
History of the Letter Carrier 
Political Fund 

the late 2000s. This revenue loss, due to the decrease in first-
class mail volume, combined with the mandate to pre-fund 
future retiree health benefits, opened the door for an unprec-
edented number of attacks on the Postal Service and our jobs. 

There is no question that without our membership’s 
grassroots activism and the hard work of our officers and 
legislative staff on Capitol Hill, these attacks would’ve been 
successful. Many of these efforts were fueled by the the vol-
untary contributions of our members to COLCPE. 

In 2015, COLCPE was changed to the Letter Carrier Political 
Fund, so that the name of the PAC would better represent 
its purpose and mission. LCPF funds continue to be used to 
support our efforts every day. 

The LCPF is bipartisan. Republicans, Democrats and Inde-
pendents alike receive our support if they support letter carri-
ers, plain and simple. 

The LCPF is the easiest step that an NALC member can take to 
protect their job. Small contributions from individuals are pooled 
together to give NALC members influence on Capitol Hill. 

We are on the verge of passing historic, bipartisan postal 
reform legislation. There is no doubt we would not be in posi-
tion to do so without the contributions of thousands of letter 
carriers to our efforts through the LCPF. That is what makes our 
PAC special. It only takes a little from a lot of people to stand 
together for what is best for our members and jobs.

There has never been a better opportunity than now to take 
advantage of the opportunity each member has to make a 
small contribution to the LCPF. Contributions are usually made 
through automatic payroll deduction for active letter carriers 
and automatic deduction from the monthly annuity for retirees. 

For more information or to sign up to become a contributor, 
please go to the Letter Carrier Political Fund webpage at nalc.
org/government-affairs/political-activity/yes-i-want-to-be-
come-a-pac-member, or contact the Department of Legislative 
and Political Affairs at NALC Headquarters at 202-662-4695. 

By making a contribution to the Letter Carrier Political Fund, you are doing 
so voluntarily with the understanding that your contribution is not a condition 
of membership in the National Association of Letter Carriers or of employment 
by the Postal Service, nor is it part of union dues. You have a right to refuse to 
contribute without any reprisal. The Letter Carrier Political Fund will use the 
money it receives to contribute to candidates for federal office and undertake 
other political spending as permitted by law. Your selection shall remain in 
full force and effect until cancelled. Contributions to the Letter Carrier Political 
Fund are not deductible for federal income tax purposes. Federal law prohibits 
the Letter Carrier Political Fund from soliciting contributions from individuals 
who are not NALC members, executive and administrative staff or their fami-
lies. Any contribution received from such an individual will be refunded to that 
contributor. Federal law requires us to use our best efforts to collect and report 
the name, mailing address, occupation and name of employer of individuals 
whose contributions exceed $200 per calendar year. Any guideline amount is 
merely a suggestion, and an individual is free to contribute more or less than 
the guideline suggests and the union will not favor or disadvantage anyone by 
reason of the amount of their contribution or their decision not to contribute.

The Postal Record    27December 2021December 2021

Vice President

Both parties have always been 
opposed to being held account-
able for postal contract viola-

tions. Management does not like to 
pay monetary remedies or give out 
administrative leave, and letter carri-
ers do not like to get disciplined. Re-
petitive contract violations generate 
higher accountability expectations 
from the harmed party. Again, neither 
party likes this situation when they 
find themselves on the receiving end 
of a higher accountability request in 
the grievance procedure, but that is 
our system, and it always has been.

For decades, the Postal Service has 
tried to create arguments to escape 
or at least minimize its accountability 
for contract violations. They used to 
argue that monetary remedies for is-

sues such as improper route adjustments or administrative 
leave for improperly forced overtime created an unjust enrich-
ment for letter carriers and were therefore improper. This argu-
ment did not play well before most arbitrators and eventually 
seemed to fade off into the sunset.

Somewhere during the life of the 2016-2019 Collective 
Bargaining Agreement (CBA), USPS declared an all-out war 
on remedies in the grievance procedure. It rebranded its 
term for the situations described above as punitive rem-
edies. It began arguing that almost every remedy request 
made by the union was a punitive remedy request, a request 
that is not only improper but also illegal.

In nearly every case, management claims that the Postal 
Service is part of the federal government, and therefore falls 
under the doctrine of sovereign immunity, which prohibits 
it from being subject to punitive awards. Additionally, man-
agement argues arbitrators lack the authority to grant puni-
tive remedies in the arbitration forum.  

What management has really been saying is that USPS 
has a forcefield around it that prevents all of those pesky 
remedy monsters from getting in. Management has come to 
believe that it can violate the contract as many times as it 
pleases without suffering any consequences. USPS decided 
to test its ridiculous arguments in federal court.

District Court Judge Tanya S. Chutkan issued her ruling on July 
26. This decision (M-01967) can be viewed in its entirety in the 
Material Reference System. Judge Chutkan summed up the case:

So there are two questions that I need to address in this case. 
The first is whether the doctrine of sovereign immunity shields 
the USPS from liability for punitive damages, and the second 
is whether the arbitrator exceeded his authority by awarding a 
remedy that was not expressly defined in the CBA.

As to the first question, the judge pointed out: 

In 1970, Congress passed the Postal Reorganization Act, the 
PRA, to establish a postal service that ran more like a com-
mercial business than its predecessor. As a result of the PRA, 
USPS now operates as a self-sustaining system whose revenue 
comes from the sale of its products as opposed to tax revenue. 
The PRA also gives USPS the power to sue and be sued in its 
name and provides for collective bargaining.

She ruled in relevant part as follows:

This court understands the Supreme Court’s holdings to mean 
that unless “one of a limited set of exceptions applies ... an 
agency or other federal entity with a sue-and-be-sued clause 
cannot escape the liability that a private enterprise would 
face under similar circumstance. Note: I’m quoting from Conn 
v. American National Red Cross, 168 F.Supp.3d 90, 95, which 
quotes FDIC v. Meyer, 510 U.S. 471, 482. 

Thus, I have little difficulty concluding that Congress intended 
to waive sovereign immunity as to USPS by virtue of the PRA. 
None of the enumerated exceptions that are listed by the Su-
preme Court in Loeffler apply in this case: 

Subjecting USPS to punitive damages is not inconsistent with 
the statutory scheme. The language of the PRA gave USPS the 
status of a commercial business, which is consistent with Con-
gress’s intent that USPS operate as one. A commercial business 
is liable for punitive damages when appropriate.

Accordingly, I find that sovereign immunity does not shield 
USPS from liability for punitive damages where appropriate.

As to the second question, Judge Chutkan ruled in relevant 
part:

For one, the CBA here is silent as to the remedies available to 
the arbitrator, and surely an arbitrator is permitted to order a 
remedy that is not expressly detailed in the CBA when the CBA 
doesn’t discuss any remedies. 

As I discussed previously, rulings from the Supreme Court and 
the D.C. Circuit generally permit an arbitrator to go beyond the 
bounds of the CBA in fashioning a remedy, allowing him to look 
to industry common law and practice between the parties.

The Court, therefore, finds that Arbitrator Roberts did not over-
step the bounds of his authority in ordering USPS to pay puni-
tive damages.

It should be noted that USPS allowed the time limits for ap-
pealing this decision to the federal circuit court to lapse. That 
ought to tell you something.

If management would just spend as much of their time and 
energy on contract compliance as they do on trying to avoid 
accountability, peace and goodwill would surely follow.

In closing, I wish all of you and your families a wonderful 
holiday season and a happy New Year!

What should the remedy be?

Lew  
Drass




