what makes C-37900 useful for future grievances involving blanket “no penalty” instructions, mandatory return times, or directions to bring mail back solely to meet an overtime target.
      
        [2]
      
    

    
      Because C-37900 is a regular regional arbitration award, it does not establish national precedent. NALC has explained that regular-panel decisions may be cited in later cases for persuasive value, while national arbitration decisions bind regional arbitrations. The value of this award therefore lies in its reasoning, factual similarity to future disputes, and its use of national authority and federal law rather than in any claim that it is controlling everywhere.
      
        [3]
      
    

    
      The Dispute in Rutland
    

    
      The grievance arose after Rutland Postmaster Curtis King conducted a stand-up talk on January 30, 2026. According to the award, King told carriers that senior management had instituted a new policy under which carriers were forbidden to work penalty overtime. Packages and scannable parcels were to take priority over flats and other mail, including first-class mail. If carriers could not complete delivery without exceeding ten hours, they were instructed to return the remaining mail to the station and complete PS Form 1571 when necessary. All carriers were to be off the clock before incurring penalty overtime.
      
        [4]
      
    

    
      During the grievance investigation, King acknowledged that the instruction came from above the local level; the Area Vice President instructed the POOM, who relayed the direction to him. When asked what he had been told to do with undelivered mail caused by the ten-hour limitation, he answered that carriers were to deliver packages and bring the mail back within ten hours.
      
        [5]
      
    

    
      The policy produced actual delayed mail. The award discusses PS Forms 1571 showing that on February 9 approximately 469 letters and 35 flats were returned undelivered from several routes. On February 17, another Form 1571 documented 120 letters, two newspapers, 50 magazines, seven flats, and 17 packages that were not delivered. The record therefore involved more than an abstract policy: the Union demonstrated that deliverable mail had in fact been returned.
      
        [6]
      
    

    
      What the Union Argued
    

    
      The Union challenged the blanket ten-hour directive under Articles 5, 8, and 19 and also relied on ELM 432.32, ELM 665.13, Handbook M-41 § 112.1, the Postal Service Mission Statement, and 39 U.S.C. § 101. The Union's theory was that Article 3 gives management broad authority to operate the Postal Service, but that authority must be exercised consistently with the National Agreement, applicable handbooks and regulations, arbitration awards, and law.
      
        [7]
      
    

    
      Article 5 was particularly important because it prohibits unilateral action affecting wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment when that action violates the Agreement or is otherwise inconsistent with management's obligations under law. The JCAM's discussion of Article 5 relies on National Arbitrator Neil Bernstein's 1987 award, C-06858, which explains that Article 5 gives the Postal Service's legal obligations contractual status for enforcement through the grievance-arbitration procedure, provided the subject falls within the relevant employment relationship.
      
        [8]
      
    

    
      The Union also relied on Article 8 and ELM 432.32 to show that ten hours is not a universal maximum workday. The current JCAM reflects changes made in the 2023-2026 National Agreement to overtime-list rules, while ELM 432.32 provides that, subject to contractual exceptions and emergencies, employees generally may not be required to work more than twelve hours in one service day and that total daily service, including mealtime, may not extend beyond twelve consecutive hours.
      
        [9]
      
    

    
      The Union's broader service argument was that a cost-control directive cannot displace the Postal Service's basic obligation to provide reliable and efficient delivery. The award quoted M-41 § 112.1 and ELM 665.13, but, as discussed below, the arbitrator did not ultimately treat those provisions as independently enforceable through Article 19 in this dispute.
      
        [10]
      
    

    
      Management's Position
    

    
      Management did not deny that the January 30 instruction had been given. Its position was that the Union had failed to identify a contractual provision prohibiting management from curtailing mail and had failed to prove that carriers were contractually entitled to penalty overtime. Management relied on Article 3 management rights and Article 8.5.F, and it emphasized language recognizing that it is normally in the parties' interests not to require work-assignment volunteers to work beyond ten hours.
      
        [11]
      
    

    
      Management also argued that the Union had not produced clock rings establishing exactly which carriers were present and available to provide auxiliary assistance on February 9 and February 17. Maniscalco agreed that the clock rings would have been the best evidence of who actually worked and for how long. That evidentiary weakness, however, did not defeat the grievance because the arbitrator concluded that staffing availability was not the ultimate issue: the mail had been curtailed for the stated purpose of avoiding penalty overtime.
      
        [12]
      
    

    
      
    

    
      
    

    
      
    

    
      Article 8: What the Award Does and Does Not Say
    

    
      A crucial limitation in C-37900 is that the arbitrator did not hold that a carrier has an individual entitlement to twelve hours of work. During testimony, the Union's own witness acknowledged that a full-time carrier is not simply “entitled” to work twelve hours, and management likewise argued that nothing in the Agreement guarantees more than ten hours on a particular day. The final award does not list Article 8 among the provisions violated.
      
        [13]
      
    

    
      Accordingly, the decision should not be summarized as “management must pay penalty overtime rather than curtail mail.” A more accurate statement is that management cannot make curtailment of otherwise deliverable mail the instrument by which it avoids penalty overtime as a blanket financial policy. Management retains the right to determine whether overtime is necessary, subject to the National Agreement and other applicable obligations. The award attacks the reason for and implementation of the Rutland policy, not management's general authority to manage overtime.
      
        [14]
      
    

    
      Article 19 and the Arbitrator's Important Limitation
    

    
      The Article 19 discussion is one of the most useful parts of the decision because Maniscalco did not simply accept every manual or handbook citation offered by the Union. Applying National Arbitrator Mittenthal's subject-matter approach, he asked whether the subject of each handbook, manual, or published regulation directly related to wages, hours, or working conditions. He found that ELM 432.32 qualified because it concerns work schedules, overtime limits, and maximum hours.
      
        [15]
      
    

    
      By contrast, the arbitrator concluded that ELM provisions concerning efficient service and discharge of duties, as well as M-39 § 111.1 and M-41 § 112.1, did not fall within Article 19 for purposes of this case because their subject matter was not directly related to wages, hours, or working conditions. He separately observed that 39 U.S.C. § 101 is a federal statute, not a Postal Service handbook, manual, or published regulation, and therefore does not depend on Article 19 for consideration. The Mission Statement was treated similarly.
      
        [16]
      
    

    
      This distinction matters for grievance drafting. NALC's current resources caution that although many provisions of the M-39, M-41, ELM, and other postal publications are enforceable through Article 19, not every provision is covered. A steward should therefore explain why the subject matter of the particular provision directly relates to wages, hours, or working conditions rather than assuming that every manual citation is automatically incorporated into the Agreement.
      
        [17]
      
    

    
      39 U.S.C. § 101: Service Comes Before a Small Overtime Saving
    

    
      The statutory service obligation became central to Maniscalco's reasoning. Title 39, section 101 describes the Postal Service as a basic and fundamental governmental service and requires it to provide prompt, reliable, and efficient service to patrons in all areas. Section 101(e) further directs USPS, when determining postal-service policies, to give the highest consideration to the most expeditious collection, transportation, and delivery of important letter mail.
      
        [18]
      
    

    
      The current statutory text also requires an integrated network for market-dominant and competitive products and generally provides for delivery at least six days per week, subject to federal-holiday, emergency, and specified historical exceptions. These provisions reinforce that service is not merely an internal production goal; Congress has established service obligations as postal policy.
      
        [19]
      
    

    
      Maniscalco applied those principles directly to the Rutland policy. He reasoned that the comparatively small savings achieved by avoiding penalty overtime could not outweigh the Postal Service's responsibility to provide prompt, reliable, and efficient service, especially where first-class mail was being delayed. He characterized the practice as arbitrary and capricious and a poor business practice when the financial saving was achieved by curtailing mail.
      
        [20]
      
    

    
      This does not mean that 39 U.S.C. § 101 requires unlimited overtime or eliminates legitimate operational decisions. It means that in the facts presented to Maniscalco, management openly subordinated delivery to the single goal of avoiding penalty overtime, and the arbitrator found that purpose inconsistent with the statutory service policy when considered together with Articles 5 and 19.
      
        [21]
      
    

    
      The Postal Service Mission Statement
    

    
      The Board of Governors adopted the Postal Service's first formal mission statement in April 2020 as part of long-range planning and strategic policy. USPS described the mission as serving the American people, binding the nation together through the universal service obligation, providing trusted communications and services, and serving all areas of the nation. USPS's own 2020 reporting states that the mission includes providing frequent, reliable, safe, and secure delivery of mail, packages, and other communications to all Americans.
      
        [22]
      
    

    
      Maniscalco was careful to say that the Mission Statement is not itself equivalent to a statute or law. He described it as a guiding proclamation explaining USPS's function and purpose. Even so, he used it alongside 39 U.S.C. § 101, Articles 5 and 19, and arbitral authority to evaluate whether the Rutland policy was reasonable and consistent with the Postal Service's public-service function.
      
        [23]
      
    

    
      First-Class Mail and Why the Type of Mail Matters
    

    
      The record indicated that approximately half of the Rutland office's mail was first class. Based on the Forms 1571 for February 9 and February 17, the arbitrator calculated that approximately 589 letters were not delivered and reasoned that roughly half - nearly 295 pieces - could therefore have been first-class mail. That factual point helped distinguish a prior Cenci award involving curtailed third-class advertising mail with less immediate delivery expectations.
      
        [24]
      
    

    
      Section 101(e)'s express emphasis on expeditious delivery of important letter mail made the presence of first-class mail especially significant to the arbitrator's analysis. For future grievances, stewards should therefore document not merely that “mail” was brought back, but what kinds of mail were curtailed to the extent the record permits. Forms 1571, photographs, carrier statements, instructions about mail priorities, and other contemporaneous evidence can help establish the nature and amount of delayed mail.
      
        [25]
      
    

    
      The Barrett Award and Similar Reasoning
    

    
      Maniscalco regarded a 2018 regular-panel award by Arbitrator Barrett, B16N-4B-C 18128244 / 518Teall, as particularly relevant. In that Syracuse dispute, carriers were instructed to return to the office with undelivered mail in connection with a Dispatch of Value deadline, while the Union contended that the true purpose was avoiding penalty overtime. Barrett recognized Article 3 management rights but concluded that those rights were not absolute and had to be exercised consistently with other contractual terms, regulations, and laws. Barrett sustained the grievance and issued a cease-and-desist remedy.
      
        [26]
      
    

    
      C-37900's reliance on Barrett does not transform either regional award into national precedent. It does, however, show two regular-panel arbitrators confronting closely related factual patterns and rejecting the use of mail curtailment as an arbitrary device for achieving another operational or financial objective without a compelling service justification. That makes Barrett useful supporting authority when the facts of a future case closely resemble either award.
      
        [27]
      
    

    
      18 U.S.C. § 1703: A Related Statute, but Not the Basis of This Award
    

    
      The Barrett decision discussed 18 U.S.C. § 1703, the federal criminal statute concerning unlawful delay or destruction of mail by Postal Service officers or employees. The statute provides criminal penalties for a postal officer or employee who unlawfully secretes, destroys, detains, delays, or opens mail entrusted to that person. C-37900 recounts Barrett's use of that statute, but Maniscalco's own final award did not find a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1703.
      
        [28]
      
    

    
      That distinction should be preserved in any public explanation of the case. C-37900 is not a ruling that Rutland management committed a federal crime. Its holding is contractual and statutory in the labor-arbitration sense: Articles 5 and 19, the Mission Statement, and 39 U.S.C. § 101 were violated by the policy at issue. The criminal statute is useful background because it illustrates the seriousness federal law assigns to unauthorized delay of mail, but it should not be overstated.
      
        [29]
      
    

    
      Article 15 and the 'No Trial by Ambush' Lesson
    

    
      C-37900 also contains an important procedural lesson. Management attempted to rely at arbitration on arguments and authorities that had not been fully developed during the grievance procedure. Maniscalco emphasized Article 15's requirement for a full and detailed statement of the facts and contractual provisions relied upon and refused to consider several new management contentions. He described the grievance procedure as requiring good-faith cooperation in developing the necessary facts and rejected a “trial by ambush.”
      
        [30]
      
    

    
      The award also recognizes an important exception. A genuine substantive-arbitrability objection may be raised later because it concerns the arbitrator's jurisdiction, while ordinary procedural objections or new evidentiary theories may be waived or excluded when not timely developed. Maniscalco discussed national Mittenthal authority on this distinction.
      
        [31]
      
    

    
      For stewards, the practical lesson runs both ways. Management should not be permitted to provide a bare denial at Formal A and then unveil an entirely new case at arbitration, but the Union likewise benefits from identifying its contractual theories, factual basis, requested information, and supporting authorities as early and clearly as possible. The grievance record should be built as though another reader will later have to understand exactly what each side knew and argued at each step.
      
        [32]
      
    

    
      Evidence: What Future Stewards Should Document
    

    
      The Union prevailed despite an acknowledged weakness in its proof: it did not submit clock rings establishing exactly who was working and available on the two dates when mail was curtailed. Maniscalco agreed that clock rings would have established availability more definitively. He nevertheless concluded that the omission did not control the outcome because the postmaster testified that the office was fully staffed and capable of using pivots, and because the reason for curtailment, such as the avoidance of penalty overtime, remained undisputed.
      
        [33]
      
    

    
      A future case should not rely on receiving the same benefit of the doubt. A well-developed record should include the management instruction or stand-up talk; statements identifying who issued it and where it originated; PS Forms 1571; clock rings; schedules; ODL and work-assignment records; evidence of auxiliary assistance or available carriers; route and mail-volume information; photographs where appropriate; carrier statements; and evidence identifying whether first-class or other important letter mail was returned. If management asserts a different operational reason: weather, safety, dispatch, staffing, an emergency, or an operational window; the Union should investigate and document that claimed reason rather than assume the Rutland outcome automatically controls.
      
        [34]
      
    

    
      What C-37900 Means in Practice
    

    
      The safest practical reading of C-37900 is that management may manage overtime, but it may not intentionally reduce mail service solely to avoid paying penalty overtime. A blanket direction such as “no one goes into penalty and bring the mail back” creates a materially different issue from a case in which management evaluates daily workload, staffing, safety, service commitments, and contractual overtime rules and makes an individualized operational decision.
      
        [35]
      
    

    
      The award is strongest when the evidence establishes motive. In Rutland, management admitted that the purpose of the instruction was to prevent carriers from incurring penalty overtime. There was no local agreement authorizing the practice, no relevant operational window, and no emergency offered as the basis for the blanket rule. The arbitrator therefore had unusually direct evidence connecting the curtailment to the financial objective.
      
        [36]
      
    

    
      For carriers, the decision should not be read as permission to ignore instructions and remain on the street. The dispute was resolved through the grievance-arbitration procedure. A carrier who is instructed to return with mail should follow lawful instructions, accurately report undelivered mail, complete the required documentation, and provide the Union with the facts needed to challenge an improper policy. C-37900 addresses management's responsibility for the policy; it does not create a unilateral right for individual carriers to determine their own overtime authorization.
      
        [37]
      
    

    
      The Remedy
    

    
      The grievance was sustained, and management was ordered to cease and desist from curtailing mail in the future to prevent the payment of penalty overtime. The Union had not pursued a monetary remedy in the case, which explains why the award focuses on stopping the policy rather than compensating particular carriers.
      
        [38]
      
    

    
      The wording of the remedy is important. It does not say “cease and desist from curtailing mail.” It says management must cease and desist from curtailing mail “to prevent the payment of penalty overtime.” The limiting phrase preserves the central distinction running through the entire award: the illegality found by Maniscalco was tied to the purpose for which management curtailed the mail.
      
        [39]
      
    

    
      Conclusion
    

    
      C-37900 is a useful and timely regional arbitration award because it puts a clear boundary around cost-driven service reductions. Management retains substantial authority under Article 3 and retains responsibility for determining overtime needs. Yet that authority must operate within the National Agreement and applicable legal obligations. In Rutland, management openly chose to delay deliverable mail so that carriers would not enter penalty overtime. Maniscalco concluded that the small financial saving did not justify subordinating prompt, reliable, and efficient mail service.
      
        [40]
      
    

    
      For future grievance handling, the decision is most valuable when used precisely. It supports challenges to blanket no-penalty policies that cause otherwise deliverable mail to be returned, particularly when first-class mail is affected and management's stated reason is simply avoidance of penalty-overtime expense. It does not create an automatic twelve-hour entitlement, prohibit all curtailment, or establish national precedent. Used with those limitations understood, C-37900 provides a strong factual and analytical model for showing when an overtime-control policy crosses the line from legitimate management discretion into an unreasonable reduction of postal service.
      
        [41]
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