
In this month’s column, I will 
discuss recent noti�cations 
from the Postal Service that 

may be a�ecting carriers across 
the country. Additionally, I will 
provide an update on proposed 
changes to the Handbook M-41, 
City Delivery Carriers Duties and 
Responsibilities.

eLRA, stand-up talk and postcard
In September 2024, NALC received 

noti�cation that USPS had updated 
the Enterprise Leave Request Appli-
cation (eLRA). The eLRA is an online 
application that employees can use 
to request unscheduled leave in 
the event of an emergency or unex-

pected absence. The update includes a feature for adding 
an electronic signature to the PS Form 3971, Request for or 
Noti�cation of Absence generated from the leave request. 
Employees will become aware of this new feature only by 
reading the brief message that pops up on the application 
just before they complete the leave request:

This update a�ects every employee and conflicts 
with postal handbooks and manuals. Section 142.32.d 
of Handbook F-21, Time and Attendance, along with 
Sections 512.412 and 513.332 of the Employee and 
Labor Relations Manual (ELM), require employees to 
complete their PS 3971 upon their return from an un-
scheduled absence. If any supervisor or manager in-
structs you to sign the form electronically, request a 
shop steward and �le a grievance. 

My sta� and I met with the Postal Service to discuss this up-
date. I explained my concerns regarding the new feature. The 
Postal Service acknowledged that applying an electronic sig-
nature is now a requirement when using the eLRA, but it also 
emphasized that the application is only an “option” avail-
able to carriers, which they are not obligated to use. USPS 
explained that carriers can choose to use the Interactive 
Voice Response (IVR) phone system and complete a PS Form 
3971 upon their return to duty instead. I shared details of this 
meeting with NALC regional o�ces and advised representa-
tives to �le grievances on the application, where appropriate.

The eLRA update has become even more of a concern fol-
lowing receipt of a recent noti�cation from USPS. In May, 
the Postal Service explained that they were disseminating 
a mandatory stand-up talk (SUT) to remind employees of 
sick leave policies in Section 513 of the ELM. A postcard was 
also mailed to employees reiterating information from the 

SUT. Unfortunately, the SUT and postcard include a re-
quirement that employees use the eLRA for scheduled/
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(continued on page 36)

This month I cite OSHA reg-
ulations in response to a 
few phone calls seeking in-

formation on emergency action 
plans and �re drills.

I direct your attention to Chap-
ter 810, Section 811 of the Em-
ployee and Labor Relations Man-
ual (ELM), which states:
The Postal Service™ is subject to 
Public Law Number 91–596, the Oc-
cupational Safety and Health (OSH) 
Act of 1970, pursuant to the Postal 
Employees Safety Enhancement Act 
(PESEA) of 1998. The OSH Act pro-
vides for citations, penalties, and 
criminal referrals for those employ-
ers who fail to comply. The Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administra-

tion (OSHA) is responsible for promulgating and enforcing 
standards and regulations under the OSH Act.

Therefore, if OSHA has created a governing rule, the 
USPS must follow that rule.  

For example, 29 CFR §1910.38 identi�es the required 
elements of an emergency action plan with the following:

1910.38(a) Application. An employer must have an emer-
gency action plan whenever an OSHA standard in this part 
requires one. The requirements in this section apply to each 
such emergency action plan.
1910.38(b) Written and oral emergency action plans. An 
emergency action plan must be in writing, kept in the work-
place, and available to employees for review. However, an 
employer with 10 or fewer employees may communicate the 
plan orally to employees.
1910.38(c) Minimum elements of an emergency action plan. 
An emergency action plan must include at a minimum:
1910.38(c)(1) Procedures for reporting a �re or other emer-
gency;
1910.38(c)(2) Procedures for emergency evacuation, includ-
ing type of evacuation and exit route assignments;
1910.38(c)(3) Procedures to be followed by employees who 
remain to operate critical plant operations before they evac-
uate;
1910.38(c)(4) Procedures to account for all employees a�er 
evacuation;
1910.38(c)(5) Procedures to be followed by employees per-
forming rescue or medical duties; and
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1910.39(d) Employee information. An employer must inform 
employees upon initial assignment to a job of the �re haz-
ards to which they are exposed. An employer must also re-
view with each employee those parts of the �re prevention 
plan necessary for self-protection.

Chapter 850 of the ELM lays out management’s re-
sponsibilities, which are drawn from the above control-
ling regulations.

851.1 Installation Heads - Installation heads are responsible 
for implementing emergency action plans and a �re safety 
program for the protection of people, mail, and Postal Ser-
vice property. This is required by 29 CFR 1910, Subparts E 
and L. This program must include (but is not limited to):
a. Training,
b. Education,

c. Inspection,
d. Enforcement,
e. Drills,
f. Emergency evacuation teams,
g. Written emergency action plans,
h. Written standard operating procedures for hazardous 

materials
i. releases, and
j. Fire prevention plans as required in this subchapter.

A�er reviewing the cited information above, ask 
yourself whether your employer is following the regu-
lations as written. If not, bring it to the attention of your 
union representatives.

Keep an eye on each other and get involved.

(continued from previous page)
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unscheduled leave and implies that this requirement 
is consistent with the ELM. To be clear, the eLRA is not 
mentioned anywhere in the ELM or Handbook F-21. The 
postcard is misleading and misrepresents provisions 
of the ELM. 

Proposed revision to Handbook M-41
In the January 2025 edition of The Postal Record, I 

discussed revisions proposed by USPS to Section 
812.31 of Handbook M-41. The Postal Service stated 
that the revisions were being made to reflect evolv-
ing safety policies related to the Next Generation De-
livery Vehicle (NGDV). They explained that the NGDV 
had been designed with safety features that require all 
doors to be closed when the vehicle is in operation. As 
described, the NGDV’s design would not permit carri-
ers to operate the postal vehicle with its sliding cabin 
door open under any circumstance that is inconsistent 
with Section 812.31 of the M-41. Due to this inconsis-
tency, USPS proposed the following revision (in bold):

When traveling to and from the route, when moving be-
tween park and relay points, and when entering or cross-
ing intersecting roadways, all external vehicle doors must 
be closed. When operating a vehicle with sliding driver's 
cab doors on delivery routes and traveling in intervals of 
500 feet (1/10 mile) or less at speeds not exceeding 15 MPH 
between delivery stops, the right-hand sliding cab door 
may not be le� open under normal operation.

Although the Postal Service cited the design of the 
NGDV in its reason for proposing this change to the 
handbook, there was no mention of the NGDV in the 
proposed revision. As written, the revision would ap-
ply to all postal vehicles, not just the NGDV. This would 
change the way many letter carriers have delivered 
from postal vehicles, such as the Long-Life Vehicle, for 
decades. 

Subsequently, a modi�cation was made to the NGDV’s 
design bringing it into compliance, and the proposed 
revisions have been rescinded. See my January 2025  
Postal Record article for more information on this topic.

I will continue to provide updates on these impor-
tant matters. Be sure to read my article each month and 
visit nalc.org for the latest information.

Changes in conflict (continued)
(continued from page 34)

They put their plan in writ-
ing. We read the plan and 
knew it was coming. Here it 

is. The retirement cuts proposed 
in Project 2025 (the Trump ad-
ministration transition plan) that 
I discussed in my September/
October 2024 article have reared 
their ugly, anti-worker heads. To 
me, this is a slap in the face to 
every active employee. It breaks 
the promise and alters the ben-
e�ts that we accepted when 
starting this job. This proposal 
should have everyone up in arms 
and calling their senators. 

Let’s take a look at the cuts. As 
part of the budget reconciliation 

process, the House Committee on Oversight and Ac-
countability passed a measure that drastically reduces 
Federal Employees Retirement System (FERS) bene�ts 
while increasing employees’ contributions. The mea-
sure has three components. 

First, the measure increases the contribution rate for 
existing employees up to 4.4 percent of the base pay. 
This means that active employees who were hired prior 
to 2013, who currently contribute 0.8 percent, would 
suddenly have to pay an additional 3.6 percent of 
their base pay. For a top-step carrier at approximately 
$80,000, this amounts to a $2,880 pay cut. This pay 
cut on its own could be devastating for those on a tight 
budget, but the fact that the measure also proposes to 
reduce the retirement bene�ts is crazy.

The second component is to eliminate the Special An-
nuity Supplement. The supplement is a vital component 
to help people retire prior to age 62, and it’s available 
only to those at their Minimum Retirement Age (usually 
referred to as the MRA) with 30 years of service, or age 
60 with 20 years of service. The supplement isn’t just 
handed out to everyone willy-nilly. We don’t sit behind a 
desk. Carrying mail to age 62 a�er decades of hard labor 
wears down the body and is no easy task. This proposal 
also ignores the history of FERS. When lawmakers were 
bargaining over the bene�ts of FERS, the reduced, or 
“diet” cost-of-living adjustment was the tradeo� FERS 
employees paid to get the supplement. And now Repub-
licans want to remove the supplement as well. 

The third component is to change the high-3 average 
salary to a high-5 average salary. This variable is part 

Dan
Toth

July 2025

Director of 
City Delivery




