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GUIDELINES FOR THE RELOCATION, CLOS-
ING, CONSOLIDATION OR CONSTRUCTION
OF POST OFFICES

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 7, 1999

U.S. SENATE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL SECURITY,
PROLIFERATION AND FEDERAL SERVICES
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m. in room
608, Senate Dirksen Building, Hon. Thad Cochran (Chairman of
the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Cochran, Akaka, and Stevens

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. The Subcommittee will please come to order.

Today our Subcommittee meets to conduct a hearing on the sub-
ject of relocation, closing, consolidation or construction of post of-
fices. We had promised Senators Baucus and Jeffords we would
have a hearing that would also consider legislation they had intro-
duced, S. 556, the Post Office Community Partnership Act of 1999.1
They will appear and be our first witnesses.

We have another panel of witnesses, including Howard Foust,
who is President of the National Association of Postmasters of the
United States, Retired; Richard Moe, President of the National
Trust for Historic Preservation; Hon. Edward J. Derwinski, who is
Legislative Consultant to the National League of Postmasters; and
Rudolph Umscheid, Vice President of Facilities for the U.S. Postal
Service, who is accompanied by Fred Hintenach, Manager, Retail
Operations Support, U.S. Postal Services.

We are pleased to have here the distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii, Ranking Member of our Subcommittee, and the former Chair-
man of this Subcommittee for many years, Senator Ted Stevens of
Alaska. I will be happy to yield to Senators for any comments or
opening statements they might have at this point.

Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Nothing right now, Mr. Chairman.

Senator COCHRAN. Senator Stevens.

1Copy of the bill, S. 556, appears in the Appendix on page 88.
(1)
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
Senator Akaka. I am pleased you are holding these hearings, and
I hope it will give us a chance to review the proposals that are be-
fore us. I ask that my statement appear in the record in full, if that
can be done.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, so ordered.

[The prepared statement of Senator Stevens follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR STEVENS

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I am pleased that we are holding hearings on the issue
of post office closing and relocation. The last time this issue arose it was offered
as an amendment to the FY99 Treasury, Postal and General Government Appro-
priations Bill in July 1998. As you will recall, the provision was later removed in
conference. I voted to table the amendment when it was offered on the floor and
I am still concerned about the impact that the measure would have on the oper-
ations of the Postal Service.

The proposal in the House, H.R. 670, and the proposed Senate bill, S. 556, would
dramatically impair the ability of the Postal Service to expand and renovate postal
facilities across the United States. In my State alone the Postal Service has identi-
fied and scheduled 32 facilities for replacement. According to a September Postal
Service memo, all but one of the proposed Alaska facilities has been approved for
funding, and of the 32 facilities slated for construction, 29 have identified sites in
each of the communities. In all of the communities, sites were selected with the
input and agreement of community leaders. I have some examples of how the Postal
Service has sought to accommodate the desires of local communities:

Bethel—A division in the opinions of local community members led the Postal
Service to arrange several community meetings, including meetings with the Cham-
ber of Commerce, the City Council and the Senior Citizens Group. In this case, the
Postal Service is still working with the community to finalize the site selection proc-
ess;

Akiachak—The Postal Service signed a lease on an existing building, the design
for the building was completed and solicitation for the construction was finalized.
The village then decided they would rather have the building put to another use.
The Postal Service agreed to cancel the lease on the building and is currently look-
ing at an alternate site for the Post Office;

Tununak—The Postal Service is currently working on the fourth site rec-
ommended by the community because of ownership and flooding problems with the
first three sites.

In addition to meeting with community leaders on each of the site selections, the
Postal Service must go through several agency reviews to make certain that they
are in compliance with all of the local, regional and State requirements. In Alaska,
the Postal Service meets with: the State Department of Environmental Conservation
for an Alaska Coastal Zone Management review; the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
for wetlands designations and permits to construct in wetlands; the State Historical
Preservation Office; the State Fire Marshall and local municipal offices, in addition
to having local archaeological investigations and reviews. Trying to organize these
meetings and reviews is complicated by the fact that our construction season in
Alaska is only 4 months long. If the Postal Service is not able to proceed in a timely
manner, projects could get pushed back an entire year.

The language of S. 556 does not take into account the short construction season
in Alaska. S. 556 provides “any person served by the Post Office” 30 days to offer
alternatives for relocation, closing, consolidation, or construction. The bill then
would provide the Postal Rate Commission an additional 120 days to make a deter-
mination on the relocation, closing, consolidation or construction. That means a con-
struction of a Post Office can be delayed at a minimum by 150 days, or 5 months,
from the beginning of the process to the end. After all the conversations with com-
munity leaders and legislative bodies, a single person served by a Post Office in
Alaska could halt the construction or relocation of a new facility during the short-
ened construction season, costing the Postal Service and the residents of that com-
munity another year in getting a new or improved Post Office.

The proposed legislation also requires the Postal Service to “respond to all of the
alternative proposals” of individuals served by the Post Office in a single report.
With approximately 40,000 Post Offices nationwide, requiring the Postal Service to
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respond to all alternative proposals could dramatically impede the Postal Service’s
effort to operate an efficient mail delivery system.

There are stories of past efforts by the Postal Service to close or refurbish facili-
ties against the wishes of the local community. However, I am advised that the
Postal Service has adopted regulations to fix the problems. The community relations
regulations published in May 1999 contain provisions stating that it is the policy
of the Postal Service to comply with local planning and zoning requirements and
to have community involvement in the decision making process.

In some cases, the Postal Service may have acted in a manner that some individ-
uals did not appreciate. However, legislation that dramatically slows the Postal
Service’s ability to expand and maintain its operations may be heavy-handed in
light of recent internal policy and regulatory changes. Remember, the Postal Service
is not an entity supported by taxpayers—it is supported by rate payers. If Congress
wants to reinstitute the oppressive interferences with postal operations that existed
before the Postal Reform Act of 1970, this bill is a good place to start. It’s costly,
inefficient, and allows one or more people to dictate to a national entity that rate
payers support.

S. 556 starts from the premise that further regulation of the Postal Service is re-
quired. That is a false premise.

Senator STEVENS. The proposal that is before the House, House
bill, H.R. 670, and the Senate bill, S. 556, would dramatically im-
pair the ability of Postal Services to expand and renovate the post-
al facilities across the country, in my judgment. In my State alone,
the Postal Service has identified and scheduled 32 facilities for re-
placement. According to a September postal memo from the Postal
Service, that is, all but one of the proposed Alaska facilities has
been approved for funding, and of the 32 facilities slated for con-
striuc‘(ciion, 29 have identified sites in each of the communities in-
volved.

In all of the communities, sites were selected with the input and
agreement of community leaders. I have some examples of how the
Postal Service has sought to accommodate the desires of those local
communities, and my statement goes in depth into the activities of
the Postal Service in Bethel, Allakaket, and Tuntutuliak. In each
one of these very remote areas, it is essential that the feelings of
the local people be listened to and that they be sought out and that
agreement is reached. Primarily because they know the cir-
cumstances, they know where the flooding is, they know where the
paths the people take, the older people take.

And in each of the communities where the site selection took
place, the Postal Service has gone through several different agen-
cies to make sure they are in compliance with local, regional and
State requirements. In Alaska, the Postal Service meets with the
State Department of Environmental Conservation for the Alaska
Coastal Zone Management Review, the U.S. Corps of Engineers for
wetlands designations and the permits for construction in wet-
lands, the State historical preservation office, the State fire mar-
shall and the local municipal offices, in addition to having local ar-
chaeological investigations review. And they meet with the tribal
leaders in areas where there are native people.

Trying to organize these meetings and reviews is complicated by
the fact that our construction season in Alaska is only 4 months
long. If the Postal Service is not able to proceed in a timely man-
ner, projects get pushed back an entire year.

The language of S. 556 does not take into account the short con-
struction season in States like mine. It provides any person served
by the Post Office 30 days to offer alternatives for relocation, clos-
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ing, consolidation or construction. The bill then provides for the
Postal Rate Commission 120 days to make a determination on the
relocation, closing, consolidation or construction. That means a
minimum delay of 150 days. Again, I say, in a State like ours, one-
fifth the size of the United States, totally dependent upon climate
for construction seasons, that is just too long.

I do believe that the requirement of this legislation that the Post-
al Service respond to all other alternative proposals of individuals
served by the Post Office in a single report is just extremely bur-
densome. There are approximately 40,000 post offices nationwide.
Requiring the Postal Service to respond to all alternative proposals
could really impeded the Postal Service’s operation of an efficient
mail service.

There are other reasons that I state here in my prepared state-
ment, Mr. Chairman. But I want to say, I think we all know that
at times, because of personalities and other circumstances, the
Postal Service may act in a manner that some individuals in an
area might disagree with. It is a difficult thing for them to deal
with. The Postal Service, we have got to remember, is not an entity
supported any longer by the taxpayers. It is supported by the rate-
payers.

If Congress wants to reinstitute the oppressive interferences with
postal operations that existed before the Postal Reform Act of 1970,
this bill is a good place to start, in my opinion. It is costly, ineffi-
cient, allows one or more people to dictate to a national entity that
the ratepayers support, contrary to the agreements with local peo-
ple made after proper consultation.

I think that S. 556 starts from the premise that further regula-
tion of the Postal Service is required by the Congress. To me, that
is a false premise. Thank you very much.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Akaka.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR AKAKA

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you for having this hearing. I also want to welcome our wit-
nesses that will appear before this Subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, approximately seven million customers a day
transact business at post offices. We expect timely delivery of the
mail 6 days a week. And the Postal Service has not disappointed
us. That is saying a lot about the Postal Service.

Given the regularity of delivery and the millions of daily post of-
fice visits, it is no wonder that we view our local post office as a
cornerstone of our communities. Many small towns, like their larg-
er counterparts, developed around a post office where the post-
master served as the town’s only link to the Federal Government.

However, there are a number of small post offices where annual
revenue is lower than annual operating costs, impacting overall
revenue within the Postal Service. In order to protect small post of-
fices, The Postal Reorganization Act of 1970 prohibited closing a
small facility solely for operating at a deficit.

I hope today’s hearing will shed light on how decisions are made
to close a post office, what guidelines the Service must follow in
carrying out the determination, and what rights communities have
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in the decision making process. I am interested to learn how S. 556
will assist downtown post offices, preserve the historical buildings
and what differences there are between that bill and the year-old
regulations issued by the Postal Service.

As the Service meets the challenges of the 21st Century, it must
not lose sight of the needs of all its communities. The Postal Serv-
ice should be proud of its accomplishments, including its new 94
percent delivery record. However, we must not forget small town
America, which has given so much to our country. I look forward
to hearing from our panelists, who I hope will assist us in finding
a balanced and fair resolution to these issues.

Senator Levin is testifying before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Mr. Chairman, this afternoon, and may not be able to join
us.
I also ask that my full statement be made a part of the record
aF S\:s/ell as a resolution by the National League of Cities in support
of S. 556.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, so ordered.

[The prepared statement of Senator Akaka and the referenced
resolution follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR AKAKA

I am pleased that we are holding today’s hearing in order to provide our col-
leagues, the senior Senators from Montana and Vermont, the Postal Service, and
other interested parties an opportunity to discuss S. 556, the Post Office and Com-
munity Partnership Act of 1999. We are all familiar with the legislative history of
this bill, which is nearly identical to an amendment included in the Senate’s fiscal
year 1999 Treasury/Postal Appropriations bill. That amendment, like S. 556, would
establish guidelines for the relocation, closing, or consolidation of post offices. Al-
though the amendment was not included in the final appropriations legislation,
there was overwhelming support for its inclusion.

The Postal Service estimates that seven million customers a day transact business
at post offices. Moreover, we expect timely delivery of the mail 6 days a week—and
the Postal Service does not disappoint us. Given the regularity of mail delivery and
the number of Americans visiting post offices daily, it is no wonder that we have
come to view our local post office as a touchstone of our community. Like their larg-
er counterparts, many small towns developed around a post office where the post-
master served as the town’s only link to the Federal Government.

Throughout the country, there are a number of small post offices where annual
postal revenue is lower than annual operating costs. This imbalance impacts overall
revenue within the Postal Service. However, in order to protect small post offices,
the Postal Reorganization Act of 1970 prohibited closing a small facility solely for
operating at a deficit. Congress further amended the Act in 1976 by placing a tem-
porary moratorium on additional closings and prohibited closing facilities serving 35
or more families. Although the moratorium was temporary, the amendments estab-
lished specific guidelines by which the Postal Service must review the impact a clos-
ing would have on a community, the employees of the facility, and economic savings
realized from a closure. Added to these guidelines are the new 1998 regulations,
which we will discuss today that establish procedures by which the Service notifies
local citizens and public officials of facilities projects and solicits and considers com-
munity concerns before making final decision relating to expansion, relocation, or
new construction.

It is my hope that today’s hearing will shed light on how the Postal Service de-
cides to close a post office, what guidelines the Service must follow in carrying out
that determination, and what rights do communities have in the decision-making
Frocess. I will also want to review how contract stations are impacted by these regu-
ations.

I am interested to learn how S. 556 would assist downtown post offices and pre-
serve historical buildings and what differences there are between that bill and the
year-old regulations issued by the Postal Service. I am pleased that we have with
us today in addition to Senator Baucus and Senator Jeffords, the president of the
National Association of Postmasters, Postmasters Retired, the president of the Na-



6

tional Trust for Historic Preservation, and my former colleague Congressman
Derwinski, representing the National League of Postmasters.

As the Postal Service meets the challenges of the 21st Century, it must not lose
sight of the its responsibility to the needs of all customers—especially those living
in small towns and rural communities. The Postal Service should be proud of its
accomplishments, but I do not want the Service to forget small town America that
has given so much to our country. I look forward to working with you all to find
a fair resolution to the issues we will discuss today.

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE “POST
OFFICE COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999”

WHEREAS, the United States Postal Service (USPS) is not required to abide by
local zoning codes; and

WHEREAS, the USPS is not always required to consult with a community regard-
ing public concerns about any proposals to renovate, relocate, close or
consolidate its physical facilities; and

WHEREAS, post office closings and relocations are occurring in several small and
rural communities across the United States without valuable input and
comments from the residents of those communities; and

WHEREAS, this disregard of community laws and values can result in the physical
decline of an area within a community, as well as increase community
economic and social costs both directly and indirectly,; and

WHEREAS, post offices which remain located in downtowns can be critical ele-
ments in the restoration, revitalization and continued vibrancy of these
areas; and

WHEREAS, downtown communities must have the opportunity to influence their
futures, and must have the necessary input into USPS decisions that
affect their communities.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the National League of Cities sup-
ports congressional action on the Post Office Community Partnership
Act of 1999, which would require the U.S. Postal Service to cooperate
with local governments when planning to restore, replace, close or re-
locate a postal facility.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National League of Cities supports the goals
of this legislation, which include: (1) allowing communities the oppor-
tunity to offer alternatives to Postal Service plans to restore, replace,
close or relocate postal facilities; (2) creating an atmosphere of co-
operation between communities and the Postal Service to enhance the
best interests of all involved in these decisions; and (3) strengthening
the federal-local ties of the Postal Service and helping to preserve the
downtowns of this Nation’s communities.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much.

Let me welcome our distinguished colleagues, Senator Baucus
and Senator Jeffords. We appreciate your being here and serving
as our lead-off panel for this hearing. The Senators are authors of
legislation which is the subject of today’s hearing, S. 556, the Post
Office Community Partnership Act of 1999.

We appreciate your being here, and ask you to please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,! A U.S. SENATOR

FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, first let me begin by thanking
you for agreeing to this hearing. We appreciated it when you

1The prepared statement of Senator Jeffords with additional statements submitted for the
record appears in the Appendix on page 35.



7

agreed to hold the hearing and appreciate it even more now that
we are here.

I also appreciate your Subcommittee’s interest in the subject, and
look forward to listening to the witnesses.

There is much talk in the news today about revitalizing our
downtowns and encouraging smart growth. Local post offices are
important tenants in any vibrant downtown. A recent article in
USA Today cited a 1993 study that found 80 percent of people who
shopped downtown planned their trip around a visit to the post of-
fice.

About 2 years ago, there was an obvious increase in construction
activity on the part of the Postal Service in Vermont. Decisions
were being made by officials that were having profound effects on
Vermont’s villages and downtowns, with little or no input from the
people living in those communities as to whether what the Postal
Service was planning to do was a good idea.

In response to this activity, and similar stories from around the
country, Senator Baucus and I began examining this issue. S. 556,
the Post Office and Community Partnership Act of 1999, is a result
of our efforts, and the input of postmasters and historic preserva-
tionists and many other local officials. Our bill would enable com-
munities to have a say when the Postal Service decides that their
local post office will be closed, relocated, or consolidated.

Members of the Subcommittee may ask why legislation is nec-
essary. A few years ago, the General Store on the Green at
Perkinsville, Vermont, went bankrupt, and the adjacent post office
wanted to leave the small village center for a new building outside
of town. By the time the community was aware of the relocation,
plans were so far along that there was no time to fully investigate
alternatives. In fairness to the Postal Service, since the issuance of
their new rules in 1998, they have worked very closely with a num-
ber of Vermont communities on postal location issues.

What I think the Postal Service has learned in Vermont is the
one-size-fits-all approach to community needs just doesn’t work.
While Vermonters recognize that the Postal Service has to be con-
venient, safe and efficient, the building and site standards of the
Postal Service are sometimes at odds with the goal of strength-
ening downtowns. Specifications for ceiling heights, flooring mate-
rials, loading docks, parking spaces and so on have all been stand-
ardized. The standard model prescribed by the Postal Service is es-
sentially a “suburban” model.

The easiest way to meet the specifications is to build a new
building. These specifications are often very difficult or impossible
to meet either in existing buildings or newly constructed facilities
within Vermont’s villages and downtowns. For example, in one
Vermont community, the Postal Service is proposing to rehabilitate
an historic building and construct a large addition. An admirable
idea. But the preliminary site plan also shows the demolition of a
number of the neighboring buildings in order to create the parking
truck access required by the Postal Service’s specifications.

Although the Postal Service has followed its new community no-
tification process in Vermont, and it has kept State officials and
legislators up to date on current projects, it is still critical that the
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process be enacted into Federal law and an appeals process, which
is not currently in the Postal Service rules, be mandated.

Mr. Chairman, I hope to work with you to enact S. 556 or similar
legislation, which will require the Postal Service to abide by local
zoning laws, Federal rules for historic preservation and the wishes
of local communities concerning the relocation, closing, consolida-
tion of construction of new post offices.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for giving me this opportunity
to share my views with the Subcommittee. I ask that my full state-
ment be made a part of the record.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Thank you, Senator Jeffords.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Senator COCHRAN. Senator Baucus.

TESTIMONY OF HON. MAX BAUCUS,! A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MONTANA

Senator BAucus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ask that my full
statement be included in the record, and I will be brief.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, so ordered.

Senator BAucuUSs. Mr. Chairman, this is a no-brainer. All we are
saying is that whenever the Postal Service wants to build, remodel,
reconstruct a post office, that at least the local folks have a chance
to say what the remodeling, what the reconstruction, and where
the replacement might be. That is purely and simply what this is.

And I stumbled across this, Mr. Chairman, because in my State,
and I think this is true in a lot of other States, what I described
is just not the case. That is, as Senator Jeffords mentioned, it
seems that the Postal Service kind of has its cookie cutter, one-
size-fits-all, particularly in small towns, the Postal Service, in their
interest of efficiency, says, well, there’s a downtown post office,
maybe it needs renovation, whatever, let’s close it, and we’ll build
a new modern facility on the outskirts, on the edge of town, outside
of town.

And without consulting people of their plans, they just, lo and be-
hold—after property is purchased and maybe construction begun—
the local folks start hearing about it after the fact. Then it is usu-
ally too late, and they have to create a big fuss, a big storm in
order to have themselves heard.

These are people who obviously want to have efficient delivery of
mail. We all do. They just like the downtown post office, because
it is a community center, it’s a community hub. It’s part of the cul-
ture of their communities. They are not averse to remodeling it or
maybe relocating the post office in a way that makes sense both
to the community spirit and for the efficiency of the Postal Serv-
ices. It’s just that they don’t like, correctly, being stiffed, being just
told, this is the way it is, lock, stock and barrel.

I can give you an example. In Livingston, Montana, we were hav-
ing this problem. The Postal Service was going to close down the
downtown post office, an historic building, it’s a wonderful old
building, lots of culture and feel and great architectural history to
it. The people just didn’t want it closed. That’s where lots of people

1The prepared statement of Senator Baucus appears in the Appendix on page 50.
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gathered in downtown Livingston, go to the post office, and check
their mail. It’s like the old commons in New England days.

But the post office said, no, we're just going to close it down, and
we’re going to build a new post office on the edge of town, which
is very hard, nobody can walk to it, very few could, it was efficient
because then the postal trucks could come in and out.

Well, I just happened to be in Livingston 1 day and was talking
to various people. And it dawned on me, gee, Max, why don’t you
go over to the post office and just find out what this big controversy
is all about. Just because it’s part of your job, to figure these things
out.

I walked over to the post office, in a very congenial, friendly way,
and asked if I could look inside the post office, back behind the
boxes, to see what it’s like and how decrepit it is or isn’t, and just
get a sense of things. “Oh, no, you can’t come in. You can’t come
in our post office,” I was told.

I said, “Well, I just want to look, that’s all.” “No, you can’t come
in.” So I said very politely, in a very friendly way, “Gee, I'd like
to see inside the post office.” He said, “Well, we’re going to have
to check with our headquarters.”

So for 45 minutes I stood outside the post office, and people
started to gather, “Max, what’s going on here.” The press started
to come. I said, “I'm just trying to walk inside and see what the
post office is all about.”

Well, finally, 45 minutes later, I got the word that I could walk
in, with only one staff person, we could go inside the post office.
I said, “Well, OK, I designate so and so to be my staff person.” It
was a local reporter. So we went in and looked around. It was no
big deal. We saw the loading docks, it was a little bit crowded.

The long and the short of it is that the community and the Postal
Service reached an accommodation where some of the postal serv-
ices were moved to a new location.

But this is just one example in my State. There are many other
examples in my State. One is Red Lodge, Montana. Same thing. Lo
and behold, the folks find that the property was purchased by the
Postal Service at the edge of town to build a new post office. Well,
that raised a big stink about it, and finally were able to put the
kibosh on that one.

Another example is in Whitefish, Montana, and Augusta, Mon-
tana. I have a letter I can read to you, Mr. Chairman, which basi-
cally is a business person in Augusta, Montana, saying the down-
town has just changed, it’s not what it was, because they moved
the post office away from downtown, built a new one on the edge
of town. And they didn’t have to do that, they didn’t tell us in ad-
vance. We didn’t know anything about it until it was done.

So I just want to emphasize the main point that the Senator
from Alaska made. People should be involved in the determination
of remodeling and location of their post offices. They shouldn’t have
the final say, they shouldn’t have the total say, and they don’t
want the final say or the total say. They just want to be considered,
to be able to have significant say in the future of their downtown.

Now, we all know that sometimes there is tax policy which ad-
versely affects downtown America. Sometimes it’s other actions
that affect downtown America. Well, we certainly shouldn’t have a
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Postal Service adversely affecting downtown America. Because a lot
of communities, as you well know, Mr. Chairman, are fighting to
keep their local business district, their shopping centers there. And
I am not saying that the local business district should always win
as opposed to the mall people. I am just saying that the community
itself ought to have a say in what the determination is.

We brought this bill up, Mr. Chairman, on the Treasury Postal
Service, post office appropriations bill. And on a tabling motion, the
tabling motion to delete this provision, lost 21 to 76. There is
strong, overwhelming support for this provision. It is therefore in
the conference, but the conferees took it out, against the wishes of
two-thirds, three-quarters, virtually, of members of the Senate.

There may be some ways to work with this bill, tweak it a little
bit here and there, and Senator Stevens raised a point about delay.
We are more than willing to work with the Subcommittee to try to
find a way to deal with his concerns.

But the main point I make is, it’s a no-brainer. Local folks should
have the ability to have a legitimate say in their downtowns. And
certainly a local post office is part of that. The relocation or remod-
eling of a post office is part of that determination

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Akaka, do you have any questions of these witnesses?

Senator AKAKA. No.

Senator COCHRAN. Let me thank you for suggesting that the
hearing be held. At the time we agreed to have the hearing, we de-
cided we would make the subject of the hearing not only the legis-
lation which you have introduced, but the guidelines that have
been promulgated by the Postal Service. Last year the Postal Serv-
ice began to implement new regulations on this subject. Today we
have a panel of witnesses to explain those regulations, how they
are being followed, and what the effect of this legislation would be
on t(}ile regulations and the communities where post offices are lo-
cated.

We appreciate your input and your presence here. Thank you
very much.

Senator Baucus. If I might, Mr. Chairman, I think I can speak
for my good friend from Vermont here and say that the regulations,
it’s good to have regulations, but they can always be changed. I just
think that people have a right by law to have some reasonable say.
Not total, not absolute, not unnecessarily delay the process, but by
law, have the right to determine reasonably their downtowns.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much.

Senator BAucuUS. Thank you.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.

Senator COCHRAN. If our panel of witnesses that I announced at
the beginning of the hearing would please come forward, we will
start with Howard Foust, who is President of the National Associa-
tion of Postmasters of the United States, Retired. Then we will
hear from Richard Moe, President of the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation. Then the Hon. Edward J. Derwinski, who is
Legislative Consultant to the National League of Postmasters. And
then Rudolph Umscheid, Vice President of Facilities for the U.S.
Postal Service. He is accompanied by Fred Hintenach, Manager,
Retail Operations Support, U.S. Postal Services.
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Welcome, and we ask you, Mr. Foust, to please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF HOWARD FOUST,! PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES, RE-
TIRED

Mr. Fousrt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator Akaka. I ap-
preciate being here today.

I am Howard Foust, President of the National Association of
Postmasters of the United States, Postmasters Retired, NAPUS.
Prior to retiring, I served as postmaster of Plain City, Ohio, for 28
years. NAPUS represents more than 43,000 active and retired post-
masters throughout the Nation. Thank you for giving us the oppor-
tunity to share our views regarding postal closures.

Furthermore, postmasters want to thank you for highlighting S.
556, the Post Office Community Partnership Act. The measures in-
troduced by Senator Baucus and Senator Jeffords would help to ad-
dress a serious threat to the future of small and rural communities
throughout the United States. It is important to recall that last
year, the Senate passed by voice vote a provision similar to S. 556.

Mr. Chairman, while postmasters recognize that demographic
changes often necessitate operational modification for certain com-
munities, NAPUS opposes the arbitrary, closing, consolidating and
suspension of post offices. To investigate the soundness of such ac-
tion, NAPUS created the Committee for the Preservation of a His-
toric Universal Postal Service. It is a delegation composed of
knowledgeable retired postmasters.

The committee monitors the action of the Postal Service man-
agers to make sure that the proper procedures are followed regard-
ing post office closings, including suspension and consolidation. At
the conclusion of its investigation, the group reports its findings to
the NAPUS national office and shares the results with the Postal
Service.

While this unofficial procedure is helpful, NAPUS believes that
the most effective way to curtain unwarranted suspensions is
through enactment of S. 556. Mr. Chairman, approximately 500
post offices are presently under temporary emergency suspension.
Two hundred and twenty of these post offices have been tempo-
rarily suspended for more than 5 years. That does not sound like
temporary to me.

NAPUS believes that the Postal Service has no intention of ever
reopening most of these facilities. Citizens and businesses and local
officials of the communities affected by suspension have concluded
that the Postal Service has elected to circumvent the Postal Reor-
ganization Act procedure for closing a post office by using the sus-
pension ploy. The Postal Service should have followed the Postal
Reorganization Act stipulated procedure regarding closures.

I would like to focus on a provision of S. 556 that would help to
safeguard postal services throughout the Nation by putting the
brake on misuse of suspensions. That is, section 2(b)(12) of the bill
would ensure that if a post office is closed, it is closed for the right
reason, and that proper procedures are followed. In sum, S. 556

1The prepared statement of Mr. Foust, with a list of closed or suspended post offices, appears
in the Appendix on page 52.
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would prevent the Postal Service from misusing the right to sus-
pend postal services, limit such action to real emergencies and
guarantee that such actions are temporary.

Let me explain what is supposed to occur when the Postal Serv-
ice must temporarily suspend a postal operation at a particular of-
fice. The Postal Service must first declare that an emergency exists
and that it is a threat to the health and welfare and safety of post-
al employees or customers or security of the mail. Such situations
include natural disasters or lease termination.

Then the district manager is required to notify the postal head-
quarters of the suspension and must notify customers of the reason
of the suspension, as well as an alternative location to receive post-
al services. Within 6 months, the district manager must decide
whether to reopen the post office or begin a study to decide wheth-
er to permanently close it.

However, postal regulations do not establish a time limit for the
completion of such a study. As a consequence, the Postal Service
may institute a temporary suspension of postal service without a
time limit. S. 556 helps to protect small communities from the mis-
guided decisions by postal officials from initiating so-called tem-
porary emergency suspension of post office operations. By limiting
the temporary suspension to 180 days, this would help guarantee
that the temporary suspensions are truly temporary, and are a re-
sult of an emergency situation.

As T stated earlier, the current law provides a specific procedure
through the Postal Rate Commission should the Postal Service de-
cide to close a specific post office. Yet no such procedure is required
to invoke a temporary emergency suspension. As a result, the Post-
al Service has found that it is much easier to suspend an office
rather than close it. S. 556 helps to remedy the misuse of Postal
Service suspension power.

The expiration of a post office lease and the retirement of a local
postmaster is a predictable event. Six months is enough time to lo-
cate a suitable site to replace the former one. Furthermore, the de-
cision of the Postal Service to disregard the maintenance of older
post offices and leaving the physical plant in disrepair should not
be misused as a basis for suspension.

In rural and suburban communities around the Nation, post-
masters serve a vital link between the Federal Government and
citizens and small businesses. The suspension of full service postal
operations disrupts the vital link and interferes with the commu-
nication and commerce within these much overlooked areas of the
country.

In conclusion, a 1997 General Accounting Office report estab-
lished that post offices under emergency temporary suspension af-
fect customers in much the same way as post offices that are offi-
cially closed, and that the service from those offices are also no
longer available. NAPUS believes that the law should reorganize
these back.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a list of all the offices that
have been closed back from 1982, and I would like to submit them
for part of the record, sir.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much for that information.
We will make that list a part of the record. We appreciate your
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being here. I know you were postmaster of Plain City, Ohio in
1966, when you were appointed. You have served as an officer in
your association for a good number of years. And we appreciate
your being here.

Mr. FousT. Thank you.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Moe is representing the National Trust
for Historic Preservation. I know you have a fairly lengthy state-
ment, and I would encourage you to make summary comments
from that. We will print the entire statement in the record. We are
glad you are here. It is good to see you. You may proceed.

TESTIMONY OF RICHARD MOE,! PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
TRUST FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Mr. MoE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you very much
for holding this hearing on this very important issue.

Let me just say that we at the National Trust have a very high
regard for the Postal Service for many reasons. Among them, they
are the stewards of more than 850 historic structures. They have
more historic structures in their inventory than any other Federal
entity, except the Interior Department. And for the most part, they
are very good stewards of those structures.

This is a complicated issue. I don’t think there is a simple solu-
tion to it. But I would like to comment on several aspects of it. I
would like to make two very simple points, Mr. Chairman. One, the
importance of downtowns to communities and the role that post of-
fices play in strengthening downtowns, and two, the distinction
that’s been made at the Postal Service between closings and reloca-
tions. Because I think that really gets to the heart of this matter.

The National Trust has been involved in trying to sustain the vi-
ability of downtowns for a long time through our Main Street Pro-
gram, which you may be familiar with. Over 20 years, we have
been involved in 1,500 communities all over the country, working
with businessmen and businesswomen to strengthen the viability
and the economic strength of downtowns.

We have learned a lot about downtowns in that process, what
makes them work and what hurts them. One of the things that
really is essential to a strong and viable downtown, we’ve found,
is a post office. Because a post office is more than just a simple eco-
nomic facility. It is also a social gathering place in many cases, it’s
the glue that holds a community together. Small businessmen rely
on it very heavily.

Senator Jeffords made a reference to a study we did in Iowa a
few years ago, which did show that 80 percent of the people coming
downtown did so in large part to visit the post office. It’s really a
magnet that brings people to the downtown and that holds people
together.

So we feel very strongly that downtowns cannot survive, first of
all, communities cannot survive without strong downtowns, and
downtowns cannot survive without a post office. It is unlike any
other institution or entity that you will find in a downtown. It
plays a unique role in every community.

1The prepared statement of Mr. Moe appears in the Appendix on page 64.
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I think that is manifested by the very large number of calls and
letters that you are getting and that we are getting and that really
brought this issue to the fore.

When a post office leaves the downtown, economic deterioration
almost inevitably follows. In many cases, you can mark the begin-
ning of the deterioration of a downtown from the time that the post
office closed and left.

Let me just comment briefly, if I may, on the distinction that’s
been made in the practice of the Postal Service between closings
and relocations. The 1976 Act deals with closings and consolida-
tions, and I think does so in a pretty thoughtful way. There are
procedures and safeguards and consultative requirements built into
that 1976 Act that I think have worked pretty well for the most
part. But that only applies to instances in which post offices are
being closed.

The Postal Service chosen not to apply those same procedures
and safeguards to instances where they want to relocate the post
office from the downtown to an outlying area, even though the im-
pact on the downtown is the same—the post office is gone. My very
simple point here is that the safeguards and procedures that are
now applied to closings should be applied at least to relocations, be-
cause they have the same devastating impact on downtown. And as
the two Senators mentioned, the community has a huge stake in
these decisions. And the community ought to have a chance to par-
ticipate in these decisions.

It was only after this issue became public and after there were
a number of articles printed on it and television stories broadcast
that the Postal Service started to address it. It was only after the
legislation, S. 556, was introduced in the last Congress that the
Postal Service issued guidelines and promulgated regulations.
That’s a step in the right direction, and I commend them for it.

But it doesn’t go anywhere near as far as it should. And it
doesn’t go as far as the Congress went in 1976 in dealing with the
closings. We would strongly urge that you take steps to remedy the
gap that now exists in the law between closings and relocations.

What happens here is that the Postal Service often makes these
decisions about relocations in private. And even now, under the
new regulations, they only give the community 7 days to react, it
is my understanding. A very short period of time, but it’s a fait
accompli. It’s very hard for communities, many of whom want to
offer free land or offer whatever help they can to keep the post of-
fices downtown, to do so in that constrained time period.

So I would again urge that you take a look at this and try to use
the framework of the legislation that’s been introduced and which
is supported, I should say, by the National Association of Gov-
ernors, by the U.S. Conference of Mayors, and by the U.S. League
of Cities, virtually everybody who is focused on the viability of com-
munities which are suffering from a lot of threats these days to try
to keep communities strong. Everybody who’s looked at it knows
that the role of a post office is essential.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Moe. We appreciate your tes-
timony.
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Our next witness is the Hon. Edward Derwinski. I am pleased
to be able to welcome my friend Ed Derwinski to the Sub-
committee. When I was elected to Congress in 1972, he was serving
as a member of Congress from Illinois, and was a prominent mem-
ber of the committee that had jurisdiction over the Postal Service
and the workings of the delivery of the mail. I came to know him
and appreciate him and respect him from the beginning. He has
continued to do well in public life, serving as a member of the Cabi-
net, as Secretary of Veterans Affairs. We appreciate your taking
time to come be with us today. Welcome.

TESTIMONY OF HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI,! LEGISLATIVE
CONSULTANT, NATIONAL LEAGUE OF POSTMASTERS

Mr. DERWINSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have a very brief statement which I would ask to be inserted
into the record on the position of the National League of Post-
masters.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, it will be.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I might add, Mr. Chairman, that I remember
when you and Senator Akaka arrived in the House of Representa-
tives as youngsters. I have witnessed in both cases a remarkable
career you've had. You can imagine the feeling of awe I have ap-
pearing before you this afternoon. [Laughter.]

I will be brief and just make one or two points. First, the Na-
tional League of Postmasters supports the efforts of the Postal
Service to solve these problems within their current jurisdiction
and regulations. We believe that they can do it. We believe that,
as the gentleman to my right noted, that they became much more
concerned with this problem when this legislation was introduced.
I think it is possible for Senator Baucus and Congressman
Blumenauer in the House to take the same position that Senator
Aiken took at the time during the Vietnam War, when he sug-
gested to President Johnson that we just declare that we had won
and we’re coming home.

By making the Post Office more aware of the concern of the Con-
gress because of questions raised by constituents in communities,
the Post Office has responded. And we in the National League of
Postmasters want to cooperate with their positive efforts. Mr.
Umscheid has a very impressive testimony for you, and I would
highly commend it to you.

We're always concerned, representing as we do the postmasters,
that consolidations and closings reach the heart of the Postal Serv-
ice. Their mission is to serve every American, universal mail serv-
ice. That’s a dedication, and that’s a dedication that’s shown, I be-
lieve, in the adjustments they have properly made.

I would also point out, Mr. Chairman, I have to again admit my
age, but prior to you and Senator Akaka arriving in the House, we
passed the monumental Postal Reform Act of 1969, the basic law
was known at the time as the Udall-Derwinski amendment. Our
late colleague, Mo Udall, and I sponsored that bill.

The basic intent of that bill was to remove the dead hand of poli-
tics from the Postal Service. We did so, I think, effectively. Thirty

1The prepared statement of Mr. Derwinski appears in the Appendix on page 70.
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years later, that is still the case. But the dead hand of politics I
refer to included direct involvement of the Congress in site selec-
tion and post office locations. I think as a young Congressman,
here you are, you have a new community, they are building, they
want a new post office, you are pleased to help. Then you get
caught in a battle between two aldermen and the board, both of
whom happen to be realtors and both happen to have different lo-
cations. It was a lose-lose situation.

The same at that point, if you also would recall, postmasters
were appointed by Congressmen. You had a dozen or so applicants.
You made one friend when you finally made your choice, and a
dozen enemies. A lose-lose situation.

And we recognized at the time, Postmaster General Blunt was
the man that took the bull by the horns and said, let’s get out of
politics. I'll leave the Cabinet and let the Post Office serve the pub-
lic in the best administrative manner possible, without this unfor-
tunate interference, this historic interference from Congress. In
fact, at the time, postal workers led the drive for the periodic wage
increases of Federal employees. Congress subsequently set up the
procedure where now cost of living figures are used to give the an-
nual pay adjustments. Much better system than we had when it
was politicized.

So I have to tell you quite honestly, when I look at this bill, I
think it starts that dangerous road down to eventual Congressional
involvement in site selection of postal facilities. And that was really
abused. It was a terrible system. That’s why I would recommend
that we congratulate Senator Baucus and Congressman Blum-
enauer, they have achieved their purposes, they have scared the
living bejesus out of the Postal Service. [Laughter.]

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Umscheid has lost his hair. [Laughter.]

He is the responsible officer. And I think that they should keep
their Post Office feet to the fire, hold this bill ready and if they are
unhappy with the services rendered by the Post Office, they can
come and present it to you. But I think they’ve won the battle. And
in winning the battle, they make it unnecessary to tamper with the
very effective U.S. Postal Service that our citizens enjoy.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Derwinski, for
your always enjoyable presentations, no matter what the subject.
You are certainly a person who has the experience and the creden-
tials to speak on this subject.

As you were talking about the challenge of naming postmasters,
I recalled what former Congressman John Bell Williams, who was
a predecessor, he had the seat in Congress that I held, told me. He
said it was one of the best pieces of legislation that he remembered
the Congress passing. Because his experience had been that of the
12 candidates for postmaster, you would get 11 enemies and 1 in-
grate. So he changed it a little bit from what you said. [Laughter.]

Rudolph Umscheid is Vice President of Facilities, U.S. Postal
Service. You may proceed.
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TESTIMONY OF RUDOLPH K. UMSCHEID,! VICE PRESIDENT,
FACILITIES, U.S. POSTAL SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY FRED
HINTENACH, MANAGER, RETAIL OPERATIONS SUPPORT, U.S.
POSTAL SERVICES

Mr. UMSCHEID. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for this op-
portunity to appear before the Subcommittee. I clearly recognize
that this is an extremely important issue. It’s important to the
Postal Service, it’s important to its employees. It’s particularly im-
portant to the employees who have to live and work in our infra-
structure. I know that it is also extremely important to the citizens
of this great country.

While I understand the concerns that gave rise to the proposed
legislation, I would like to share with the Subcommittee why the
Postal Service feels that it will be detrimental to the Postal Service
and to the communities we serve and will greatly curtail our ability
to provide the necessary infrastructure.

The Postal Service is one of the Nation’s largest owners and
managers of real estate, with over 37,000 buildings containing 310
million square feet of space. Our facilities handle 630 million pieces
of mail every day. Mail volume has doubled in 20 years. In fact,
for the first time in history, we will handle over 200 billion pieces
of mail this year.

This volume growth, coupled with the population growth, strains
the capacity of our facilities. Even in areas of little or no growth,
we must address issues relating to deteriorating conditions from
decades of use, as well as the need to upgrade offices when em-
ployee safety and accessibility and other problems are identified.

In an attempt to keep pace with this need, we have an annual
construction budget of $1.5 billion to $2 billion, which is a signifi-
cant investment in the communities throughout the Nation. We
complete more than 20,000 repair and alteration projects, conclude
some 8,000 lease transactions and deliver some 800 new or replace-
ment facilities each year. The Postal Service recognizes the pivotal
role our postal facilities play in towns and cities across the country,
and we understand why our customers feel that their local post of-
fice is an integral part of their community.

We are very sensitive to these concerns and want to ensure that
those served by a postal facility have input into the decisions that
could affect their community.

We believe that we have improved our performance in this area
during the past 2 years. First, with the revised policy in 1997 and
then with formal regulations, which were published in the Federal
Register and took effect in 1998. Do we have a perfect record? No,
we do not. I think as Senator Baucus pointed out, Livingston was
clearly a black eye in the process. But unfortunately, it occurred.

But I think our record overall is a good one, one that is better
than the isolated press clippings or anecdotal stories might indi-
cate.

Our regulations require that we meet with local officials and hold
a public meeting at the start of our process before any decision has
been made. We explain how our process works, including the time

1The prepared statement of Mr. Umscheid, with a list of closed or suspended post offices, ap-
pears in the Appendix on page 72.
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frame of comments, decisions and appeals, using the community
regulations handbook during discussions. With our local officials
there is a convenient brochure which discusses our partnering con-
cept to hand out at all public hearings, so that our customers un-
derstand how they can participate.

Our first priority is to remain in existing locations. In fact, since
September 1997, we have completed over 200 projects in which we
have either expanded the existing post office or moved the carrier
operation to another location, thus keeping the retail in its existing
location. We have 250 similar projects in progress, and over 150
are in the initial planning phase.

If it is not feasible to expand an existing facility, our second al-
ternative is to remain in the same vicinity. If no buildings or sites
are available, only then will we seek alternatives that may be out
of the downtown area. We also keep this community informed at
every step of the process, and anyone not satisfied with the process
can appeal to me.

In the years since these regulations have been in effect, I have
received fewer than 30 appeals. I get personally involved in these
cases, and take my responsibilities very seriously. I believe I under-
stand the balance of serving our community yet trying to preserve
our operational capabilities.

Some involve a disappointed owner of a site not selected. Some
involve a wide difference in opinion within the community as to the
best location. Even with our preference for keeping the facilities in
or near their existing locations, there are some members of the
community who simply want the post office to be near their homes
where they shop on a daily basis, so that they can combine trips.

In several appeals, I have been able to work with the local com-
munity to find a suitable solution acceptable to everybody. Such so-
lutions are not easy, nor are they fast. In one particular situation,
working with the mayor of Ashboro, North Carolina, we eventually
were able to identify and assemble a site consisting of eight sepa-
rate parcels. In brief, we successfully partnered with the commu-
nity to achieve the right solution.

And in sum, I have upheld the original decision the Postal Serv-
ice had made as being the right decision, because nothing else
would resolve the facility problem. There are instances where we
have worked for 20 years to find a site, and have yet to implement
a badly needed facility.

We also are working on a number of efforts to improve how we
work with the communities and how we can remain in the down-
town area. We have developed a training program for our real es-
tate specialists, only 105 across the entire country, to improve their
skills at public meetings. We want to be better listeners, provide
complete information, answer questions in a forthright manner, en-
gage the citizens in a positive manner. We have prepared and
issued samples of all notices and correspondence relating to this
process, so that our real estate professionals follow the policy.

In an effort to improve the likelihood that we can find alternative
space in the general vicinity of existing offices, we have relaxed our
requirements for parking in downtown areas. We can sometimes
reduce our interior space requirements in those communities that
we are not expected to experience high growth. We work with the
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communities on those exterior designs of the facility, so that it
blends in with the character of the community and with the State
historic preservation office suggestions. And when we renovate or
expand older facilities, there is no such thing as a cookie cutter de-
sign. My office also follows up on press clippings that may indicate
that there is a problem or controversy brewing.

With that background, I'd like to turn to the proposed legislation.
While it is well intended in that it certainly emphasizes input from
those served by a postal facility, we believe that it does not serve
the public or our employees.

First, in S. 556, post office relocation or new construction, which
are replacements of the existing office, are treated in the same
manner as a post office closing or consolidations, where there will
be a postal facility in a zip code area. The very deliberate and
lengthy process used when we consider closing a postal facility
takes on average 2 years from the time we begin the process until
a final decision is made. And sometimes longer if the Postal Rate
Commission sends it back for additional data.

The legislation proposes a process for a relocation or new con-
struction that would take up to 18 months or longer for a decision
before a site could even be purchased or any construction could
begin. This is unacceptable when we are unable to continue leasing
the current facility or when an existing facility is in poor condition,
which can pose serious safety concerns to our employees and cus-
tomers.

It also poses a problem when a severe space shortage exists,
which can cause safety and other service problems or prevent the
installation of modern equipment. In addition, it is unlikely that
we will be able to control a proposed site for a relocated post office
or new construction for that period of time. Thus, even after gain-
ing approval, we might have to start all over again to try and find
a new site.

Second, we do not feel that it is prudent to legislate processes re-
quiring judgment decisions. In many cases, we deal with commu-
nities that cannot reach a consensus on where a facility should be
located. The legislation requires that consideration be given to the
community input, but does not allow us to go with the majority
input.

The legislation states that all reasonable alternatives must be
fully evaluated, yet reasonable means different things to different
people. In effect, the legislation is simply inviting controversy and
a lengthy review, not by the communities served, but by the Postal
Rate Commission.

Third, our regulations provide for more input and discussions
with the community, and it takes place at the start of the process.
Conversely, the legislation proposes that we get public comments
after we announce our decision and hold a community meeting only
if asked. This does not foster the partnership we are trying to cre-
ate.

Fourth, anyone can appeal our decision to the Postal Rate Com-
mission, even competitors who reside in the community. It does not
matter if local officials in 99.9 percent of the community endorse
our decision, an appeal can go forward, delaying a much-needed
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project for an extended period. In brief, the process will lend itself
to abuse.

Fifth, over the past decade, we have modified our community re-
lations policies, strengthening the requirements each time, but also
making changes as we gained experience and saw what worked
best, providing notification cards to all customers or holding com-
munity meetings, deciding when to hold a public hearing, estab-
lishing a period of time between actions in the process and pro-
viding appeal rights. A legislative process will not allow these types
gf evolving improvements to be easily incorporated into our proce-

ures.

Finally, the bill would require the Postal Service to comply with
all local zoning and building codes. In the past year or so, we have
increased our efforts to work with local zoning boards and city of-
fices. We now voluntarily comply with zoning with few isolated ex-
ceptions.

In addition, we have a longstanding requirement to construct our
facilities to the more stringent of local and national codes. How-
ever, some building codes, such as those requiring public bath-
rooms in public lobbies, fire sprinklers and handicapped accessi-
bility to our inspection service lookout galleries, pose undue hard-
ships to the Postal Service. In fact, some code requirements could
increase our space needs, such as added parking, to an extent that
we could not locate in a downtown area. We need the flexibility to
resolve issues with the local community.

In summary, we have made great strides in working with these
communities on our facility decisions, and I believe our recent
record is a very positive one, with few exceptions. The proposed leg-
islation will cause us undue delays, resolving facility issues which
add costs to the process, significant costs, I might add. In addition,
it will delay projects to such an extent that we will not be able to
make the same level of investments in these facilities each year.

This in turn will affect the communities and hundreds of small
businesses that perform hundreds of millions of dollars of construc-
tion work for us. It will also allow safety problems to linger.

The Postal Service feels very strongly, and I cannot emphasize
this enough, that the legislation would have a devastating impact
on our ability to provide much-needed facilities to everyone we
serve, everywhere, every day, at a reasonable price.

This concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. I thank you for
your patience.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Umscheid, for your
testimony and also for your explanation of the new regulations that
have been implemented by the Postal Service.

I have a copy of what appears to be a second edition. Is this the
latest edition issued May 1999?71

Mr. UMSCHEID. Yes, sir, it is.

Senator COCHRAN. And the first was issued back in October, I be-
lieve, of 1998?

Mr. UMSCHEID. Yes, sir.

Senator COCHRAN. The impact of these regulations must have by
now been assessed by you and your office. How would you rate the

1The latest version of the amendment of the bill appears in the Appendix on page 97.
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regulations in terms of improving community relations for the U.S.
Postal Service? Has this had any noticeable impact on how the re-
lationships are now defined between the Postal Service and local
towns and cities?

Mr. UMSCHEID. Absolutely, from my direct participation, this has
significantly enhanced our ability to communicate and allow the
citizens of a community to participate in the decision-making proc-
ess. I have been involved in projects all over the country, have gone
to small-town America and participated with the mayors.

Yes, it has taken us more time. It used to be that on average it
would take us 6 to 8 months to identify sites in communities to ac-
quire for new facilities. Now it takes longer, possibly 2 or 3 months
longer. But at the end of the process, we feel that we have gen-
erally secured a consensus. Not always. Sometimes we simply have
to walk away and say, there isn’t a solution, and we can’t force feed
a solution. We need to move on, because we need new facilities.

Senator COCHRAN. What about the suggestion that some have
made that you have a tendency now to close the downtown post of-
fices and buy property out on the outskirts of town? Is this com-
monplace, or is there an effort by the Postal Service to preserve
downtown facilities where you can? I know there’s an executive
order that applies to other Federal agencies which states that when
appropriate and prudent, you should consider locating facilities in
downtown or historic districts before considering other locations.

Mr. UMmSCHEID. As I had mentioned, it is our first priority to lo-
cate a facility downtown. We are very sensitive to the issues of try-
ing to preserve historic buildings, whether it be our new postal mu-
seum in Georgetown or investing $30 million in the main post of-
fice in the Bronx. It is absolutely essential that we remain down-
town.

Now, again, sometimes we encounter great difficulty in trying to
find the appropriate site. Sometimes we are willing to pay pre-
miums to secure the downtown location. In other instances, when
those premiums get to be three and four times the fair market
value of the property, we have to defer a decision. But contrary to
what might have been the preference of our operating folks who
would prefer a location more accessible to highways and transpor-
tation, the emphasis today is to remain downtown.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Moe, I know that the emphasis in your
organization is to preserve historic properties. Do you think these
regulations provide some new opportunities for meaningful commu-
nity input and input from organizations such as yours into deci-
sions about the location and relocation of post offices?

Mr. MOE. Mr. Chairman, I think they are definitely a step in the
right direction. And I was very pleased to hear Mr. Umscheid out-
line the priorities of the Postal Service in this area.

The problem is that the regulations are applied very unevenly
across the board. Maybe that’s because they’re new. In many cases,
it’s the first instinct of the Postal Service to leave the downtown
and not to look for an alternative site or even to look to see wheth-
er a remodeling or an addition would work.

We have a very recent example of this in the town of
Demopoulous, Alabama, which you may be familiar with, a town of
about 7,500, a very historic town. They have a 1912 post office, a
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beautiful building. The Postal Service announced in early Sep-
tember that they were going to move outside of town, close the post
office and build a new facility on U.S. 80. They held a hearing.
Hundreds of people turned out at the hearing, over 1,000 people
signed a petition. The town of Demopoulous is absolutely united
that they should keep the postal facility downtown. And they are
now eagerly awaiting the decision of the Postal Service on that
question.

But it is a very short time frame. There was almost no time for
the community to react and to come up with alternative sugges-
tions. That’s the problem with the regulations.

As I said earlier, what I think is needed here is a process at least
as good as that which the Congress provided in the 1976 Act for
closings. That process should be applied also to relocations, in my
view.

Senator COCHRAN. I notice that in our notes here it says the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to con-
sider the impact of actions on structures included in the National
Register. Does this apply to the Postal Service?

Mr. MoE. Unfortunately it does not. And under S. 556, it would.
And we think it should, for the very same reason that the Congress
determined that it should apply to other Federal facilities.

Senator COCHRAN. Have you had any experience working with
the Postal Service in terms of assessing the impact of public com-
ment such as the one you described in Demopoulous? That has not
yet been decided, as I understand.

Mr. MOE. That has not yet been decided as far as I know.

Senator COCHRAN. Do you know of any other instances where
you've had people come to a public meeting under these regulations
and where they’ve had an impact on a decision by the Postal Serv-
ice?

Mr. MOE. Yes, and I think it’s been a very mixed record, very un-
even. The example that Senator Baucus referred to in Livingston,
Montana, several years ago, I think that was resolved by leaving
the retail facility downtown and moving the distribution and sort-
ing facility outside of town, which is sometimes an appropriate de-
cision. There’s not a one-size-fits-all solution to these things. It de-
pends upon the community, obviously.

But I think in many instances, the Postal Service has tried to be
accommodating to local concerns. But they don’t have the tools to
do it, and they don’t really have the guidance to do it fully yet.

Senator COCHRAN. My understanding, too, is that there is a dif-
ference in the law, Mr. Umscheid, between closing a post office and
relocating or expanding a post office. Is it true that under the new
regulations, local customers who want to be heard on the subject
of an expansion or relocation can appeal to your office, to postal
headquarters in Washington? If there is a closing, however, under
law, there’s a right to appeal to the Postal Rate Commission?

Mr. UmMscHEID. That is correct. The closing is a very protracted
process requiring many operational considerations and impact on
the community. Mr. Hintenach, who is our manager of retail and
who ultimately has the responsibility for that, can better articulate
how that is dealt with very differently from what I do on the imple-
mentation of replacement facilities.
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Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Hintenach, would you like to respond and
explain the differences between a relocation and a closing? How do
you determine which is which?

Mr. HINTENACH. The regulations are very specific, and I think as
Mr. Umscheid mentioned in his remarks, that a post office clos-
ing—we are not leaving service, we are still providing service to the
community. But we no longer have a physical presence. It’s a much
different situation.

And the law was enacted, I believe it was in 1976, that provided
a series of events that started with a study, community meetings,
posting to the community that a decision has been made to close
the post office, then certain appeal rights to the Postal Rate Com-
mission. Quite frankly, I think that’s a very good process for that
purpose, because that is when the Postal Service is looking at no
longer having a physical presence in the community. It takes a
very long time, and if you look at some of the GAO studies that
were done in 1997, it took about 4 years average to review, which
was too long, and we’ve cut that back to about 2 years.

I'd also like to add at this point that in March 1998, we placed
a moratorium on post office closings. That was a result of a number
of things, and I'd just like to give you a real quick history here. In
1992, we started to have a very large number of retirements of
small postmasters. It was a time when early benefits were offered
if people retired, and we had a lot of retirements.

We started to computerize our systems at the same time, and
also found that we had a large number of offices that had not fol-
lowed the process. And we started to implement that. And as a re-
sult, we had a number of closings; the number actually jumped up
significantly. We started to clean those up and they started to jump
even a little more. Then when GAO did their study in 1997, which
said we were doing a very good job of following the process, but in
fact we weren’t being timely enough. That’s when it was taking
quite a bit of time to go through these.

Thus we picked up the pace again and the numbers went up fur-
ther. And all of a sudden, everybody was saying, boy, look, we're
closing a large number of post offices in this country. Believe me,
the post offices are very important to us, we have a wonderful
group of postmasters who do an excellent job of serving the com-
pany. We stood back, we were starting to get questions from this
legislative side of the House, we were getting questions from our
postmaster organizations, and the Postmaster General decided,
let’s put a moratorium on.

As recently as this morning, we met with the postmaster organi-
zations and agreed that we were very confident we could come up
with a process, and even looked at improving the involvement of
the postmaster organizations in looking at post office closings. So
we are taking this very seriously on the impact on the community
and the impact of the service provided and on our postmasters. But
it’s a much different process, I believe, when you leave a commu-
nity physically than if you relocate or want to do a remodeling.

Senator COCHRAN. We just came across the other day in our of-
fice a situation where a Mississippi delta post office that we
thought had been closed had actually not been closed. It had been
put under what was called an emergency suspension. I had never
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heard of that, because I'm not an expert. I am learning a little bit
more about these terms now.

But we found out that it’s been under emergency suspension
since November 1996. And a suspicion arises, that this is classified
in a way that prevents, in effect, anybody from appealing to the
Postal Rate Commission? If you closed it, you would have had to
go through this step by step procedure under law. But if you just
suspend its operation on the basis of an emergency or call it that,
you don’t have to go through that.

Who’s to know whether it’s really been closed or is really just
suspended?

Mr. HINTENACH. Well, the process is such that, an emergency
suspension you should not have existing for years and years and
years. And we found some of that, and that was one of the things
in the mid-1990’s that we started to clean up. The 1996 emergency
suspension you are probably talking about is now being looked at,
in regard to the post office moratorium, we are taking a look at
that to see the validity.

But the key thing is, there is a process by law that we must fol-
low and we will follow it in every case. Even if we missed one from
1982, we will go back and follow that process to make sure we fol-
low the process of the law. An emergency suspension occurs while
we are doing the study, and the study can often take 18, 24, or 36
months, depending on community involvement, the discussions you
have, the alternatives you look at, and possible appeal to the Postal
Rate Commission.

Senator COCHRAN. Just for the record, I hope you will supply for
us, for the hearing record, how many post offices are currently in
emergency suspension status and how many have been in this sta-
tus for more than a year.

Mr. HINTENACH. I would be glad to provide that. In fact, that’s
the same list that Mr. Foust is referring to,! because we have
shared it with them. So we will get you that.

Senator COCHRAN. OK, thank you very much. Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Foust, you have a proud background with the Postal Service.
You proudly served the Village of Plain City, Ohio, as its post-
master for three decades.

In your experience as a small town postmaster, would you share
with us what it was like to serve a community with approximately
2,500 people?

Mr. FousrT. Yes, sir, I would be glad to. You serve with pride
every day. Absolutely. You put that flag up and you take the flag
down, you come in on Christmas morning and sort the packages
out and call the people and say, hey, this looks like it might have
a package for Christmas. Those are the kinds of things you do in
a small community yet. See, I was born and raised there. I knew
everybody.

That’s maybe one of the things, we have that fault with the Post-
al Service now, we have people that live a good many miles away
and they are not really involved in their community. But I sure
was involved with my community, and I take exception to the fact

1List referred to appears in the Appendix on page 77.
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that we may have taken out the politics, but we still may have poli-
tics, a little different kind of politics, maybe kind of cronyism,
which is even worse. Before you know, if your gang was in, you
were in, if you weren’t, you were out. But now you don’t know ex-
actly who you are supposed to catering to.

I would like to elaborate a little bit if I could, talk about the
meeting we had this morning. I really believe that this Blumenauer
bill and this S. 556 has kind of got somebody’s attention. Not ours.
We sent a list back in May 1998 and the Postmasters Retired took
this over, because we had the time to go to see these offices and
knock on the doors and know the older postmasters that were there
and get their input. And we did that, all over the country. We've
got a committee of 10 retired postmasters that are all in the dif-
ferent areas of the Postal Service, and they’ve got people that re-
port to them, that go out to these offices.

We got this list in 1994. Now all of a sudden, we’re just now be-
ginning to get something done. The reports were sent back in early
July 1998, to get something done. It would just kind of stall.

My biggest problem, I think, with the whole procedure is over
possibly 500 post offices on suspension, is there is a process in the
Postal Reorganization Act that says what you will do with the
thing. And it seemed to me like what they may be doing is if you
just put it in temporary suspension, the people that are fussing
with the Postal Service, if you wait long enough, they’ll forget
about it and then maybe we can go ahead and close it.

And that’s not the way to do business. Just because we only have
2,500 people in Plain City doesn’t mean we shouldn’t have the
same respect that Columbus, Ohio, does. And that’s my comments,
Senator. If that answers your question, maybe more than you
wanted to know.

Senator AKAKA. I wanted to hear from a person like you, and you
must know that what you just said will be included in the record.
Certainly it will be helpful.

Mr. Foust, how does the Committee for the Preservation of an
Historic Universal Postal Service function?

Mr. Fousr. It is a committee of retired postmasters of the Inter-
national Association of Postmasters of the United States. And real-
ly, postmasters retired that still have post office in our blood. You
just don’t stop it today. I don’t know why I'm still doing it. But
things just aren’t like they ought to be, and somebody has to stand
up and say something. You have these meetings with communities,
and most people won’t say anything.

But the way we started this committee is so we could have peo-
ple available to go out and inspect the facilities and see what is
available or not available. And many times probably 80 percent of
it we've said, these post offices probably ought to be closed, and
sent that information to the Postal Service. But sometimes we find
that if they wait long enough, people just forget about it, and
maybe just close all of them.

Senator AKAKA. Was NAPUS involved in the drafting of new reg-
ulations, do you know?

Mr. Foust. Well, they are working on it now. Like I said, this
is what was in the meeting this morning, in trying to come up with
some regulations. One of the things they were concerned about was
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that the retired postmasters really shouldn’t have any input. I real-
ly think we’re citizens, at least we could tell them what we see.
Possibly the postal employees don’t have the time, and yet they are
overlooked by somebody that’s got a vested interest.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Derwinski, was your group involved in that?

Mr. DERWINSKI. Oh, yes, our president was there all morning. I
think, Senator, if you'll let me make an oversimplified comment,
naturally, you hear about all the defects of the Postal Service. You
don’t hear about the effectiveness day after day, the millions and
millions of pieces of mail that are handled. The U.S. Postal Service,
with all of its headaches and the arrows that it takes, is the finest
example of postal service in the world. And we take the position
at the National League of Postmasters that we’re part of a team.
And we want to improve it. We don’t operate from an adversarial
relationship, we operate from a positive teamwork relationship.
And we have found the postal officials, when we break through
their bureaucracy and their little clusters, they want to help.

Sometime a few months ago, there was a, I don’t recall, maybe
it was a Gallup poll, they took a poll that showed that the Federal
entity with the highest rating of public approval was the U.S. Post-
al Service. And that’s just a fact. But what you hear are the nec-
essary gripes. You don’t hear about the daily effectiveness.

Senator COCHRAN. Senator, we just have received word, we have
a vote on the Floor, 4 minutes are remaining for us to record our
vote, so we’d better go over there.

We have a couple more questions, if you wouldn’t mind staying.
We will be back in about 10 minutes. Thank you. We will stand in
recess.

[Recess.]

Senator COCHRAN. The Subcommittee will please come to order.

When we recessed to go vote, Senator Akaka was engaged in ask-
ing questions of the panel. I think we shall continue with Senator
Akaka’s questions. Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to say that Senator Edwards wanted to come to this
hearing, Mr. Chairman, to discuss a matter of importance to North
Carolina. That was the closing of a remote coding center in Lum-
berton. He is concerned about the loss of jobs associated with the
closing and the effect that this will have on the community.

Unfortunately, he is unable to attend this hearing, but the Postal
Service can expect written follow-up questions to be posed by Sen-
ator Edwards.1

I would also like to ask that a letter from Representative
Blumenauer 2 supporting S. 556, the companion bill to his legisla-
tion, be included in the record, along with Senator Levin’s state-
ment.3

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, that will be included in the
record.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1Questions and answers submitted by Senator Edwards appears in the Appendix on page 33.

2The letter from Representative Blumenauer is included with the Senator Jefford’s prepared
statement that appears in the Appendix on page 43.

3The prepared statement of Senator Levin appears in the Appendix on page 105.
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Mr. Umscheid, the regulations issued in 1998 providing commu-
nity input into the decision making process are just that, regula-
tions that may be changed at any time. How do we ensure that
there is a permanent process in place without legislating these
guarantees to the public?

Mr. UMSCHEID. Interesting question. I'm not so sure I quite know
how do we guarantee that we will continue to adhere to the proc-
ess. I think the best way is that we continue to be terribly respon-
sive to public opinion. Clearly, as issues are in effect brought for-
ward to you and to Congressional folks and to our attention, then
we respond.

I think that clearly, the Postal Service has become a very cus-
tomer-focused organization. And it certainly is not in our best in-
terests to alienate anybody in the community, because they are our
customers. And clearly, there are some delicate tradeoffs about try-
ing to find the best location versus meeting our operating capabili-
ties, our preferences.

I want to comment just briefly on the Demopoulous, Alabama sit-
uation that Mr. Moe made reference to. I saw it in his prepared
statement. I think that is the classic example wherein the anec-
dotal story is placing us in a very unfavorable light. We conducted
a community process. And contrary to Mr. Moe’s statement, there
is no time limit. We are not obligated at the end of 7 days that we
are going to immediately conduct a public meeting and make a de-
cision.

A meeting was held there. There was no reference made that we
would move outside of the downtown area. In fact, ultimately, I
suspected a decision will be made that we will stay there and we
will have a split operation. A split operation means that we will
have the retail, full service capabilities in the downtown. We will
simply relocate our carriers to a location out of the core district, ob-
viously in a building that’s a more industrial type building that al-
lows for trucks and our delivery vehicles and our mail processing
equipment.

Even when we adhere to a process, we have a situation, and I
believe Mr. Moe’s statements were very misleading. There will be
controversy. And in many instances, if there is more than one
meeting required, we hold those meetings. We want to reach a con-
sensus to the very best of our ability.

Unfortunately, we have a few instances like this. Bear in mind,
I ask you to consider, we are delivering 1,000 facilities. One or 10
or 20 or 30, yes, get to be very controversial. But it’s still a very,
very small percentage. And others, yes, they may be difficult. But
any that are referred to either Congressional delegation or directly
to my attention, the Postmaster General, believe me, when they go
to the Postmaster General, I hear about them immediately, and I
respond.

But I respond to all of them. They are terribly important. I was
terribly concerned about Mr. Moe’s statement that in fact we were
deviating from the process. We are not.

Senator AKAKA. Since he talked about Alabama, let me talk
about Hawaii. My State of Hawaii is served in some areas by con-
tract service stations. Are customers notified when there is a
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switch from full service to contract service, and if so, how is this
carried out?

Mr. HINTENACH. Senator, let me try one little clarification here.
There are contract stations and there are contract post offices.
Often times a contract post office is put in to replace a post office
that is no longer in the community. Contract stations, which is an
internal term, are part of an existing post office. But in order to
provide the community with better access, we might establish a
contract station underneath an existing contract—and I'm not sure,
Senator, which you have. You may have both.

Senator AKAKA. I think we have both. My question was, whether
they were notified in case there is a switch in these services.

Mr. HINTENACH. The community, if we would substitute a com-
munity post office for a post office, the community is notified, be-
cause we have to follow the law and the procedures of the law to
close a post office. It might be replaced with a community post of-
fice. We don’t do very many of those.

Senator AKAKA. And is there a special way that you carry this
out?

Mr. HINTENACH. We follow the same process of the post office
closing, with doing a study. We determine the needs, we’ll make a
decision to eliminate the post office and we would tell the cus-
tomers that their service is being replaced by a community post of-
fice, and they would also have appeal rights to the Postal Rate
Commission.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Umscheid, Hurricane Floyd recently dev-
astated parts of North Carolina, including many rural areas, much
like Hurricane Iniki that occurred on the island of Kauai nearly 10
years ago now. What happens to post offices during a time of nat-
ural disaster?

Mr. UmscHEID. We did lose several post offices. I think in certain
instances we also had vehicles that were containing mail that were
underwater. We do use modular units that we are able to ship in.
We continue to find ways to deliver the mail, and I'm sure both of
these gentlemen know this much better than I do, the unusual and
extraordinary measures that they go through to continue to deliver
the mail.

But we then go back in, as soon as conditions permit, and we re-
place them. If there is emergency funding, when the hurricane
came through, even prior to it having passed through the area, we
have already made provisions with contracting organizations who
are prepared to go in at the earliest possible moment to replace
what is absolutely necessary to get us back providing the service
that’s important. We don’t close any as a result of that. It causes
a terrible hardship on a lot of folks, but hopefully in the end, we
even have a better facility.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Derwinski, your involvement in reshaping
the Postal Service is well known. I know you’ve worked in the area
of postal service while you were in the House as well. I think the
modern Postal Service reflects, thinking about you, your commit-
ment to take politics out of the mix.

I appreciated your comments today and heard your cautions.
Given your support of the new regulations, would you add anything
to these new rules?
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Mr. DERWINSKI. Yes. I'm sure that further prodding by not just
the postmaster groups but, for example, the unions, letter carriers,
supervisors unions, all the interested employees as well as cus-
tomer groups, could further convince the Postal Service to stream-
line, somewhat streamline and say, be a bit more consistent. I
think they were a little reluctant to get where they are. But now
that %wy’re there, we’re convinced they are going to do a much bet-
ter job.

Call it proper the same function you serve when you maintain
legislative oversight over any entity. We hope to have that kind of
positive pressure and presence felt by the Postal Service.

Senator AKAKA. I always cherish your wisdom in many of these
things. As I say, Ed, I look upon you as one that has really re-
shaped the Postal Service over these many years.

Mr. Moe, I appreciate your being here today, and I applaud the
Trust for leading the way for over 50 years in helping to preserve
our national heritage. In your testimony, you make a strong case
for ensuring that downtown communities, many with historic build-
ings, be preserved. I can see from your testimony that the Postal
Service has a key role in maintaining a town’s vitality.

S. 556 would bring the Postal Service under local zoning laws.
I know that you believe the Postal Service’s exemption from local
zoning and planning laws has harmed communities. Would you
give us an example of this?

Mr. MoOE. Senator Akaka, I don’t have specific examples. But I
was pleased to hear the Postal Service representatives say that
they do comply with local zoning requirements in the vast majority
of instances. I am not expert in this area, so I don’t know the pre-
cise exceptions that they make.

But let me make another point, if I may. They made the distinc-
tion earlier between closings and relocations, and I understand the
distinction they are making. But the impact on the historic re-
sources that are left downtown when a post office leaves downtown
is exactly the same. And it’s usually devastating.

Mr. UMSCHEID. Senator, if I might, could I comment on the zon-
ing issue?

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Umscheid.

Mr. UMSCHEID. I will give you an example where we did not com-
ply with zoning, or the intent of the zoning. We had a situation
where we were in a leased facility next to Lincoln Center in New
York City. It’s called Ansonia Station. It serves tens of thousands
of people. We parlayed our leased interest in the building and sold
it to a developer who built a new building, very expensive high-
rise. Out of that, we had to move for an extended period of time,
4 or 5 years, while they were going through the process.

We moved out, and then we moved back in to a brand new facil-
ity that served our long-term needs. When the developer built the
building, it was always understood clearly by everybody that we
would move back. When it came time to move back and to put our
facility in, certain neighbors in very expensive condominiums ob-
jected to our presence.

Now, I would say it was maybe less than prudent for the deputy
mayor and other folks to say, we approve it from a zoning stand-
point. They encouraged us that they would support us if we would
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exert our Federal prerogative to proceed and say that we were ex-
empt from zoning to go back. Because it was just for the expedi-
ency.

In my 5 years, I can tell you that there is—I can’t think of an-
other example where we have deviated from zoning. Bear in mind
that most of our facilities are leased, of that 35,000 or so, 29,000
are leased, smaller post offices. And the owners of those leased fa-
cilities have to go through zoning.

Stonybrook, Long Island is a very controversial one. It’s in a
leased facility. The owner is going through the process to secure
the zoning rights to expand the post office, then we still have a de-
cision to make, because the community still would prefer to have
us preserve the green area. So do we consider split operations?

Those are the kinds of dilemmas that we’re sort of thrust in.
Frankly, I would look for ways to get some wisdom to find solutions
to those problems.

But zoning, from my perspective and my 5 years of experience,
is not a problem.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, you have given me so much time.
I have other questions, but I'll put them into the record.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Senator.

I have a couple of items to raise that are related to facilities in
my State that I want to bring to your attention. One has to do with
the contract postal unit in a mall, called Metro Center Mall in
Jackson, Mississippi. It is supervised by a post office, Westman
Plaza Post Office, in Jackson. Some constituents called the office
the other day complaining about the closing of the contract postal
unit, although I don’t know they knew what it was, it was just a
post office facility.

We checked into the thing to find out what was going on, and
learned that whoever had the contract had abandoned the contract
or had ceased operation. The postal officials had not been able to
find anybody else who wanted to do it, or who could carry out the
responsibilities of that unit.

What applies there? It occurs to me this is something to raise
here, because if we adopted this legislation, for example, what
would you have to go through with a contract postal unit? Does
that fit within the terms of S. 556? If not, how do your regulations
apply to a contract postal facility? What do we tell the people down
tlllered?who are disturbed about the fact that that post office is
closed?

Mr. HINTENACH. I don’t think that the bill applies to the contract
postal units, the way I read the bill. Oftentimes what we do with
a contract postal unit, we try to find someone immediately to take
over that contract, especially if it’s providing a lot of service to peo-
ple. Sometimes you can’t find an operator. The local postmaster or
the local district will work to try to find somebody to the best of
their ability to do that.

Most of the time we’re successful, Senator. Because a lot of busi-
nesses like to have a contract postal unit, because it also helps
them draw some traffic in while they are doing postal business.
The process would be that for the customers to let the post office
know that this is something they desperately need for their sup-
port.
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Usually we find other operators. In this case, it sounds like
there’s been some difficulty. I'll be glad to look into that for you.

Senator COCHRAN. Yes. That would be great to know.

Also another example, at Mississippi State University, I'm told
they are trying to develop a project which includes the construction
of a new student union facility. They have two postal facilities on
the university campus, I'm told. What they would like to do is com-
bine them at the university in this one facility, an expanded post
office facility to be located in the student union building.

The project obviously would be a very important and needed im-
provement on the university campus, and local postal officials are
reviewing the proposal and exploring the options with the univer-
sity.

I'm curious to know how your community regulations apply to
this project? Are you involved in following the regulations here? If
you don’t know, would you check to be sure that they are followed?

Mr. HINTENACH. I'll be glad to look into it. Because it depends
on the circumstances. We have contract locations on campuses, we
have our own operations on campuses. In this case, it sounds like
we have our own operation in some part of that campus.

And oftentimes what we find is the local university will work
very closely with the local postal officials and find a solution. I will
be glad to look into this for you, also, Senator.

Senator COCHRAN. It’s called Mississippi State University.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HINTENACH. Thank you. Alumnus?

Senator COCHRAN. No, but my grandfather was. I went to an-
other university.

We've also had letters and statement submitted to the Sub-
committee on the subject of today’s hearing—a letter from Post-
master General William Henderson, a statement from Senator
Richard Shelby, and a letter from Vincent Palladino, President of
the National Association of Postal Supervisors.! Without objection,
these comments will all be made a part of the record.

I am also aware that Senators Baucus and Jeffords may have ad-
ditional materials to submit for the record, and that Senators who
are Members of this Subcommittee may have statements or ques-
tions to submit for the hearing record. We hope that if questions
are received, you will be able to respond to them within a reason-
able time. And we will keep the record open for all statements and
questions to be submitted, and the responses to questions for the
record.

Let me thank all of you for being here today. This has been an
excellent hearing, we’ve learned a lot. We appreciate your assist-
ance in our effort to understand better the new regulations and the
proposals for legislation on this subject.

The Subcommittee will stand in recess.

[Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned, to
reconvene at the call of the Chair.]

1A letter from Postmaster Henderson with attachments, prepared statement from Senator
Shelby, and a letter from Vincent Palladino, submitted for the record appear in the Appendix
on pages 100, 107, and 108, respectively.






APPENDIX

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS FOR MR. UMSCHEID FROM
SENATOR EDWARDS

Question 1: The USPS Remote Encoding Center (REC) in Lumberton, North Caro-
lina is slated to close in July 2000. This means that 193 people in Lumberton will
lose their jobs. The unemployment rate in Robeson County is more than double the
average rate for the entire State. It is my understanding that Lumberton was se-
lected to be a REC location partially because of the region’s economic hardship. Why
then was the Lumberton facility selected to close in one of the first couple of rounds?
glease describe the specific factors that were considered by USPS in making this

ecision.

Answer: Lumberton was initially selected as a REC location in 1992 when
RECs were operated by private contractors. When the Lumberton REC was
converted to a Postal run operation in July 1995, the Postal Service decided
that leaving the REC site in Lumberton was a good business decision and
a good decision for the Lumberton community. In fact, it was decided to ex-
pand the operation from what existed during the contractor operated phase.
The decision to close Lumberton in July 2000 was a business decision based
on several factors. The Lumberton REC does not have the capacity to sup-
port absorbing workload from other RECs which is a prime consideration
for selecting RECs to remain open. Further, the operating costs in Lum-
berton rank among the highest of all RECs in the country.

Question 2: Please describe the specific steps USPS took to inform the Lumberton
community that the REC was temporary and could close at any time prior to the
expiration of the 10 year lease.

Answer: The issue of the Lumberton REC being temporary in nature was
discussed with the Lumberton community during negotiations for the build-
ing lease. As was the case in all other REC locations, discussions con-
cerning lease negotiations were the first discussions with the local commu-
nity regarding our intentions.

Question 3: Was an incentive package agreed to by USPS and local government
officials to encourage construction of the REC in Lumberton? If so, what were the
terms that were agreed to?

Answer: Yes, an incentive package was agreed upon between the Postal
Service and the Community of Lumberton. Incentives offered from the city
and county included $350,000 to supplement the rental rate,$30,000 for em-
ployees training, and a 10 percent reduction to the electricity usage for 24
months. It should be noted that incentives similar to those in Lumberton
were negotiated in 24 other REC communities.

Question 4: I understand that 87 of the individuals who will be laid off as “career”
Postal employees. Will USPS guarantee that they will be offered other positions
within USPS? And if so, is it possible that the employees may have to relocate? I
also understand that approximately 106 individuals are transitional employees.
What steps will USPS take to help these employees obtain alternative employment?

Answer: The career employees at the Lumberton REC will be offered other
positions in the Postal Service. It is likely that some of these career employ-
ees will have to relocate. The Postal Service will work closely with local em-
ployment agencies to assist the transitional employees in finding non Postal
employment. The Postal Service will establish an Out-Placement Center at
the REC to assist these employees.

(33)
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Question 5: Has a decision been made to close other RECs within North Carolina?
If so, when will these facilities be closed?

Answer: The Postal Service has announced the closing of 28 Remote Encod-
ing Centers nationally. No other North Carolina sites are included in these
28.

Question 6: Is USPS planning on locating any other postal facilities in the Lum-
berton area?

Answer: At this time the Postal Service is not planning on locating any
other Postal facilities in the Lumberton, NC area.

Question 7: Has USPS made any attempt to encourage other businesses to utilize
the facility once USPS leaves?

Answer: Yes, the Postal Service is working with the local community lead-
ers in Lumberton. We have agreed to leave a significant amount of office

equipment on site in Lumberton as an enticement for other businesses to
utilize the facility after we leave.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. JEFFORDS
BEFORE THE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, PROLIFERATION
AND FEDERAL SERVICES
OCTOBER 7, 1999

Mr. Chairman. First, let me begin by thanking you for agreeing to hold a hearing on U.S. Postal
Service location issues. I appreciate your committee’s interest in this topic, and I look forward to
reading the testimony of the witnesses.

There is much talk in the news today about revitalizing our downtowns and encouraging smart
growth. Local post offices are important tenants in any vibrant downtown. A recent article in
USA Today cited a 1993 study that found that 80 percent of people who shopped downtown
planned their trip around a visit to the post office.

About two years ago there was an obvious increase in construction activity on the part of the
Postal Service in Vermont. Many towns were finding that their post offices were being upgraded
because they no longer met the needs of the Postal Service or its customers. Decisions were
being made by officials that were having profound effects on Vermont villages and downtowns
with little or no input from the people living in those communities. In response to this activity,
and similar stories from around the country, Senator Baucus and [, together with Congressman
Blumenauer, began examining this issue. S. 556, the “Post Office and Community Partnership
Act of 1999, is the result of our efforts and the input of postmasters, historic preservationists,
and many local officials.

Our bill would enable communities to have a say when the Postal Service decides that their local
post office will be closed, relocated, or consolidated.

Members of the Committee may ask why this legislation is necessary. A story from my home
state of Vermont will shed some light on the problem.

A few years ago the general store on the greemin Perkinsville, Vermont went bankrupt and the
adjacent post office wanted to leave the small village center for a new building outside of town.
By the time the community was aware of the relocation, plans were so far along - the new
building had actually been constructed based on the promise of the post office as the anchor
tenant - that there was no time to fully investigate in-town alternatives. One elderly resident
wrote that in contrast to families now being able to walk to the post office, “we certainly won’t
be walking along the busy Route 106 two miles or more to get our mail.”

In faimess to the Postal Service, since the issuance of their new closing and consolidation
guidelines in 1998, they have worked very closely with a number of Vermont communities on
postal location issues.
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What [ think the Postal Service has learned in Vermont is that a one-size-fits-all approach to
community needs doesn’t work. While Vermonters recognize that the Postal Service has to
provide convenience to its customers, efficiency in mail delivery, safety and a good working
environment for its staff, it has become apparent in Vermont that the building and site standards
established by the Postal Service for upgrading postal facilities are very specific and sometimes
at odds with the goal of strengthening downtowns.

Specifications for ceiling heights, flooring materials, loading docks, parking spaces, and so on,
have all been standardized. The standard model proscribed by the Postal Service is essentially a
“suburban” model. The easiest way to meet the specifications is to build a new building. These
specifications are often very difficult or impossible to meet either in existing buildings or in
newly constructed facilities within Vermont’s villages and downtowns.

For example, in one Vermont community the Postal Service is proposing to rehabilitate a
National Register-cligible building and construct a large new addition. An admirable idea. But
the preliminary site plan also shows the demolition of a number of neighboring buildings in order
to create the parking truck access required by the Postal Service’s building standards. Although
the Postal Service should be commended for trying to keep the post office in the downtown, the
parking requirements of this plan may create a large hole in the streetscape and alter the
traditional pattern of compact development that defines this and other Vermont communities.

Although the Postal Service has followed its community notification process in Vermont and has
kept state officials and legislators up to date on current projects, it is still critical that the process
be enacted into federal law; and an appeal process, which is not currently in Postal Service rules,
be mandated. Right now there is no recourse for decisions made by the Postal Service. Public
notification, compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and with
local zoning and the appeal process, should be required by law, not by rules, which can be
changed relatively easily, in order to ensure accountability on the part of Postal Service officials.

Mr. Chairman, I hope to work with you to enact S. 556 or similar legislation that will require the
Postal Service to abide by local zoning laws, Federal rules for historic preservation, and the
wishes of local communities concerning the relocation, closing, consolidation, or construction of
new post offices.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for giving me the opportunity to share my views on this
important issue with the Committee, and I ask that my full statement, as well as a number of
supporting statements and letters, be made part of the record.



VERMONT CHAPTER

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS
OF THE UNITED STATES 10/1/99

Honorable 3enatcrs,

My name is Fred Dunn, and I am the Postmaster of Manchester,Vermont
and the President of the Vermont Chapter of the National Associabion
of Postmasters of the United States.I appreciate this opportunity
to comment on $.556, The Post Office and Community Partnership

act 0f 1999.

I support this bill because it is conceived in the spirit that
every American is important to our government, regardless of where
they live. The Postal Service is huge, with over 800,000 employees
and 60 billion dollars in revenue a year. We handle over 40% of

the mail on Barth. The Postal Service has done a remarkable job

of holding down rates while serving this enormous country. I am
proud to be a part of that success.

1 am also proud to serve as the Postmaster of a village Post Office
that is the hub of this community. I know that scores of my custom-
ers would take an active interest in any plans the Postal Service
would have to close, relocate, or significantly renovate "The Vill-
age P.0.". Postal regulaticns do now allow for input from the
community, with appeal rights to Postal Executives, but Postal
reqgulations can be modified to fit the needs of the Service.

$.556 keeps the Postal Service mindful of its place as answerable
to the needs of its customers, every American. This amendment to
Title 39 would create challenges to our executives, but they are
adaptable and will find ways to meet the needs of the Postal Ser-
vice's operations and still respect the rights, under this amendment,
of each community, regardless of size.

Unreasonable appeals will be dismissed by the Rate Commission,

so the Postal Service shouldn't fear this review by individuals
outside of the hierarchy of cur Service. The amount of additional
time needed for appeals is not unreasonable, and temporary emer-
gency relocations due tc disasters are not delayed the way the bill
igs currently written.

I comnmend Senators Baucus and Jeffords for proposing S.556 and I
thank this commitiee for listening to a village Postmaster.

1
Fred Dunn

President
VT Chapter NAPUS
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FOUNDED {892

Testlmnny of Deron Lovans )
Assocxate Representatxve of the Environmental Quahty ngram B
at the Sierra Club -
Before the House Committee on Govérnmental Aﬂ'alrs,
Subcnmmlttee ot International Security, Proliferation, and Federal Services -
*October 7,1999
Regardmg S< 556 the Past Office Cummumty Partuershlp Act

Mr. Chairman andmemhers of the Commxttc::, my narne 1svDeron Lovaas. Iam an Assaciate
Representative with the Sierra Club's Environmental Quality Program. [ ath grateful that the .
Committee is holding this hearmg concesning 8. $56, the Post Office Commwnity Partnership Act. We
support S. 556, the Past Office Community Partnership Act, becauge it would give communities more
choices, and would help prevem spzaw!mg growth

The Sierra Club IS a nahonal grassroats enwmnmental orgamzahon We are the muntxy s oldwt
envitonmental organization, with more than ahalf million mcmbers who belong to more than 65
chapters and 450 groups.

At present, the U.S. Postal Service, a branch of the federal govetnment, is excmpt from local zomng
and building Iaws, and can uproot and move its local offices at will, with Httle regard for the impact -
such decisions have on the communities served. When a branch of the Postal Service disregards local
zoning standzrds, the federal government places itself above locally<created Jaws and regulations and
ignores the wishes of the community. This is zn especially uncomfortable position for a post office, *
because although it is a federal organization, local citizens use it every day, and it is an integral part of
most commbunities.

Additionally, the zoning laws were created according to local priorities, and by ignoring those laws, the
Post Office implicitly deems those priorities of marginal importance. The Postal Scrvice rieed not
consult with the community, or planners at the local and regional level when making lacation
decisions. Many communitics are attempting to carefully-plan their future development, so as to
protect and preserve their open spaces and maintain a high standard of living for themsetves and their
children. In order to help rather then hinder this healthy process, the law as it now stands must be
chenged. Communities must be allowed and encouraged by the federal government to plan their future
growth, and post offices are a necessary part of that growth.
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The Sierra Club takes the issue of spraw! and its well-established harmful effects on the
environment very seriously. Our Board of Directors established spraw! as a national top priority
campaign after polling our membership to find our chapters’ most pressing concerns at the state
and Jocal levels. Qur Challenge to Sprawl Campaign is high en our priorities list because of the
alarming rate we are destroying cherished open spaces, and how that negatively affects people’s
lives. In particular, our prime farmn land is being eaten up at the rate of almost S0 acres an hour by
inefficient, low-density housing. The Sierra Club has just released its second aunual report on
sprawl, called, "Solving Sprawl,” which has renked each of the 50 states on their actions towards
preventing sprawl. In this report, we find that sprawl is not inevitable, and that government has a
role in managing growth more sengsibly. Legislation like S. 556, The Post Office Community
Partnership Act, are steps in the right direction. Concretely, the bill would help by mandating that
the Post Office yield to local priorities, giving communities greater ability to plan and execute
smarter growth strategies, to preserve open space, and 1o work towards a better environment for
their children. :

By requiring the Post Qffice to consider certain prescribed factors when deciding whether or not to
relocate, close, consolidate, or construct a post office, communities gain more control over their
futures, and the federal government is accountable and must Jisten o local interests and issues.
Post offices under 8. 556 would have to consider: 1) the extent to which the post office is part of a
core downtown business area; 2} the adequacy of the existing facility and the cost-effectiveness of
the move; 3) the potential effects of the change on both the community and the postal workers, and
4) whether or ot the comrmunity served by the Post Office opposes the action. These common
sense factors should be considered, and were being considered by post offices in many cases. But it
is important that if and when the will of the Postal Service is arbitrary, and not in line with
commumity interests, the federal government have a law in place to protect those communities.
That protection is 8. 556,

Sprawl, and its prevention and marmgement, is 2 top issue on the minds of people across the
country, Democrats and Republicans alike, Creating a livable, appealing eavironment is &
non-partisan issue. We all want to live and work in vibrant communities, with protected green
space, sccess to shops and entertainment, ard good schools and services. This can happea if we
plan aur growth, which in much of the country is spreading rampantly znd without bounds. The
Sierra Club urges you to consider the issue of sprawl, an overwhelming concem for many
Americans, and take legislative action in order to alleviate it.

The Post Office Community Partnership Act would require that the Postal Service rospect the
wishes of the community in which it is located or where it plans 16 locate. We ueed legislation now
1o establish guidelines for the relocation, closing, consolidation, or construction of post offices,
integral parts of communities across the U.S. For these reasons, the Sierra Club urges you to pass
S.556.

Thank you.
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* National Association of Counties * National League of Cities *
* National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers *
* The U.S. Conference of Mayors * National Trust for Historic Preservation *
* American Planning Association * Preservation Action *
* International Downtown Association *
* National Alliance of Preservation Commissions *

October 5, 1999

The Honorable Thad Cochran The Honorable Daniel K. Akaka

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee on Governmental Affairs Committee on Governmental Affairs

Subcommittee on International Security, Subcommittee on International Security,
Proliferation and Federal Services Proliferation and Federal Services

Hart Senate Office Building, Room 442 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Room 326

Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Gentlemen:

We appreciate your willingness to hold a hearing on S. 556, the Post Office Community
Partnership Act and request that our letter be included as a part of the official record. Our groups
include a broad spectrum of local government and preservation interests that frequently interact
with the United States Postal Service. We hope that our experience will help convince you, and
your counterparts in the U.S. House of Representatives, that Swift passage of S. 556 and H.R.
670 is necessary to assure our communities have a voice in the post office construction decisions
which impact them.

The United States Postal Service is the most visible Federal institution in America. Indeed, in
many towns, the local post office is the only Federal building. Because of the unique presence of
post offices, many citizens equate their treatment at the hands of the Postal Service with their
relationship with the Federal Government in general.

But the Postal Service is more than just a symbol. The daily visits to the post office that
customers make have shaped the development of our towns. Business districts form around post
offices, allowing postal customers to shop for groceries, eat at local restaurants, and take care of
other needs, as part of one trip

Recent Postal Service trends have been to move post offices out of downtowns. When post
offices move to the edge of town, citizens are only given the option of taking care of their postal
needs outside of the downtown business community. Over time, the move leaves other retail
developers little choice but to locate where people make their daily trips — the new post office,
out by the highway

While some of these relocations may be necessary, many have hurt downtown business districts,
have contributed to the decline of our towns, and have reduced the access elderly and disabled
citizens have to postal services. Town residents often have received little notice of these
decisions, and these relocations have frequently undermined focal plans for the future
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Despite the fact that post office relocations play an important role in shaping community
development, there are no statutory requirements for the Postal Service to consult with the
community and their customers before making these decisions. Lack of community input into
postal decisions is often exacerbated when the Postal Service ignores local zoning laws and
building codes during construction of these new facilities. The Postal Service today is exempt
from local zoning and building laws, and has frequently ignored them.

When the Postal Service ignores local zoning laws, which are in place to protect the health and
safety of the local community, that action reflects badly on the federal government as a whole
This is especially troubling when the local development law is created to meet federal standards.
As recently as last year, the Postal Service attempted to evade local clean water standards in
Tallahassee, Florida, and ignore local laws put in place in Ball Ground, Georgia, which were an
attempt to meet Federal clean air standards. These actions would be criminal if they were
attempted by a private company, but are merely shameful when pursued by the Postal Service.

Good neighbors talk to their neighbors before making changes that are harmful to others. Good
neighbors also foliow the same laws as their neighbors. We encourage you to support S. 556,
and require the Postal Service to be a good neighbor

S. 556, and the identical H.R. 670 introduced by Representative Earl Blumenauer, provide a
good road map for how community involvement should take place. The bills make sure the
Federal Government is a help and not a hindrance in efforts to revitalize American communities,
by requiring the Postal Service to give adequate public notice and to adequately involve the
community when these decisions are made. And perhaps most important, both bills require the
Postal Service to abide by the same local zoning, planning and land use laws that all other
property owners must abide by

We recognize that since Senator Jeffords, Senator Baucus and Representative Blumenauer began
to pursue postal legislation, the United States Postal Service has improved its outreach to
communities. Specifically, the public involvement procedures made effective on October S,
1998, involve the community earlier and more substantively than what has historically occurred
That being said, we feel strongly that the Postal Service’s internal rules do not go far enough
And we are also concerned that, since the Postal Service is not legally bound to follow the new
procedures, what gains have been made could erode over time.

Thank you for considering our views -- should you wish to discuss these issues further please do
not hesitate to contact us

Sincerely,

National Association of Counties

National League of Cities

National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers
The U.S. Conference of Mayors

National Trust for Historic Preservation

American Planning Association

Preservation Action

International Downtown Association

National Alliance of Preservation Commissions
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PRESERVAT!ION

The Honorable Thad Cochran

Chairman

Senate Subcommittee on International Security,
Proliferation and Federal Services

442 Senate Hart Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-6252

October 5, 1999

Re: Statement for the record in support of the Post Office Community Partnership Act (S. 556)
Dear Chairman Cochran:

Preservation Action, as the national grassroots lobby for historic preservation, urges your support for the Post Office
Community Partnership Act (S. 556). Citizens across the country have adopted local zoning, planuing and land use laws to
protect the historic character, property values, and health of their communitics. It is only fair that the United States Postal
Service, like any member of a community, abide by these enacted laws.

S. 556 would require the Postal Service to notify a local community about, and give it an opportunity to participate in,
decisions regarding the relocation, closing or consolidation of any post office. In response to a similar bill in the 105th
Congress, the United States Postal Service put into effect on October S, 1998 internal rules to accommodate citizens into these
planning processes. The Post Office claims these internal rules are adequate and therefore S. 556 is unwarranted, but
Preservation Action knows internal rules do not have the weight of law and can be ignored when convenient. The example of
Oklahoma City’s Pennville Historic District and the United States Postal Service is a case in point.

The Pennville Historic District is a mixed-income neighborhood. Pennville residents work hard to make sure the
historic architecture and desirability of their neighborhood is protected. Oftentimes this means repairs and new buildings must
be of traditional materials and fit into the existing neighborhood. So it should be no surprise that in the spring of 1997 when the
Post Office announced it was planting metal posts with plastic mailboxes in residents’ yards, the community gathered (in less
than 48 hours) 3,000 petition signatures opposing the invasion of postal sentinels. The actions of the Post Office are even
more egregious in light of one of their own internal rules; that when changing the format of delivery, the Post Office must
first receive permission from the owner. The residents of Pennville were not asked, but rather ordered to accept the Post
Office’s change. Later, the recalcitrance of postal officials towards residents’ objections eventually required the negotiation of a
mailbox moratorium mediated by United States Representative Ernest Istook, Jr.

The consequences of relocating, closing or consolidating any post office may seem larger than those faced in the
Pennville neighborhood, but in any of these instances American citizens deserve more respect {rom the Postal Service. Citizens
working to improve and preserve their communitics need the guarantecs of law provided by S. 556, not the vagaries of internal
“rules.” Please support S. 556 and make sure the postal service acts as a good partner in towns big and small across the

country.

Sincerely,

Seaan Wedf 1T}

Susan West Montgomery,
President —~

1350 Connecticut Avenue. N.W. Suite 401, Washington, D.C. 20036
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Congress of the Tnited States e
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Houge of Repregentatives omait it sar@mail house g0+

websie: huggiue house goviblumenaues
Washington, BE 205153703
October 6, 1999

The Honorable Thad Cochran The Honotable Daniel K. Akaka

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee on Governmental Affairs Committee on Governmental Affairs

Subcommittee on International Security, Subcommittee on International Security,
Proliferation and Federal Services Proliferation and Federal Services

Hart Senate Office Building, Room 442 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Room 326

Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Cochran and Ranking Member Akaka:

The public does not need new rules, regulations and mandates placed upon them to make our
communities more livable. Indeed, the most significant contribution the Federal government can
make is to be a constructive partner with states, local governments and the private sector to help our
communities work better. One small but important step would be to have Federal agencies like the
United States Postal Service obey the same rules and regulations that we require homeowners and
businesses to follow.

There are over 40,000 post offices all across America. They are both symbols for how we connect
to one another, and a very real part of the community. Time and time again, we find that the post
otfice on Main Street anchors Main Street business activity; it is a source of pride for people in the
local communities; often it (s 2 historic structure.

Each of these post offices is an opportunity for the Federal government to promote livable
communities by being a constructive parmer. Unfortunately, rather than seizing these opportunitics
for collaboration, the Postal Service's flawed facilities process too often creates contlict, and intlicrs
damage, upon the towns and cities they are found in. Sometimes historic post ottices are removed
from historic downtown locations, destroying the viability of the business district and limiting the
access the elderly have to postal services. In many other cases, the Postal Service simply has not
been the type of neighbor that our communities deserve and they have chosen to ignore the local
laws that everyone else must abide by. While I would be the last to suggest the town residents are
always tight and the Postal Service is always wrong, 1 have seen too many examples where the Posral
Service has not made a good faith effort to constructively engage the communiny
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A good example of the lack of understanding by the Postal Service regarding the power of
cooperation can be found in Portland, Oregon, where land use planning has been a hallmark fora
generation. There is perhaps no American mewropolitan area thzt has worked harder to manage
growth. We try to locate basic infrastructure where it will be needed and where it will do the most
goad, and try to not simply chase events after the fact. Most recently, the region adopted a 2040
Plan” to prepare for growth over the next several decades.

The Postal Service, with over 500 facilities in the fast-growing Portland region, acknowledges that it
is playing a serious game of “catch-up.” Yet the Postal Service made no attemp’s to coordinate their
facilities planning with the “2040 Plan” — in fact, they admitted they were completely unaware that
the process had taken place atall. This ignorance despite the fact that over 17,000 citizens and
businesses, and all the local government units participated directly in the planning for over five
years.

Knowing where growth will be concentrated in the years ahead would have enabled the Postal
Service to make strategic decisions i a way that would take advantage of this change rather than
trying to play “catch-up.” The Federal government cannot afford to pursue its own independent
strategies. Not only are apportunities lost for coordinated response, avoiding mistakes, saving
money, time and effort in the future but the credibility of Federal agencies, or in this case the Postal
Service, 15 dramatically undercut.

Another, perhaps more generic, problem occurred during the censtruction of a new Portland post
office and involved an abuse of ‘ocal land use laws. When notified of the building requitemnents, the
Postal Service wrote to the City indicating that they were immune fram all local laws, but would wy
and accornmodate the city’s destres. Despite the fact that any other business, ot the City of Portdand
itself, would have been required to build sidewalks for pedestrian safety at the site, the Posial Service
decided they couldn’t accommodate this law. After a protracted battle, the City managed to get half
of the required sidewalks, but only after threatering to block the entrance to the post office’s
parking lot.

To help the Postal Service and cur Communities be better partners, I introduced legislation in the

105" Congress (FLR. 1231) that requires the Postal Service to obey local land use and planring
and work with the local communities before they make decisions that can have such a wrenching
effect on the fabric of a community. | have reinrroduced this legistation in the 106™ Congress {
670}, and am pleased that Senator Baucus and Jeffords have joimed the effort on the Senare 3
the mtroduction of 5. 336,

The bill has attracted a broad coalition of supporters, including governors, cities, counties and
mayors, as well as a host of preservation groups. In addition, FLR. 670 and S. 556 are maybe the
only environmental priorities that have won the support of both o aponal A ion of
Homebuilders and the Sterea Club. Jt s ironic that Postal Service gives the public more input into
what version of the Elvis

stamp it is going 1o produce than decisions that really can be lite and death
for small town Amernica. [t is time we d these bills and provided our communities a statutory
cility decisions.

nght to be involved m major post of
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The Postal Service has repeatedly questioned the need for H.R. 670 and S. 556, pointing out what
they feel are fatal flaws in the legislation. In response, Senators Baucus and Jeffords and myself, as
well as the supporting groups, have invited the Postal Service to work with us to make a bill we can
all support. To date, the Postal Service has chosen not t work with us to develop consensus
legislation. It is time for them to stop fighting our legislation, get on board and work with us to
make sure that the Postal Service is a full partner for the next millennium of livable communities in
America.

Thank you for considering my comments and for conducting a hearing on this important issue.
Sincerely,

Earl Blumenauer
Member of Congress
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1201 15" Street, NW
l NAHB ‘Washington, DC 26005
202) 822-0470
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION (
(800) 368-5242, ext. 470
oF HoME BUILDERS Fax: (202) 861-2135

E-mail: jhoward@nahb.com
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS DIVISION

Gerald M. Howard
Senior Staff Vice President

October 7, 1999

The Honorable Thad Cochran, Chair
International Security, Proliferation and
Federal Services Subcommittee

Senate Governmental Affairs Committee
United States Senate

442 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the 200,000 members of the National Association of Home Builders
(NAHB), I would like to take this opportunity to express our support for S. 556, the “Post Office
Community Partnership Act,” introduced by Senators Max Baucus (D-MT) and James Jeffords
(R-VT), and companion legislation, H.R. 670, introduced by Representative Earl Blumenauer
(D-OR).

As you may know, NAHB is committed to the concept of Smart Growth, which is one of
the most critical issues confronting America today. It is an idea that addresses the questions of
how best to plan for and manage growth, when and where new residential and commercial
development should be built and located, and how to pay for the infrastructure required to sustain
a growing population.

Generally, local jurisdictions rely on comprehensive planning as the single most
important method of local growth management. Comprehensive growth plans direct the timing
and location of future zoning actions, land use development, the nature and timing of
development, the expansion of public facilities, and the preservation of historic and
environmentally sensitive areas.

As home builders, our members abide by the local zoning, permit, and building code laws
in order to develop responsibly and preserve the integrity of communities. The United States
Postal Service, however, is currently not required to adhere to state or local codes when
relocating, closing, consolidating or constructing facilities. This noncompliance undermines the
economic and social well-being of communities by permitting the Postal Service to build new
facilities or modify existing facilities without regard to local plans for growth or traffic
management, environmental protection, and public safety.

NAHB strongly believes that the federal government should follow the same rules as the
American public. That is why we support the “Post Office Community Partnership Act.” This
legislation would ensure that the Postal Service considers the impacts on a community of its
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decisions to build or relocate a facility. Specifically, it would require the Postal Service to
comply with the same local zoning and building codes that apply to the home building industry.

It is time for the U.S. Postal Service to be a good neighbor to American communities. We
appreciate the opportunity to share our views before your subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, and we
look forward to working with you and the sponsors of these bills to bring greater fairness into the
regulatory process.

ncerely,

rald'M. Howard
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NALC-VERMONT
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS

VERMONT STATE ASSOCIATION

POST OFFICE BOX 161
BURLINGTON, VERMONT 05402

September 30, 1999

The United States Postal Service's universal service at the same cost - six days a week - is
important to all Americans. It might be more important to Americans who are not on the
internet; who do not receive daily papers or weekly periodicals; who are not subscribers
to cable television. The need to feel connected to the information of the country and the
world is what the post office can provide. Not only by its delivery service, but by its
ability to provide a center for communication in the town.

One might have to live in a small town to realize the importance of the post office and its
location. It seems clear, that including the community in the decision making process
concerning their post office in their community is a great idea. It would certainly increase
the chance for making the best decision and provide some old fashion common courtesy.

Unquestionably, the passage of the Post Office Community Partnership Act of 1999
(S 556) would make sense in my community.

Sincerely, .
// /l' <,
A e L 4“*"\
/ .
James W. Posig

‘President
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The local post office plays a vital role in small-town community fife. It usually provides the only ligk
between the people and their federal government. Residents can visit their post office lobbies to obthin
information from government agencies, purchase a federal duck stamp, find out the addresses of their
Senators and Representatives in Washington or register for the Selective Service. It’s also a central
gathering place where residents keep in touch with one another, reinforcing their sense of community. And
it is staffed with neighbors serving neighbors, providing a level of personalized service not readily found in
urban offices.

Currently there is no legislation in place to assure that the Postal Service will make decisions regarding the
location, closing or consolidation of post offices without first consulting the people who will be directly
affected by those decisions. The lack of safeguards has resulted in the relocation of some offices far
enough away from the downtown areas to create inconvenience and hardship to the residents, especially the
elderly and those unable to provide their own transportation. When a post office is permanently closed, it
deprives the community of its identity and places a burden on residents who are then required to travel to a
nearby town, sometimes at a considerable distance, to conduct postal business.

At the very least, a post office should remain within the boundaries of the comumunity it serves. When the
Postal Service relocated the Perkinsville, Vermont, office several years ago, it moved the facility far
enough away that it is no longer within the village of Perkinsville, but is now located in the village of
Weathersfield. The protestations of the residents of Perkinsville fell on deaf ears.

There is an obvious need for legislation to assure that the Postal Service will be responsive to the needs of

the people it serves. They are, after all, the ones who will have to live with those decisions. Please support
S. 556, “The Post Office Community Partnership Act of 1999.7

M/% £ Nladiast

Mary E. Nadeau
PO Box 212
Hartford VT 05047-0212

(802)295-2123
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Senator Max Baucus
Testimony Before the Senate Government Affairs Committee
Subcommittee on International Security, Proliferation and Federal Services
October 7, 1999

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ranking Member. I appreciate your holding this
hearing and allowing Senator Jeffords and I the opportunity to testify before you today on the
merits of the Post Office Community Partnership Act. Before I begin, let me recognize the
contributions of those who made this bill happen. Congressman Earl Blumenauer, the National
Trust and the National Association of Postmasters of the United States should be commended for
working with all parties and putting together a good bill. They got this ball rolling a couple of
years ago.

So why are we here today, Mr, Chairman? What is the ball that is rolling? In short,
people want a say in how their communities look and feel. And in large measure, that look and
feel depends on the location of the local post office.

The premise of the Community and Postal Participation Act is simple: it allows public
input in the Postal Service decision-making process. Under current law, communities have little
say when the USPS decides to pull up stakes. Our legislation would change that by:

. ensuring that people are informed of Postal Service decisions to relocate, close, open or
consolidate a post office;

. giving those affected a hearing and the chance to offer alternatives to the USPS
proposals;

. allowing those affected to appeal Postal Service decisions to the Postal Rate Commission;
and

. requiring the USPS to comply with applicable zoning, planning or land use laws.

The Postal Service has indicated its interest in a number of these provisions by
incorporating them into its rules. But it has stopped short of supporting their becoming law.

Mr. Chairman, inl1968 there were 383 Montana towns with active post offices; fifteen
years later, there were around 360. Now there are just over 300. I find that sad. I remember as a
kid going to the post office, which was then part of the central business district. [ remember
buying candy, picking up the mail and getting a haircut all in one trip. Seeing my friends and
neighbors downtown fostered a sense of community there, one which I believe is increasingly in
jeopardy. The closing or relocation of post offices to towns’ outskirts has contributed to the
decline of what we affectionately refer to as "small-town America."

And while I recognize that the Postal Service has declared a moratorium on the closing of
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post offices, the same cannot be said of post office consolidations and relocations.
Consider the case of Livingston, Montana.

A couple of years ago, the Postal Service decided it would close the post office in
downtown Livingston, Montana. They announced -- without community input-- that they would
build a new building on the edge of town. No notice, no opportunity to try to work something
out with the Postal Service, no way to stop the post office from moving out of this very popular
and historic part of town.

So I went to Livingston and decided to see what was going on. I tried to tour the facility
and was told, "Sorry, Senator, you can't come in just yet. We have to check in with headquarters
to see if you are allowed.”

So I cooled my heels for 5 minutes, 10 minutes, 20 minutes. Forty five minutes later they
got approval from Postal Service headquarters and allowed me in. I toured the facility, and got a
sense of why Livingston folks love their post office so much. I fought to keep it there, and
fortunately we succeeded.

Why is there such attention focused on the impacts of growth? Some say that the tax
code drives development in outlying areas while urban and downtown business districts fail.
Others suggest that the Federal government's policies on location of post offices and Federal
offices has pushed growth out of small and large cities alike.

‘Whatever the case, Mr. Chairman, I believe these are decisions that should be made with
the input of the community affected. I should not have needed to go to Livingston to convince
the Postal Service not to move.

The same is true in Red Lodge, Montana, where the Postal Service bought land at the
north end of town without telling anyone and decided to build downtown only after tremendous
public outery.

In Whitefish, Montana, the Postal Service put their drop box in the right of way of a main
street without asking the community’s opinion. In Augusta, near my home town of Helena, the
Postal Service decided to build a huge post office on the edge of town without any input from the
local community. According to Sara Walsh, an Augusta business owner, "The Postal Service’s
move to a large building on Augusta’s outskirts has hurt downtown businesses...the post office is
not the community hub that it used to be...they acted against the community’s wishes."

Mr. Chairman, this legislation does nothing to stop the Postal Service from making
needed changes to its facilities and serving its customers. To the contrary, by fostering
cooperation, it encourages participation by all parties involved. In short it puts the community
back in the post office. And I think that’s a good idea.

Thank you again for calling this hearing.



52

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS (703) 683-9027
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October 7, 1999



53

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, I am Howard Foust, President of the
National Association of Postmasters of the United States Postmasters Retired (NAPUS). Prior to
retiring, 1 served as postmaster of Plain City, Ohio for 28 years. NAPUS represents more than
43,000 active and retired postmasters throughout the nation.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to share our views regarding postal closures.
Furthermore, postmasters want to thank you for highlighting S. 556, the Post Office Community
Partnership Act. The measure, introduced by Senator Baucus and Senator Jeffords, would help
to address a serious threat to the future of small and rural communities throughout the United
States. It is important to recall that last year the Senate passed by voice vote a provision similar
to S. 556.

Mr. Chairman, while postmasters recognize that demographic changes often necessitate
operational modifications for certain communities, NAPUS opposes the arbitrary closing,
consolidation and suspension of post offices. To investigate the soundriess of such actions,
NAPUS created the “Committee for the Preservation of an Historic Universal Postal Service.” It
is a delegation composed of knowledgeable retired postmasters.  The committee monitors the
actions of Postal Service managers to make sure that the proper procedures are followed relating
to postal closings, including suspeasions and consolidations. At the conclusion of its
investigation, the group reports its findings to the NAPUS national office and shares the results
with the Postal Service. While this unofficial procedure is helpful, NAPUS believes that the most
effective way to curtail unwarranted suspensions is through enactment of §. 556.

Mr. Chairman, approximately 500 post offices are presently under temporary emergency
suspension. 220 of these post offices have been “temporarily” suspended for more than five
years. NAPUS believes that the Postal Service has no intention of ever reopening most of these
facilities. Citizens, businesses, and local officials of communities affected by suspensions have
concluded that the Postal Service has elected to circumvent the Postal Reorganization Act’s
procedure for closing a post office by using the suspension ploy. The Postal Service should have
followed the Postal Reorganization Act stipulated procedures regarding closure.

T would like to focus on thé provisions in the S. 556 that would help to safeguard postal
services throughout the nation by putting a brake on the misuse of suspensions. Section 2, b(12)
of the bill would ensure that if a post office is closed, it is closed for the right reasons and that the
proper procedures are followed. Insum, S.556 would prevent the Postal Service from misusing
the right to suspend postal services, limit such actions to real emergencies, and guarantee that
such actions are temporary.

Allow me to explain what is supposed to occur when the Postal Service must temporarily
suspend postal operations at a particular post office.  The Postal Service must first declare that an
emergency condition exists and that it is a threat to the health and safety of postal employees or
customers, or security of the mail. Such situations include a natural disaster or a lease
termination. Then, the district manager is required to notify Postal Headquarters of the
suspension, and must notify customers of the reason for the suspension, as well as alternative
locations to receive postal services. Within six months, the district manager must decide whether
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to reopen the post office or begin a study to decide whether to permanently close it. However,
postal regulations do not establish a time limit for the completion of such a study Asa
consequence, the Postal Service may institute a temporary suspension of postal services without
a time limit.

S. 556 helps to protect small communities from the misguided decision by postal officials
from initiating so-called temporary emergency suspensions of post office operations, by limiting
a temporary suspension to 180 days. This would help to guarantee that temporary suspensions
are truly temporary, and are the result of emergency situations.

As I stated earlier, current law provides a specific procedure through the Postal Rate
Commission should the postal service decide to close a specific post office, yet no such
procedure is required to invoke a “temporary emergency suspension.” As a result, the Postal
Service has found that it is much easier to suspend an office rather than close it. S. 556 helps to
remedy the misuse of the Postal Service’s suspension power.

The expiration of a post office’s lease and the retirement of a local postmaster is a
predictable event. Six months is enough time to locate a suitable site to replace the former one.
Furthermore, the decision of the Postal Service to disregard the maintenance of older post offices
and leaving the physical plant in disrepair should not be misused as the basis of such
suspensions.

In rural and suburban communities around the nation, postmasters serve as the vital link
between the federal government, and the citizens and small businesses. The suspension of full
service postal operations disrupts this vital link, and interferes with communications and
commerce within these much overlooked areas of the country.

In conclusion, a 1997 General Accounting Office report established that “Post Offices
under emergency suspension affect customers in much the same way as post offices that are
officially closed in that services from those post offices are also no longer available.” NAPUS
believes that the law should recognize this fact.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Futten 04-Jjen-98 Midwest Mid-Americd
|Geplond 02-Qct-92 Mig-Atigntic  |Bofimors
Garlson 29-Jon-88 _iMig-Atiantic  |Batfimors .
Gaomson 20-Cct-95 Midwest Mid-Amgricg
Gorvin Migwest Northiond

Great Lakes  {Gregter indlana
Mid-Atiantle  |GreaterSC
Mig-Atiantic  1Richmond

Mid-Atiantlc __|Appalachlan

Gregt Lakes  |Central llinols

:C_;Eq‘tow L
Gheens

Southwest New Oreans

Gilmer Mig-Atlonfic |Appaicchian
Glace Mig-Atlantc _ |Appglachicn
Glad Valley Midweast Oakotas

Glasgo Northeast 1Connecticut

Glen Morgan Mid-Atlontic  jAppdgchlan
[Glenhayes 06-May-91 Mid-Atlgrtic _ |Appalachion
Glover o ] 31-Dec:9! Migwest Mid-America
Godeffroy | 28-Feb-%0 New York Westchester
Goldoond 1 0}.Fob-95 Mid-Aftantic _|Appataochian
Goodson | Q3Sep-91  IMidwast  \Mid-America
Gordon ) 31-Aug-93 Allegheny. yCinclnnati

Gowen City : 29-Oct-94 |Allegheny \Harmsourg
Grassfiar 31-Aug-94 Alegheny [Ene L
Grassy 15-Nov-91 Midwest Mig-America
Grays River \ | 20-Jon-96 Western Portiand
GreenPork £ 31-Aug-96 Allegheny Harisburg

|Grimms Landing C 08-Jan-93 Mig-Atlantic  |Appalachian
Grove A 01-39p-95 Northeast Malne .
Gurmbery E 12-Mar-90 Mig-Atlantic  {Greensboro
Guoilock cC 13-Nov-95 Westemn Sat loke City |
|Hodley A 14-Oct-94 Mid-Attontic  |Kentuckiana
Haldemaon '1L o O | . _ 02Jjon98 IMig-Afigntic  |Kentuckiana
Homberg ! C i 09-Nov-96 Midwest Dakaotas

Homiet 0| 3ldang? Midwest Central Plains
Hampden N 09- AU Mid-Atiantic _ |Appalachian
Horman B [ 18-Nov-93 Mid-Atlanic _Appalochian
Hatflald A 20-May-B9 Midwest Northlond
Hatton 13 26-Oct-93 . [Southwaest Arkansas

Havaco E i 28-56p-92 Mig-Atiantic  {Appalgchion
[Razeftan [ 22-Dec:95 Mig-Atianfic __‘Appalachian
Henryton . . Q2-Mar-82 OCMstg

[Heroig B A 13-Fet-98 Midwest  iGateway
Herick Center c i 19-Feb-84 __ [Allegheny _ |Homsourg
[Hettand ! C | 10Dec9? Midwest iDokotas

[Hillsburg C 01-Jul-92 Great Lokes __|Gregter indlana
|Hines 1 . 07-May-97 Mid-Afiontic _(Appalachian
Holabird C 03-Oct-92 IMigwest Dokotas .
|Holden A 29-Mar-93 Western Salt Loke City
Holdert 06-0ec-89 Great Lakes _iCentrgl flinais
Homer 10 Juk98 Gregt Lgkes _ :Gregter Indlana
Horton T6-Aug-96 Midwest [Mid-amarica
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&

Howell A 23-Mar-85 iSouthwest Arkansas

Hunfty ) VA 22640 E ! 10-Jan-92 Mig-Atanfic N Viigrio R

Murtswie 0 L | esaa § C 3 -Ap9s  Midwest  Gdteway . ..

Igewlid N 383456 c_ 23-May-97 Southeast Tonnessas

hiamsvile MD 21754 : 06-Oec-85 Mig-Atlontic  iBaftimaore

Indepandence | WV 26374 3 04-0ac-93 Mig-Atlantic  jAppolachion B

ndustial ¢ 78375 & 02:0ct92 Mid-Ationtic [appalachian

lona. 50 57542 A 04-Nov-83 Midwest Dakotos

Ivyton 41444 A 03-4an-97 Mig-Aticntlc  IKentucklana

Jamaica 23079 £ | 18-Jun-5¢ _iMid-Atlante [Richmond

Jankins Bridge P VA 23399 c | 05-Mar-93 Mig-Attantic [Rlehmond

Jennie i AR | 71649 £ 02-Nov-91 Southwast Arkansas

Jodle WV 26674 € 23-Jen-97 Mid-Atlankc | Appatachicn

Jonoen WV 25856 3 18-Mar-94 Mig-Atleatic  'Appalachian

Junction wv 26824 c . 30-Jan-97 Mid-Atlgrtic  jAppalectvan

Jureay I 15751 c 31-Mor-88 {Alegheny Ere e

Justiceburg LIX 79330 C 30-May-97 TSouthwaest Ft Worth

Kangwha Folls wv 25115 c | 28-Apr-95 IMid-Atlontic | Appalachion

Kantnef kA 15548 el 30-Sep-92 Allegheny |Erle o

Kempster Wi 54444 C 18-Oct-93 Midwest LMuwcukeeﬂ .

[Keystane wv 24852 13 25-Nov-96 Mid-Aflartic | Appatachlan

Kieffer WV 24950 c 28-Fab-97 Mig-Atiantic  1Appalachian

Kllono LA 70066 13 _01-Nov-89 ‘Southwest  [New Orieans

Kilsyth A 25859 1 - ;7 27-Jun97 Mid-Atlantic lApooIochlcn

Kirkland TX 79238 A 02-59p-83 Southwest __IFt Worth

Kroxilg MD 21756 5 24-AugB? Mic-Ationtic _|Battimore i

Knoxvile i GA 31050 H i 02-Oct-92. Southeast Macon

Kahler Pow 53044 8 01-Oct-84 Midwest Milwaukee

Koppeiston T wy 24854 Al 23-Jun-93 Migd-Atigrtic  (Appdachian

Labarre 1A 70751 0 27-Aug-93 Southwest New Qrieans

lLakeside_ T 06758 11 27-Nov-95 Northeast Connecticut

Lokewood L 62438 N 10-Mar-95 Micwest Gareway

Lokin WV 25250 R 26 Juko1 Mid-Atlantic | Appaiachian |

Lawrenceville NY 12949 13 15-Dec-93 Nertheast Albany

Lecnder KY 41228 e 03-Jan-98 Mid-Atlantic 'Kentuckiana

Locke Wy 24856 E 04-Oct-96 Mig-Atiantic_{Appalachian

Lecoma MO 65540 _C ¢ 01-May-%0 Migwest IMig-Amedca

leeCly | Ky a2 | C | 03-Jan-97 Mid-Atlonnc __|Kentuckiang

Leswood WV 25722 | _E | . 1\7:May:9! Mid-Aflanfic [Appalachian

Lofor 1 no seedl | €| 01-Nov96 Migwest Dokatas i

Lenox MO 65541 1 C | 10-Oct-97 Midwest Mid-Amerdca

lenox .+ AL 3454 | C | 18-Sep-92 Southegst Alobama -

Leon VA 22725 E 29-Mar-26 [Mig-Ationtic N Virginia

leonJuncton | "X ) 76882 ; € 02-Qct-92 Southwest San Antonio

Lovels WV 25430 1 16-0ct-81 Mid-Atlantic  |Appotachlan

Umerick NY 13657 12-Dec-94 Northeast |Albany

Uingen wv 2528 1 C 16-Mar-9G Mid-Aflartic  jAppalachion

Undseyvile 1KY 42257 C . ..29-AugRs Mid-Atiantic _[Kentuckiana

Lnwood i MD 21764 i 02-Oct-92  IMid-Afiantic _[Bafimore

Listie i PA 1949 1 31-Dec-92 Allegheny Erie L

Lo W 25288 | C | .. 15Dec9% Mig-Atiantic | Appalachian

Long Valley S0 57547 € _{Migwest Po\gotm e

Loretto VA 22509 < Mid-Atlantic _Richmond

Ludell 1 Ks | 67744 Al Migwerst Central Plains

Ludlow sD 57755 c 1t 21-Jul95 [Midwest Dokatos

Luebbering MO 6361 | C | 0l-Mor%6  [Midwest Gateway |

Lynchburg MO 65543 1 E . 29-Mar 56 Midwest [Mid-Amerca
on TUowy | esero | 1T 08%ep93  [Mid-Afiontic jAppoiochion

[Mockeourg e w706 1 11 02-Aug-97 Alegreny Columbus
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VA | 95 | mor
T e T — arer
Mot
iassies Mi I S
Maystieid _ O2:0ct92  iSouthwost
McClurg 10-0ec93  |Midwest
McGay 27-Mar-9e  jSouthwsst  SarAntorso
Heador 39657 i TTreb 97 [Mid-AlIGRiC | Apodiachion
Megdow Bluft wv 24058 02-Qct-92 iMid-Afigntic  |Appdochlan
Meadows TN 03587 02-Coc-a8 Notthe il New Hompshia
Mecking 5o 57044 T aNGV T Micwest_|Dakaras
Mecley Wy 26734 B 0-Apr0b Mic-Ationtic  Appdlachian |
Meiros_eﬁ'__, LT 08049 0o 31-Mar90 Norheost Conmnacticut |
maricie TpA 15761 ] P May92 ___|Allegheny  [Ede e
Mignight MS 9118 no 22-Nov-96 Southesst Mississipat
Miguon PA 19452 no 1 13.0¢1-95 Allegheny loocosiar |
MissonRidge {50 [ 5iss7 1A T dluandy Midwest Dokaras
Wigtan ™N 380%¢ i 3)-0ul85  lSouthecst _ _jTennessee ]
Movesie (A 70376 T 02 jSouthwes!  [New Oreans
Motiestown VA 23412 } 18-Nov-E8 Mid-Atlgntic _ iRichmond ]
[Moko AR | 72557 c 72 ] Southwest  tAkonscs
Monavile WV 25638 31 Mig-Atlantic  |Apoclachian
IMoscow V1 05662 o iNertheost \Springtieic —
Mountaln 1wy 26407 A ] [MidAfigntic {Appologhion |
Mt Cora V ONM_ | 88aze C__ i _OvApc®  Western _iAlbuguergue
{Mungiay Wy 26152 c i 292 IMa-Atlantic  iAppalachion
Munson PA 16860 < 26-Qct-84 1Alegheny £le I
Munsonylilg NH 03457 Wl 3C-hNov-8% Normeast Ngw Hompshirg
Mustos . VA 24468 E_ ] 28-Aug-97 |Mid-Atlantic  [Richmong ;
Natraska PN 47982 A O4-Jjon9a iGregt Lokes  (Gregtes indiane
New Guif I2s 77462 13 31-Mar-94 Southwaes! Houston
Naw Lisbon Y 13418 € [ 130¢t95 INorhgaost Algany .
AL 36270 A 11-Dec-92 Southeost Algbama .
PA 17759 C 28-Aug-92 Allagheny Hamisburg R
MQ 85713 A X-Jan-93 Micwest Mid-Amerca "
WY 25¢87 i 15-Dec-95 Mig-Atlantic  |Appatachian
Of | 9raec no_ o OkNov9 Westem Poriand
1911 _ BdeX c 30-Aug-97 [Westem Sait taks City |
Wy | 75147 1 Ml Atiantic lapsalachion .
|Ceren i elae | C 3TNOWD | [Greot Lokes |Central linals
Oswagatste | NY WOIC 1 E 1E-Feb-93 {Northeast Albany B
Qtter Creek il _ g9 Nodheost  [Mdine
Org T T 00ete | Soumwest | iSon Antorio
Ovopa R E ilJun0s " IMigAflantic  tAppciochion
Cwanke . 01-O¢t-82 _  IMldwest ~ Dakotas
Qzore 13-Mqr-91 |Sourmeast  [Tennessee
Page 22 Ap-94 Ivict-Atientic  {Appalachion
Parade 3 0}-Sep-87 i?\_jiq:fyest |Dakotas
(Parls i C] & SiMoest T IMigangnte " [Nvigne |
Poscoln MQ 63871 LB 02:0c192 iMicwest IMic-Armenca
C__i . 25Gcto% Micdwes! |Dakotas -
S A 26 Augr2d MicAtiantic  iKgntuckiong
3 26-Qct-95 Mig-Atlantic  |Appglachion
c 1 30-Jun-92  1Southwest Saa Antonlo
E ] 18-Mar-94 Saurnecst Algbama
T [McAfionticTAppaiachion
i Mig-Atigntc  ICapral
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Pleasontville ¥: uthegst

Porters Falls 16-Jun-93 Mid-Atiantic  |Appdlachian |
Powhatan G8-Dec:95 | Mig-Atigntic  [Aopaiachlan

Prirmm Springs 14-Jul-90 Southegst Tenresses

Provo J9-Jun-95 Micawest Caxotes

[Quoker Street __ 23-Sep-85 Northeost Alcany

Quecresk 29-Jui-97 Allegheny Ele .

Queen 30-Sep-93 Alegheny _ifre _

Romsey 30-Sep-93 Mig-Atlantlc _{Appdaiachlan

Red Ash 12-Ayg-94 Mid-Ationtic  jAppolachian
Redford & TX | 79848 I 08-Jan-87 Southwest _ San Antonio

Regstar 1wy 75014 E_ 1 7:Mord7  IMig-Atontic  [Appdachion
Remota GR 97468 30-Now-90 Western |Portiand .
IRepublican Grave; VA ¢ 28585 C ) 7 Md-Ationtc jAppalachion |
Richardwvile | Y | 42270 i _E Md-Aflantic Kenftuckiona |
Richardsville VA 273__|__C 18-0¢t-93 Mid-Atlantic__|N Virginia .
Richfiskd NE 66054 A 21-Nov-89 Migwest iCentral Piging
Rlagewoy i 275 G T 23-Jukda Groot Lokes__|Greater Michgan W
Ritter OR 97872 | A 05-May-89 Western Portiand _ B
Rolin _— M avg 4 C 29-Aug-97 _iGrect lokes  [Gregter Michigan
Rossourg Ny 14776 £ 27Dec®l____iNorthoast Western New Yark__ |
Royaiton Wi 54975 D i 28-Mg-95 Migwest __[Miwaukee

Royoty _ 4 WX & 79779 % . ° 30-Nov-88  |Southwest __SanAnmtorvo |
Rumford Center | ME | 04278 1 ) 30-Sep-95 Northeast Maing

Rushvilie PA 18839 ¢ E ] 18-Mgy-75 Allagheny Harrisourg

Sant Andrews i 37372 0] 04-May-92 Soutreast Tenngssee B
Soint George ME 04887 n_ | 20-May-93 Northeost Maine -
Soint Paul K¥ 41170 A 29-Oct-93 Mid-Atiortic [Kentuckiana
Salipta AL 36570 H 30-Sep-94 Southeast Algbama

Salvo NC 27972 1 07-Oct-92 Mid-Atlontic [ Greenshore

Sandy X 78465 C | 020ct92. 1Southwaest San Antonic_

Sandy Level VA 24161 E 04-0ct-95 IMid-Aflontic | Appalachion
Sardinlg NY__j 14134 1 31-Ju-95 Northeast Western New York
Sovoy | MA 0% | € 22-5ep-89 Northeast sprngflald

[Saxom I wy 25180 | C i 04-Oct-97 Mid-Atiantic_|Appalachian
Scoftvlle NC 28472 11 i 05-Mar-91 Mid-Atlontic  |Greensboro .
Seanor PA 15953 E ] 27-Jul-90 Allggheny Ede

Seminole PA 16253 o 05-Jul-94 Allagheny Erle

Seven Milg Ford VA 24373 B 30-Dec-91 __ |Mid-Atigntic  Appalachian

|Severn VA | 23185 no 11-Oc¢t-96 Mid-atigntic _ iRlchmong
Sharon . wv 25182 __h i (09-Feb-920 Mig-Atiantic

Shattuc It 62283 0o 31-Oct96 Migwest

Shattuckville MA _ 01369 c ! 03-Mgy-88 Northeast

Sherman wv 26173 C _ . B5Apr9s _iMig-Atlantic .
Sidney ¢+ N 46566 13 27-Dec-9} Great Lakes  |Gregter Indiana
[Skyqusty Cwv | 24883 E_i _ 23Mar90  IMig-Afiantic:Appdlachion ]
Siade LKY [ _do3re £ 27 Sep-96 Mid-Aflantic_[Kentuckiang

[smith J 40867 E 01-Oc¢t-91. Mig-Atlanfic Kenfuckigng

Snow Hil [ AL 36778 [ 05-Jan-9¢ _lsoutheast Algbama

Soton Mills [ 40080 E 31yan-98  |Gregt lokes  [Northern Hllinois
Somerset Mi 49281 n 16-Mar-96 (Great Lakes __Greater Michigon
|Sougsrsourg PA 1 17577 Alleghany Lancgster .
|South 8ritain CcT 06487 ;13 03-Feb-94 _ |Northegst Connecticut |
SouthRutiand | NY | 13688 | C___ 1 29-Oct-93 Northeast Albgny .
South Snodack | NY [ 12162 1. 27Feb9m Northaost Albany

South Waterora LUME 04081 " 30-3ep-95 Northeost  Maine _
Southside LIN P 3TN 13 ) 05Dec91  lSoutheost Tennesses
Spalding o83 c_ 03Feb-96 _ |Westem {Spokane

Soeaks ™| 77985 B i Oafgow Southwest__1San Antonia
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Dish ek

oot sAlgbama
Sorow PA 16682 £ 30-Mer-90 Alsgheny fre
Stocyville ME 04782 C O7-Jun-97 Northaast rMaine
Srofford OH 43786 < 30-Aug-97 Aleghen Columbus
Stangara Ty L 62686 C 02-Qer-92 Gieat Lakes Cenirg! Hinols
StartsMills oWy @9 1o v C6-0sc.94 Md-Aticntc  1Appclechian
won 1A H-Ape97 Alagnany tancastet
| aaes | [ 030ct92  iGreat Lokes  IGreater inciong
o ! -Apr _iMd-Afiantic Apodilachion
LR 10-Moy-9¢ _ IMa-Atlontlc  Kerh.okiana
Stonega B4 'd-Feb-94 Mid-Aficntic  1Appalachian i
Strarge Cteok [ 17-May-96 Mig-Attontic  |Appclochion
Surmmsties £ Q1-Apr94 Mig-Atiantic  |Appaiachion
Swan River € _ 04 Cec0 Michyast Neahiond
Igibert A 17-0ec-93 Mig-Afiontic  Hentuckiang
Tapiin C _16-May-91 Mig-Ationtic _1Appaiachion
Tortt L 22-Jon97 Mic-Ationtic  {Appdtochion
Teftt < 21-Mar-97 Great Lokes  {Greater indiona
Teresito c 03-0ct-90 Mictwest Mid-Arnerica
Tory < CB-Apr-94 Mid-Atiantic 'Appdicchan
Thackar 11 27-Gt93 Mid-atlanfic  1Apgglochian
fherat L 13 01Sep-80 Southwest  New Qrecns
Thuremond WY 25836 £ __Z1-Jon9d Mig-Ationtic | Appaicchian
fada oA N T &-Jon-86 Allegheny IErie
Tomatc AR 7238l A 01-Aug-92 Southwest Arkansos e
Tarbent N . 70781 € 29-Des95” Southwest New Onecns
Tromimel VA 24789 i C3-Ap73  [Mid-Aflantic [Appdiachian il
freace KS 6778 A G5 Jon-9¢ Michwest Mid-Amerca
True WV 25088 £ 23-441-93 MidAtlanfic [Appdachion
Tulchossee 1 74468 € 1 GrApos Southwest  |OKghoma
Turnet Hill i 62991 A 14-A0-89 Migwast Gotewoy
Turie: o A 51089 E 4 04-0ct98 Midwest Howkeys
TwinBonet § WV 20889 1 12-Ju-93 Mid-Atiantic  1Appalachion
Tuist AR 72385 C i 21Dec®5  [Squfhwest  LArkgreos -
Tytersourg PA 16361 i 18-May-% Alsgheny Ede
Udoli MQ 65766 ] 12-Apr-95 Mictwest Mic-Americg
Untanport oH 439865 £ 14-Aug-92 Alggheny Akrgn
Valley “ork Wy 25283 i1 11-Jul-97 Mig-Attontic. | Appalachian
Yaniuno ND 58489 < Q2-Aug-96 | IMidwet Dakatas .
Vardo 71481 A 16-AugQé iSoutbwest New Odeans
Vikoge 22570 < Q01-Cet-84 Mid-Atlartic  Richroond B
Vitoge f FARIS I 15-May-92 Southwest ArkQnsQs
iolg L 83872 £ 07-Feb-08 Wastam Spokane
Volney VA 24379 2] 30-Sep-94 Mid-Afiantic  1Appaiachian .
Voss N 76e88 B 3UAGREE _ [Southwest BT worh ]
Vulean i WV 25697 Lo 3950092 Mid-Attantlc  iAppaigrhian
Wagestown 1 Mid-Aftantic  Apoalachian
Wottovila I EMFEE Appgchion
} Migwest Mid-America
W Hogs ___Southeqst Alatoma
Wordtown VA | 2x8 ¢ C 05Mar93 - Mid-Alantle IRichinond
aiho_ _ NC 2867 . 13 09-Nov-91 Mid-Atiantic | ihid-Caroinas
(Watts or Bam N 3795 W 01-0cl-92 Soutmegst  llecressee |
Waottslle 1 VA 23483 | 24Dac 86 IMdAHontle  Richmond
ves NG 27982 i E -May-72_ IMiRAlantc |Greensboro
Weissart MNE 68860 3 O 4 Nov-97 Micwest Conral Piging
Wanong MO 2181 . B4-Moy-89  iMichAttontc  [Sgitimong
Wedt Chetterield MA Q1084 E 31-Dec-92 Northgost Sprngfiele

Poge 7



62

POST GFFICES SUSPENDED PRICR TO MARCH 16, 1998
Suspepd dare Aieqp  Distri et

m SALT

izt inre p! 3 B SRk

[West Hotleld I oMA 008 e [Northeast Springtieis |
Wast Tremont ME | 046%0 (R 03.Get07 iNortheast  [Maine
wast Wilow pA [ 17563 i . Alegheny  ilancaster |
wosteid T VT i o%ra | 13 ¢ 275801 [Norheast _ [Sprngheld ]
Writa Oax 1 sC | #9176 c_ 03-Oct9z  Migatiante  |GrenterSC
tWitkle < . Mo-atenticlAppdlocnon |

1
iMid-Atlantic  'Boltimore
B
i _ . _{Mid-Afiontic [ Appaiachian
1 IR PPPPTERTON
A< 52 Norheast New Homphire |
N T T T5dn®s  Ividwest Miwoukee
Woodstock Vallgy | 4o 15Nov-Be  INorheast Connocticut |
[Worr ) WY TN Y Y Mid-Aliontic_ Agpaiachian
c 1 27-Feb-93 Allggheny it
BRI 1 5 4 Mic-Allontic  iAopalachian
| Migwest  Mid-Amenca
SAict-Atlantlc  [Richmond
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Post OFFice stale Zip Code bevel Suspend date Area

Diskrict

2 aad L p Sabe oo
cn L i.4480) ) c - 8 |Allegreny Akren 7
|ace VAR mio bC 03-Jul-98_ Souttwes! Arkansos
Ancrel MO | 63431 i € | 23-Jul-99 Micwest  iGateway ]
@Tssne:d OH . aJ80s c_ 20-5ep-98 Alagreny Columbus
8iue Jay wWv 25816 [T 3-Ju-98 Mig-Attantic !Appalachian
Bordetand wv 25665 1 21-Apr-99 Mic-Atontic Appalachlon
8nar o MO 1 63931, A | 15-Jan-99 Micwest Mid-America___
Buforg ad 82052 | _C | Gl-Feb-99 Westem Denver
Ccmeron Milts NY 14820 | 3 14-Nev-98 Nocreast Waestern Naw
Catton NY ¢ 14836 : 13} 02-Fab-99 Northecst Westemn New
|Drayton Plgins ML . 48330 _1 _ 18 i 1sNov-98 | |GrearLakes Royoi Qak
- K5 L &732_ 4 C 05-Dec-98 Miawest Mid-America
|Etten__ L Wv oo2sees i C . 0%-Ju-98 Mic-Atigntic Appalochion
Ewocd i A | s28 )€ 1 _02Mor99 Hawkeye B
Fort Mitchell VA 294l | oA ] 07-Aug-98. "Richmond
Gibbonsvile | 10 83463 C _{  leApr® Spokare
Romiton Dome |~ WY 82427 A 31-0ct-08 Wastern Denver .
Femdon Wy 2a726_|_ 13 | OlJon%e  _|Mid-Afigniic _|Appdiochion
sgoen ] WV | 24846 o 18-May-% [Mid-Ationtic [Appalachian
[Kiiatney FL__ 1 3ara0 | 13} _08Aug98 [Soutreast Centrol Flofloc
lLawence L[ sa415 T E 1 75-580-58 Midwest Gotewoy
Liteport T A 1 sw0ss L < 4 18-Jun-99 Micwest Howkeve
[Cousvite 1 " KS T 66450 A 05-JundB (Micwest Central Plging
Loveland VoK T 93553 B i 16-Nov-98 Southwest {oWGhama
Marchand PA 15758 c 30-May-98 Allecheny Ere
McCabe MY 59248 A 19-Jui-98 Westemn Blitings
Milam Wy 26838 £ 31-Dec-98 Mig-Atiantic Appalachian
Mosoy MQ 64073 [of 16-AuQ-98 Micwest Mid-Americo
Mount Atto WV 25264 £ 30-5ep-98 Mig-Atiantic Appdlachian
INorth Roblnson | OH 1 44856 N1 28-Apr99 Allegheny Akron
Norwood MN 55368 15 Tledono9 | IMigwest Northiand
|Ocean View NJ © 08230 18 05-Aug-99 |Allsgheny South Jersay
Qgailah { K3 47656 A 08-Apr-99 Midwest Central Plgins
QOgolis ] K5 66760 c 02-Jul-99 Migwest Mid-America
Ora IN 46968 3 05-56p-08 Gregat Lakes Gragter Ingiona
Pegoplos KY 40447 A 29-Jan-99 Mig-Atigntic Xantuckiang
Pemell oK 73076 C 03-Jul-98 Sauthwest Okloghoma
Pine Ridge KY 41360 E 28-Nov-98 Mic-Atianhe Kentuciktang |
Plainfield . 31073 € 14-Aug-98 Southeost Macon
XY 42267 1 . A _ . 19dun98 - iMid-Afiontic Kentuckiana
MN 55968 A 30-Jun-99 Micwest Northland
Rurrsey SN T A . 20-Aug98 | [Mic:aiontc | [Kentuckiong
Salesvile OH | 43778 £ 02-Jon-99 Allegheny Columous
|Savonburg KS 66772 C 06-Jun-98 Micwest Mid-Amenca
Scxe VA 23967 13 18-Mar-99 Mic-Attantic Richmond
Selbyville WV 26236 £ ! 30-Oct-98 Mid-Artantic Appdochlan
Sereo KY 40164 Cc D3-Aug-98 Mid-Atlgntic Kentuckiand
Shatfter X 79850 A 05-Feb-99 Southwest _iSan Antonig.
Short Creek OH 43989 < 09-58p-98  _ _|Allegneny JAkon
Sierton ™ 38377 c 26-Feb-99 iScutheast Tennessee
Spencer SO 57374 K 01-Jun-98 iMiowest |Oakotas
\Sweet Bnor | VA1 24898 11 ‘ 16-Aug- {Mic-Atientic {Appalachian
ficbie LAl 130583 i . 05-Mar-99 |Seutneast {Alabcma
Twg oo MNvss7or Lo 1 0lued o iMiogwest  iNorhignd
Vilage AR Ji768 1 A ! 23.a0r-99  [southwest lArkarsos
Water View VA 23180 | C 1 2l-Moy® Mig-Atlantic Richmond
West Harfland CT 1 0691 ¢ € 15-1ul-98 ‘Ngrthagst Connacticut
Wileyvile WV 1 28186 | 11 11-Sep-98 IMig-Aticnhic Appatachian
wilsondgle WY | 25699 | E 15-Mar-99 iMig-Ariantic iAppaiacnian
Wintendite : ME , Cargs 1 C 23-Apr-99 Northsast iMaine e
Yaya — ~ LWy 25654 1 07-Aug-98 (MIC-ARANTIC IAppdiachion
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Testimony of Richard Moe, President
National Trust for Historic Preservation
before the
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee
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October 7, 1999

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Subcommittee on
International Security, Proliferation and Federal Services. I am pleased to present
testimony on behalf of the National Trust for Historic Preservation at today’s hearing
regarding “Guidelines for the Relocation, Consolidation, or Construction of Post
Offices.”

The National Trust for Historic Preservation’s mission is “‘Protecting the
Irreplaceable.” In 1949, Congress chartered the National Trust as a private organization
and charged the organization to lead the public/private effort to preserve our national
heritage. The National Trust, with more than 270,000 members, provides leadership,
education, and advocacy to save America's diverse historic places and preserve and
revitalize our communities.

Post offices in small towns and city centers across America are crucial to the
continued viability of downtown businesses and to the communities in which they are
located. Not only does the Post Office serve as an anchor tenant for downtown business
districts, it also frequently occupies structures that are unique to the character of these
communities. Many of these facilities are in historic districts. Decisions to close,
consolidate, or relocate post offices oo often do not consider the economic impact of
such decisions on the local community.

During the early 1990s, lowa communities participating in the National Trust’s
Main Street program conducted surveys that showed 80 percent of the consumers who
shopped downtown did so because of access to the post office. Our National Main Street
Center, which has worked in nearly 1,500 communities since 1980, helps revive
neglected and abandoned downtown commercial districts by providing local groups with
organization, design, economic restructuring and marketing assistance. The program has
helped create 47,000 new businesses and 174,000 new jobs, and has resulted in the
rehabilitation of more than 60,000 buildings. The success of this program hinges on our
ability to stabilize core downtown corridors, and post offices are vital to these business
centers.

Protecting the Irreplaceable

X
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The issue of post office closings became one of our top priorities three years ago
after we were contacted by city council members about the closing of an 80-year-old
downtown post office in Livingston, Montana. The post office is listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. City officials received thirty days notice before a proposed
move out of town. Local citizens decided to fight back because the closing threatened
the economy and character of the community’s downtown.

When we looked into the facts in the Livingston, Montana case, the Trust learned
that the U.S. Postal Service considered itself exempt from federal Executive Orders
12072 and 13006 and from the Public Buildings Cooperative Use Act of 1976. These
directives require federal agencies to first consider locating in downtown or historic
locales before considering outlying areas. In December 1996, the New York Times
published an article about the Livingston Post Office closing, and within months the
National Trust was contacted by scores of local officials and residents from across the
country concerned with post office closings in their communities and states. Like the
Livingston, Montana case, each of these post office closings involved a proposed
relocation from the downtown to a site near a major highway on the outskirts of town.

If calls to the National Trust can be viewed as a barometer on post office closings,
the trend of closings appeared to be occurring at an alarming rate. In March of 1997, the
General Accounting Office issued a report, “U.S. Postal Service: Information on Post
Office Closures, Appeals, and Affected Communities” (GGD-97-38BR). The report did
not identify any unusual closing trends. However, the National Trust continued to
receive multiple reports — at least two calls a week -- about closings from communities
around the country. Many of these stories are documented in local newspaper articles.
We could not understand the discrepancy between the data in the GAQO report, and the
increasing reports of post office closings brought to the Trust’s attention.

Following a meeting with USPS officials in March 1997, we leamned that the U.S.
Postal Service viewed de facto closings -- those that occur because of an expansion,
relocation or construction of a post office at a new site -- as different from a post office
closing where service is ended. The National Trust took issue with this view. While
federal law and regulations govern how the Postal Service must handle closings and
consolidations, neither statute nor regulation covered de facto closings. Through the
efforts of Senators Max Baucus and James Jeffords, and Representative Earl
Blumenauer, legislation was introduced to respond to this problem.

The U.S. Postal Service reacted to the national press reports on closings, the
National Trust’s inquiries, and threatened congressional action by first issuing new
community relations guidelines. Next, it declared a moratorium on closings. Finally, the
USPS implemented a new rule on October 5, 1998, which established specific
community contact regulations for expansion or relocation of an existing postal facility,
or for construction of a new facility (39 CFR Part 241). The community relations
regulations implementing this new rule were published in May 1999, but are still not
widely available to the public.
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The October 1998 USPS regulations, while a step in the right direction, do not do

enough to insure adequate community consultation and involvement. They also set a
different consultation standard for relocations than for closings. The Post Office
Community Partnership Act (S. 556/H.R. 670) would correct this and other problems by
establishing the same requirements for relocations and expansions as now exist for
closings and consolidations:
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The Postal Service regulations only require a seven-day period after public officials
and the community are notified of an expansion, relocation, or construction of a new
post office before holding a public hearing. It is unrealistic for a community to truly
engage the Postal Service during the seven-day period now available to develop
alternatives to a closing that would result from a relocation. Following the public
hearing, USPS has 15 days to consider the views of residents before making a final
determination. The proposed legislation would give communities 60 days to respond
to all closings, regardless of cause.

The regulations do not require public meetings when the meetings will result in
delays considered too burdensome for the post office. In these circumstances, USPS
can simply send notification cards to the public about the closing. The legislation
requires public hearings under all circumstances except emergencies.

The regulations allow the USPS to permanently close a post office using "emergency"
procedures. The legislation would limit an emergency closure to 180 days, after
which the Postmaster General must comply with closing procedures under the
legislation.

The regulations do not require compliance with the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) unless the USPS determines it is not burdened by compliance. The
proposed legislation requires compliance with the NHPA for closings, consolidations
and relocations.

The regulations do not require compliance with local zoning and building codes,
while the proposed legislation would create this requirement. The USPS, like other
businesses, can seck variances based on procedures established in each community.
The USPS has the staff and experience to apply for these waivers, perhaps more
resources than most of the businesses and individuals that might apply. USPS should
not be exempt from local land use laws.

Communities would have the right to appeal decisions on expansions, relocations and
new construction proposals to the Postal Rate Commission as they now have for
closings and consolidations. Appeals on relocations now stop at the Vice President
for Facilities of the USPS.

In recent months, the National Trust has been contacted by the communities of

Demopolis, Alabama; Cedar Key, Florida; Woodland, Washington, Grand Ledge,
Michigan; Hollidaysburg, Pennsylvania; Batesville, Arkansas; Plymouth, New
Hampshire; Ball Ground, Georgia; Tallahassee, Florida; and others. The common thread
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in these communities is not just the post office closing, but the fact that each community
was forced to respond very quickly to USPS real estate decisions. The USPS decides to
close and relocate a facility and only then is the community notified. There is virtually
no community involvement when the post office makes its initial determination. Itis
clear that in many, if not most cases, the USPS makes preliminary decisions about
relocations and closings and only then talks to those affected.

In part, these decisions are made because of a congressional mandate under the
Postal Reorganization Act of 1970. This Act required the new, independent government
agency formed in 1971 to become financially self-supporting. Closing post offices is part
of the USPS’s effort to act more like a private corporation.

The decisions the Postal Service makes as a quasi-private corporation for closings
and de facto closings too often lead to choices that ignore the economic impacts on local
communities, but also ignore local land use laws and building codes, in favor of the most
economical construction and facility locations. A consistent pattern has emerged in post
office closings. USPS usually makes a closing decision based solely on economic
considerations. It highlights a specific problem, such as limited use of a facility, limited
facility or parking space, or temporary structural problems to help make its case to close a
facility. The postal service then announces plans to build a new facility off the main
highway that encompas$ sorting, distribution, vehicle maintenance, retail and other
operations. These “cookie cutter” decisions can often mean economic devastation for
downtowns.

We recognize the space and equipment requirement for efficient handling and
delivering of the mail. However, by requiring post offices to fit into this mold, the USPS
has created a blueprint for damaging city centers. A better model would be to work with
the local community to find workable solutions to the problems faced by community post
offices.

Locating and keeping federal facilities in the downtowns can be good for
eveyone’s bottom line. The U.S. General Services Administration’s Public Buildings
Service (PBS) has just released a new study titled “Financing Historic Federal
Buildings.” The PBS is responsible for 8,000 owned and leased federal buildings.
Among the study findings, the PBS determined that “many historic buildings were
designed to be monumental and to last for over 100 years. These buildings represented
the federal government and the communities they were located in.” The report also
stated that “The combined operating costs for historic buildings are 57 cents less per
rentable square foot than non-historic buildings. .., and are 40 cents less per usable square
foot to operate.” In addition, the study finds that older buildings take less funding out of
the Federal Buildings Fund compared to newer buildings. The report concludes that
“Many federal buildings have a prestige or “flagship” value in their community. They
are usually places that are well known to the local community.” ‘While the report
concluded that many historic buildings do not provide sufficient space for operations, it
also recognized the need for the federal government to maintain smaller facilities in order
to “remain competitive with the private sector.”
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USPS’s actions often ignore language included in the 1976 amendments to the
Postal Reorganization Act that requires the USPS to “consider the effect on the
community” of closings and consolidations. To our knowledge, regulations have never
been implemented that would require the USPS to study the economic impact of its
actions on downtowns.

There are no easy solutions for balancing the needs of the Postal Service and the
needs of the communities, but the Postal Service has proven that it is not yet serious
about community contact procedures. We must hold the USPS to a higher standard.
Congress should outline minimum community contact procedures that apply to the
relocation and new construction of post offices, not just to closings, as under current law.
Before the Postal Service makes a major post office change, they should be required to
consider such factors as:
the effect on the community served, including its downtown business area;
the level of community opposition to the move; and
the adequacy of the existing post office, and whether all reasonable options have been
explored.
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Further, USPS should be required to comply with local building laws and
preservation ordinances'that are decided on by local communities to prevent
environmental damage or the demolition of a historic structure to make way for a parking
lot.

The Post Office Community Partnership Act is not intended to prevent the U.S.
Postal Service from closing a facility. It is intended to ensure a thoughtful, deliberate
process that provides an established response for the Postal Service, and protections from
arbitrary and de facto closings for the community. The legislation provides a legal tool
for communities to use when they believe the process has not been followed.

Local governments should know that there are protections in place that recognize
the importance of Post Offices to the community. Codifying these protections through
S. 556 and H.R. 670 will ensure fewer arbitrary post office closings, consolidations,
relocations or moves to newly constructed facilities. It will also ensure that as future
Postal Administrations come and go there is an established process for making these
decisions that can only be altered by an act of Congress.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation is joined by the National Governors
Association, the National League of Cities, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National
Association of Postmasters of the United States, the National Conference of State
Historic Preservation Officers, Preservation Action, the International Downtown
Association, and the American Planning Association in support of S. 556, the Post Office
Community Partnership Act, and its House companion, H.R. 670.

Over the last three years, I have learned a great deal about the importance of local
post offices to their communities. I have also been struck by the lack of good
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information on the impact of decisions to relocate these facilities. In addition to passing
this legislation, I have another recommendation for this committee. In conjunction with
the National Trust’s Main Street program, you may want to study the statistical impact of
closings and de facto closings on communities. The study should look at factors such as
USPS compliance with local land use laws and building codes, and whether USPS
follows its statutory and regulatory requirements for community contact procedures. It
should also examine the direct financial impact of these closings on the community,
which is a subject that has never been formally studied.

Thank you for allowing me to share the views of the National Trust for Historic
Preservation on this important subject.
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STATEMENT OF
EDWARD J. DERWINSKI
LEGISLATIVE CONSULTANT, NATIONAL LEAGUE OF POSTMASTERS
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, PROLIFERATION, AND
FEDERAL SERVICES
SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
OCTOBER 7, 1999

On behalf of the National League of Postmasters of the United States I thank
you for allowing us to testify on the S. 556 — the “Post Office Partnership

AC ”»

The Postal Service has made a very substantial effort to develop new
agreements on closing/relocations and consolidations of Post Offices. We
are working to see that the improvement in the performance of the Postal
Service continues since this in the best interest of the American Public — the
customers of the Postal Service. As you know formal regulations, published

in the Federal Register, have been effect since October 1998.

As a basic principle we are always concerned when closing and
consolidations of Post Offices are contemplated. We are dedicated to
serving the public and expect location adjustments to be clearly in the public

interest.
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Proponents of this legislation believe that it will cause fewer small post
offices to be closed. This is highly unlikely. This legislation would barely
change the already rigorous process for closing post offices. The Postal
Service’s moratorium on closings also makes the impact of this legislation

on small offices negligible.

We are very concerned with the provisions that “anyone” can appeal a
decision to the Postal Rate Commission. Clearly this would cause
considerable delays. The public interest would not be properly served under
these conditions. Also, it should be noted that the Rate Commission is not

really structured to undertake this workload.

The League is also concerned that provisions in this proposal run seem
counter to changes dictated by O.S.H.A problems. This would create

obvious legal clashes, deadlocking not solving the conflicts.

The League feels that the Postal Service has faced up to responsibilities,
which prompted this legislative proposal. Therefore, this proposal amounts

to a legislative “overkill” which would not serve the mail users in this arena

of improving customer facilities. It will create more problems than it is
designed to solve. Instead of taking this excessive, highly regulatory
approach, let us allow *he Postal Service’s more reasonable new community

guidelines to work for America.
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Statement of
Rudolph K. Umscheid
Vice President, Facilities, United States Postal Service
before the
Subcommittee on International Security, Proliferation, and
Federal Services
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
October 7, 1999

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
Subcommittee. | welcome the opportunity to talk to you about how the
Postal Service provides the facitities which make it possible to offer a
high level of service to the American people and ensure a safe
working environment for our employees.

The Postal Service continues to work with the local community
on postal facility issues. And, while | understand the concerns which
gave rise to the legislation, | also want to share with the Committee
why the Postal Service feels that it will be detrimental to the Postal
Service and the communities we serve.

The Postal Service is one of the nation’s largest owners and
managers of real estate, with over 37,500 buildings containing 310
milfion square feet of space. Qur facilities handle 630 million pieces
of mail every day. Mail volume has doubled in the past 20 years. For
the first time in history, we will handle more than 200 billion pieces of
mail this year. This volume growth, coupled with population growth,
strains the capacity of our facilities. Even in areas of little or no
growth, we must address issues relating to deteriorating conditions
from decades of use, as well as the need to upgrade offices when
employee safety, accessibility, and other problems are identified. In
an attempt to keep pace with this need, we have an annual
construction budget of $1.5 to $2 billion, which is a significant
investment in communities throughout the nation. We complete more
than 20,000 repair and alteration projects and 800 new or
replacement facilities each year.

The Postal Service recognizes the pivotal role our postal
facilities play in towns and cities across the country, and we
understand why our customers feel that their local post office is an
integral part of their community. We are sensitive to these concerns



73

and want to ensure that those served by a postal facility have input
into decisions that could affect their community.

We believe we have improved our performance in this area
during the past two years, first with a revised policy in 1997, and then
with formal regulations, which were published in the Federal Register,
and took effect in October 1998.

Do we have a perfect record? No, we do not. But | think our
record is a very good one, one that is better than isolated press
clippings and anecdotal stories might indicate.

Our regulations require that we meet with local officials and
hold a public meeting at the start of our process, before any decisions
have been made. We explain how our process works, including the
time frame for comments, decisions, and appeals, using the
Community Relations Regulations handbook during discussions with
local officials and a convenient brochure to hand out at public
hearings, so that our customers understand how they can participate.

Our first priority is to remain in existing locations. In fact, since
September 1997, we have completed over 200 projects, in which we
have either expanded the existing post office or moved the carrier
operation to another location, thus keeping the retail in its existing
location. We have 250 similar projects in progress, and over 150 are
in the initial planning phase.

If it is not feasible {o expand the existing facility, our second
alternative is to remain in the same vicinity. If no buildings or sites
are available, only then will we seek alternatives that may be out of
the downtown area. We also keep the community informed at every
step of the process. And, anyone not satisfied with the process can
appeal to me.

In the year since these regulations have been in effect, | have
received fewer than 30 appeals. | get personally involved in these
cases. Some involve a disappointed owner of a site not selected.
Some involve a wide difference in opinion within the community as to
the best location. Even with our preference for keeping the facilities
in or near their existing locations, there are some members of the
community who want the post office to be nearer their homes and
where they shop on a daily basis, so that they can combine trips. In
several appeals, | was able to work with the local community to find a
solution acceptable to them. Such solutions are not always easy, nor
are they fast. In one particular situation, working with the mayor, we
eventually were abie to identify and assemble a site consisting of
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eight separate parcels. And, in some, | upheld the original decision
the Postal Service had made as being the right decision because
nothing else would resolve the facility problem.

We also are working on a number of efforts to improve how we
work with communities and how we can remain in the downtown
area. We have developed a training program for our real estate
specialists to improve their skills in handling public meetings. We
have prepared and issued samples of all notices and correspondence
relating to this process so that all of our real estate professionals
follow the policy. In an effort to improve the likelihood that we can
find alternate space in the general vicinity of existing offices, we have
relaxed our requirements for parking in downtown areas, and can
sometimes reduce our interior space requirements in those
communities that are not expected to experience high growth. We
work with communities on the exterior design of the facility, so that it
blends in with the character of the community, and with State Historic
Preservation Offices when we renovate or expand older facilities. My
office also follows up on press clippings that may indicate there is a
problem or controversy brewing.

With that background, I'd now like to turn to the proposed
legislation. While it is well intended, in that it certainly emphasizes
input from those served by a postal facility, we believe that it does not
serve the public or our employees.

First, S. 556 treats post office relocations or new construction—
which are replacements of the existing office—in the same manner as
post office closings or consolidations, where there will be no postal
facility in the ZIP Code area. The very deliberate and lengthy
process used when we consider closing a postal facility takes, on
average, two years from the time we begin the process until a final
decision is made, and sometimes longer if the Postal Rate
Commission sends the case back for additional data. The legislation
proposes a process for a relocation or new constructicn that would
take up to 18 months or longer for a decision, before a site can be
purchased, or before any construction can begin. This is not
acceptable when we are unable to continue leasing the current
facility, or when the existing facility is in poor condition, which can
pose serious safety concerns for our employees and customers. it
also poses a problem when severe space shortages exist, which can
cause safety and service problems or prevent the installation of
modern equipment. In addition, it is unlikely that we would be able to
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control a proposed site for a relocated post office or new construction
for that period of time. Thus, even after gaining approval, we might
have to start again with a new site.

Second, we do not feel that it is prudent to legislate processes
requiring judgment decisions. In many cases, we deal with
communities that cannot reach consensus on where the facility
should be located. The legislation requires that “consideration” be
given to community input, but does not allow us to go with the
majority input. The legislation states that all “reasonable” alternatives
must be fully evaluated, yet “reasonable” means different things to
different people. In effect, the legislation is simply inviting
controversy and lengthy review—not by the community served, but by
the Postal Rate Commission.

Third, our regulations provide for more input and discussions
with the community, and this takes place at the start of the process.
Conversely, the legislation proposes that we get public comments
after we announce our decision, and hold a community meeting only
if asked. This does not foster the partnership we are trying to create.

Fourth, anyone can appeal our decision to the Postal Rate
Commission. It does not matter if local officials and 99.9 percent of
the community endorse our decision; an appeal can go forward,
delaying a much-needed project for an extended period.

Fifth, over the past decade, we have modified our community
relations policies, strengthening the requirements each time, but also
making changes as we gained experience and saw what worked best
—providing notification cards to all customers or holding community
meetings, deciding when to hold a public hearing, establishing a
period of time between actions in the process, and providing appeal
rights. A legislated process will not allow these types of evolving
improvements to be easily incorporated into our procedures.

Finally, the bill would require the Postal Service to comply with
all local zoning and building codes. In the past year or so, we have
increased our efforts to work with local zoning boards and city offices,
and we now voluntarily comply with most zoning. [n addition, we
have a long-standing requirement to construct our facilities to the
more stringent of national and local codes. However, some building
codes, such as those requiring public bathrooms in public lobbies, fire
sprinklers that could damage the mail, and handicapped accessibility
in our Inspection Service lookout galleries, pose undue hardships on
the Postal Service. In fact, some code requirements could increase
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our space needs to an extent that we could not locate in the
downtown area. We need the flexibility to resolve issues with the
local community.

In summary, we have made great strides in working with these
communities on our facility decisions. And, | believe our recent
record is very positive, with a few exceptions, issues that we continue
to address as they become known. The proposed legisiation will
cause undue delays in resolving facility issues, which will add costs to
the process. In addition, it will delay projects to such an extent that
we will not be able to make the same level of investment in these
facilities each year. This in turn will affect the communities and the
hundreds of small businesses that perform the construction work for
us. It will also allow safety problems to linger.

The Postal Service feels very strongly, and | cannot emphasize
this enough, that the legislation would have a devastating impact on
our ability to provide much needed facilities to serve everyone,
everywhere, every day and at a reasonable price.

This concludes my testimony.

# # # #
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Edmon E 10/31/1994 Allegheny Pittsburgh

Edmund iC 08/01/1995Midwest | Milwaukee R
Edwardsville 11 . 11/26/1993{Mid-Atlantic Richmond

Elba C j 01/20/1996;Western {Spokane

Elderon E 06/01/1995|Midwest Milwaukee
Eldersvile E 12/30/1995:Allegheny Pittsburgh

Elgin 06/27/1987,Western Phoenix

Ellery 11/30/1985 Midwest Gateway ~
Elm Springs 06/29/1984 | Midwest Dakotas

Elm Springs 06/30/1984Midwest Dakotas

Elmira - A 04/19/1991Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
English 11 07/05/1996!Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Entriken E 09/18/1992 Allegheny Erie .
Estcourt Station ME 04741 A 10/02/1995Northeast Maine

Everettville WV 26533 E 09/30/1994 Mid-Atiantic Appalachian
Fairfield ND 58627 E 02/20/1998 Midwest Dakotas

Fanrock WV 24834 E 11/05/1993 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian

Fife VA 23054 E 07/27/1990]Mid-Atlantic _|Richmond
Finly IN 46129 E 11/30/1990]Great Lakes  |Greater Indiana
Floyd Dale SC 29542 11 01/03/1997|Mid-Atlantic __:Columbia

Fort Spring WV 24936 11 05/31/1996|Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Foster NE 168737 C 10/24/1997 :Midwest Central Plains
Fox_ OR 97831 C 11/14/1997|Western Portland

Freeman WV 124724 113 08/07/1997\Mid-Atlantic  ‘Appalachian
Fruitvale D 183620 E 12/27/1996{Western Spokane
Ft. Defiance VA 124437 c 08/30/1991:Mid-Atlantic Richmond

Fullerton C 02/21/1992: Southwest iNew Orleans

Fulton A 01/06/1998:Midwest  Mid-~/
(Gapland 1 10/02/1992: Mid-Atlantic ‘Baltimore

Garrison 01/29/1988:Mid-Atlantic  'Baltimore

Garrison AL 10/20/1995 Midwest 7

Garvin A 10/02/1992 Midwest  Northland
Gerlaw b 12/31/1989 Great Lakes entral lllinois
Gheens 11 11/30/1990;Southwest iNew Orleans

Gilmer D 06/30/1995 Mid-Atlantic  :Appalachian

Glace . A id-Atlantic %Appalgchian

Glad Valley C K est ‘Dakotas‘ ,V

Glasgo _ {CT 08337 E 01/01/1993 Northeast ~ Connestiout
GlenMorgan WV 25847 13 02/28/1997\Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Glenhayes ~  05/06/1991 Mid-Aliantic  Appalachian

Glover 12/31/1991 Midwest Mid-America
Godeffroy 02/28/1990[New York Metro Westchester
Goldbond 95 Mid-Atlantic  Appalachian
Goodson | 09/03/1991 Midwest  Mid-America
Gordon 08/31/1993 Allegheny ‘Cincinnati
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Gowen City PA E {Harrisburg
Grassflat PA 16839 nm 08/31/1994:Allegheny Erie .
Grassy MO 63753 IC 11/15/1991 Midwest ‘Mid-America
Grays River WA 198621 11 01/20/1996/Western ‘Portland
Green Park PA 17031 E 08/31/1996:Allegheny Harrisburg ) .
Grimms Landing WV 25095 C 01/08/1993 Mid-Atiantic __ Appalachian
Gumberry NC 27838 E 03/12/1990:Mid-Atlantic iGreensboro
Gunlock Ut 84733 G 11/13/1995:Western iSalt Lake City
Hadley KY 142235 A 10/14/1994|Mid-Atlantic _Kentuckiana
Haldeman KY 40329 D 01/02/1998 Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Hamberg ND 58337 C 11/09/1996 Midwest Dakotas
Hamlet NE 69031 D 01/31/1997 Midwest Central Plains
Hampden WV 125623 11 08/09/1991:Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Harman VA 24618 1 11/18/1993IMid-Atlantic | Appalachian
Hatfield MN 56164 A 05/20/1989| Midwest Northland
Hatton AR 71946 E 10/26/1993|Southwest ‘Arkansas
Havaco wv 24841 E 09/28/1992: Mid-Atlantic ‘Appalachian
Hazelton WV 126535 C 12/22/1995Mid-Atlantic __Appalachian
Henryton MD 21080 03/02/1982{DC Metro Baltimore
Herald iL 62845 A 02/13/1998i Midwest Gateway
Herrick Center PA 18430 C 02/19/1984 Allegheny Harrisburg
Hetland SD 57244 C 12/10/1997 Midwest Dakotas
Hillisburg IN 46046 C 07/01/1992 Great Lakes Greater Indiana
Hines wv 25967 11 05/07/1997 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Holabird SD 57540 C 10/03/1992| Midwest Dakotas
Holden uT 84636 1 03/29/1993:Western Salt Lake City
Holder IL 61746 C 12/06/1985/Great Lakes _{Central lllinois
Homer IN 46146 C 07/10/1995 Great Lakes Greater Indiana
Horton MO 64751 11 08/16/1996 Midwest ~ Mid-America
Howell AR 72071 ‘A 03/23/1985|Southwest Arkansas
Huntly VA 22640 E _01/10/1992 Mid-Allantic N Virginia _
Huntsville IL 62344 C 04/27/1996;Midwest _ ‘Gateway
Idewild TN 38346 ic 05/23/1997: Southeast ) éTennesseg
ljamsville 21754 12/06/1985:Mid-Atlantic Baltimore
Independence 26374 13 _12/04/1993:Mid-Atlantic ,Appalag;hggp
Industria 20375 E Appalachian
57542 A ‘Dakotas
41444 A 01/03/1997 Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Jamaica v 23079 E 06/18/1996! Mid-Atlantic ‘Richmond
Jenkins Bridge VA 23399 C . Mid-Atlantic Richmond
Jennie E Arkansas
Je E :Appalachian
Jon E ! id-Atlar Appalachian
Junction c 01/30/1997 Mid-Atiantic Appalachian
Juneau o C. 03/31/1988.Allegheny Erie
Justiceburg TX {79330 19 05/30/1997: Southwest Ft Worth
Kanawha Falls WV 125115  C 04/28/1995 Mid-Atlantic ;Appalachian
Kantner IPA_ 15548 E 09/30/1992 Allegheny Erie
10/18/99 Page 4
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10/18/1993Midwest
Keystone WV 124852 13 11/25/1996:Mid-Atlantic iAppalachian
Kieffer wv 24950 C L 02/28/1997 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Killona LA 70086 13 11/01/1989; Southwest New Orleans
Kilsyth WV 25850 11 06/27/1997 Mid-Alantic  Appalachian
Kirkland TX 79238 A " 08/02/1983 Southwest  [Ft Worth
Knoxville MD 21758 08/24/1981 ntic  Baltimore
Knoxville GA 131050 1 10/02/1992 Southeast  (Macon
Kohler Wi 53044 : 10/01/1984! Midwest Mitwaukee R
Kopperston Wwv 24854 11 06/23/1993: Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Labarre LA 70751 D 08/27/1993 Southwest _INew Orleans
Lakewood L 162438 i1 03/10/1995 Midwest Gateway
Lakin WV 125250 1 07/26/1991; Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Lawrenceville NY 112949 13 12/15/1993 Northeast Albany
Leander KY 141228 E : 01/03/1998Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Leckie wv 24856 E L 10/04/1996! Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Lecoma MO 165540 C - 05/01/1990'Midwest  Mid-America_
Lee City KY 41342 c 01/03/1997: Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Leewood WV 25122 E o 05/17/1991: Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Lefor ND 58641 ‘E ! 11/01/1996:Midwest Dakotas
Lenox 'c | 09/18/1992Southeast Alabama -
Lenox C _10/10/1997 Midwest Mid-America _—
Leon E 03/29/1996 Mid-Atlantic ;N Virginia B
Leon Junction C 10/02/1992! Southwest San Antonio .
Levels : 10/16/1981:Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Linden 03/16/1990|Mid-Atlantic _/Appalachian
Lindseyville 08/29/1996/Mid-Atlantic ~ Kentuckiana
Linwood 10/02/1992! Mid-Atlantic ;Bralt,i‘mpre“
Listie 12/31/1992! Allegheny \Erie e
iLockney 12/15/1995!Mid-Atlantic _Appalachian
ey 03/02/1990 Midwest Dakotas
Loretto R _06/18/1997 Mid-Atlantic  ‘Richmond
Ludell 04/05/1995 Midwest ‘Central Plains
Ludiow 07/21/1995:Midwest :Dakotas )
L 03/01/1996 Midwest ‘Gateway
Lynchburg Miq-Ame(igg -
Maben WA ‘Appalachian
Macksburg iColumbus
Macon
Madison Mills VA ; Menn
Maher i c _02/26 n__Denver
Mansfield Depot  :CT 06251 13 0171711 9‘9,7"qu'1th§§§§“’ ___iConnecticut
Martin ND 58758 C 1172211996 Midwest Dakotas
i\?lgséjeg Milt VA 22954 C 09/16/1996 Mid-Atlantic Richmond
Maysfietd TX 76555 [ 10/02/1992 Southwest _San Antonio
McClurg MO 85701 C 12/10/1993 Midwest Mid-America
McCoy TX 78053 A 03/27/1998 Southwest San Antonio
Meador WV 25682 11 02/13/1997 Mid-Atlantic __:Appafachian
10/18/99 Page 5
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TETATE] ZIP CoPe | Level] Suspena Bate, [ hrea

Meadow Bluff WV 124058 C 10/02/1992{Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Meadows INH 103587 D 12/02/1988; Northeast New Hampshire
Meckling ‘8D 157044 o 11/14/1997 Midwest Dakotas
Medley WV 126734 A 04/30/1996; Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Melrose CT 06049 11 03/31/1990;Northeast Connecticut
M . PA 15761 C 05/29/1992 Allegheny Erie
Midnight MS 39115 11 11/22/1996 Southeast :Mi ippi
Miguon . PA 19452 11 10/13/1995/Allegheny iLancaster
Mission Ridge SD__ i57557 A 01/31/1989 Midwest Dakotas
(Miston ™ 38056 07/31/1985 Southeast Tennessee
Modeste LA 170378 11 10/02/1992;Southwest {New Orleans
Modestown VA 123412 1 11/18/1988|Mid-Atlantic ___Richmond
Moko AR 72557 ic 05/14/1993 Southwest Arkansas
Monaville WV 25636 13 03/18/1994 Mid-Atiantic | Appalachian
Moscow VT 05662 11 12/01/1990 Northeast Springfield
Mountain WY 126407 A 11/08/1996: Mid-Atlantic | Appalachian
Mt.Dora  NM 88429  C 04/01/1997 Western Albuquerque
[Munday WV 26152 G ~ 06/26/1992 Mid-Alantic | Appalachian
Munson ) PA 16860 C 10/26/1984Allegheny Erie
Munsonville ‘NH 03457 11 11/30/1989: Northeast New Hampshire _
Mustoe VA 24468 E 08/28/1997 Mid-Atlantic Richmond
Nebraska N 47262 A 01/04/1994 Great Lakes Greater Indiana

ulf TX 77462 13 03/31/1994/ Southwest Houston
New Lisbon NY 13415 E _10/13/1995|Northeast Albany
Newell AL 36270 A 12/11/1992 Southeast :Alabama
Nisbet PA 17759 ~ 1C 08/28/1992; Allegheny ‘Harrisburg
Noble MO 65713 A 01/09/1998: Midwest Mid-America
Notan Wy 25687 |11 12/15/1995 Mid-Atlantic _|Appalachian
Norway OR 97460 ‘11 11/01/1991 Western Portland
Oasis ut 84650 C 08/30/1997; Western Sait Lake City
Ohley WV 25147 11 04/26/1991!Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Ophiem L 61468 C 11/30/1990 Creat Lakes Central lllinois
Oswegatchie NY 113670 IE 02/15/1993 Northeast ~ ‘Albany
Otter Creek ~~~ 'ME 104665 1 07/10/1997 Northeast iMaine
Otto TX 76675 " 110/02/1992 Southwest :San Antonio
Ovapa WV 25150 E 06/13/1996:Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Owanka SD 57767 10/01/1982:Midwest Dakotas
Ozone TN 37842 C 03/13/1991,Southeast Tennessee
Page WV 25152 A 04/22/1994 Mid-Atlantic  Appalachian
Parade SD 57623 09/01/1989: Midwest ~ Dakotas
Paris VA 22130 E 03/31/1991: Mid-Atlantic N Virginia
Pascola MO 163871 E 10/02/1992: Midwest Mid-America B
Penn ND 58362 9 10/25/1996: Midwest Dakotas
Penrod KY 42365 C 08/26/1994: Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Perkins Wy 26634 B 10/26/1995:Mid-Atlantic _:Appalachian
Perry TX 76677 c 06/30/1992: Southwest San Antonio
Petrey AL 36062 E 03/18/1994! Southeast Algbema
Petroleum wWv 26161 11 06/15/1987:Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian
10/18/99 Page 6
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07/31/1992 Mid-Atlantic ;

Plea TN E ~05/30/1986 Southeast [Tennessee .

Porters Falls wyv E 06/16/1993: Mid-Atlantic i Appalachian

Powhatan A1 12/08/1995/Mid-Atlantic  Appalachian

Pri 07/14/1990: Southeast Tennessee
06/09/1995 Midwest Dakotas
09/23/1985!Northeast Albany
07/29/1997  Allegheny Erie .

U 09/30/1993 Allegheny  ‘Erie .

Ramsey 09/30/1993 Mid-Atlantic {Appalachian

R_ed Ash 08/12/1994 | Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian

R e 01/08/1987| Southwest :San Antonio

Redstar 03/17/1997; Mid-Atlantic .Appalachian

Remote 11/30/1990 Western :Portiand

Republican Grove VA ' 09/12/1997Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian.

Richardsville VA '10/18/1993|Mid-Atlantic N Virginia

Richfield 1172171989 Midwest Central Plains

Ridgeway ; 07/23/1994 Great Lakes Greater Michigan

Ritter 05/05/1989 Western Portland )

Rollin 08/29/1997| Great Lakes Greater Michigan

Rosshurg 12/27/1991|Northeast Western New York

Royalton 03/28/1995 Midwest ‘Milwaukee

Eoyaﬁy 11/30/1988 Southwest iSan Antonio

3 09/30/1995|Northeast iMaine

Rushville PA ¢ 05/18/1995 Allegheny iHarrisburg

Saint Andrews __05/04/1992|Southeast Tennessee

Saint George 05/20/1993 Northeast Maine =~ o

SaintPaul 10/29/1993 Mid-Atiantic Kentuckiana
09/30/1994 Southeast Alabama .

©10/07/1992 Mid-Atlantic __iGreensboro

Sandy 10/02/1992;Southwest :San Antonio

Sandy Level 10/04/1995: Mid-Atlantic ‘Appalachian

VSard@n,ia 07/31/1995:Northeast ‘Western New York ;
09/22/1989Northeast :Springfield
10/04/1997/Mid-Atlantic  |Appalachian

Scottville 03/05/1991:Mid-Atlantic :Greensboro B

Seanor .07/27/1990 Allegheny Ere

Seminole 07/05/1994 Allegheny Erie ,

Seven Mile Ford VA 12/30/1991Mid-Atlantic Appalachian

Severn VA 10/11/1996'Mid-Atlantic ~ iRichmond

Sharon wy 02/09/1990 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian

Shattuc L 10/31/1996 Midwest Gateway

Shattuckville ‘MA Northeast Springfield

Sherman wv Ap alachian

Sidney IN Greater Indiana

Skygusty wv _Appatachian

Slade KY 09/27/1996:Mid-Atla Kentuckiana

Smith KY 10/01/1991:Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
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Snow : 01/05/1996! Southeast
Solon Mills ‘E 01/31/1998:Great Lakes ‘Northern lllinois
Somerset a1 03/16/1996!Great Lakes ‘Greater Michigan
Soudersburg : o Allegheny Lancaster
South Britain 13 02/03/1994 :Northeast Connecticut
I : 10/29/1993 Northeast ‘Albany
02/27/1990:Northeast {Albany
South Waterford _09/30/1995{Northeast {Maine
Southside 12/05/1991 Southeast ‘Tennessee
Spalding 02/03/1996/Western :Spokane
Speaks i TX 02/04/1994Southwest :San Antonio
Spottswood GE 03/30/1994:Mid-Atlantic :Richmond
Sprott 11 05/26/1993 Southeast ;Alabam_a“_'V,
Sproul E i 03/30/1990 Allegheny iErie
Stacyville C 06/07/1997 Northeast Maine -
Stafford % 08/30/1997 Ailegheny Columbus
Standard City C 10/02/1992Great Lakes Central [llinois
Statts Mills. E 12/06/1996 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Steelville A 04/11/1997 Allegheny Lancaster
Stinesville 11 10/03/1992 Great Lakes Greater Indiana
Stirrat 11 04/01/1994 Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian
Stone 05/10/1996: Mid-Atlantic iKentuckiana
Stonega £ 02/14/1994Mid-Atiantic ‘Appalachian
Strange Creek 11 05/17/1996 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Summeriee E 04/01/1994 Mid-Atlantic ‘Appalachian
Swan River E 12/04/1990{Midwest iNorthland
Talbert A 12/17/1993 Mid-Atlantic  Kentuckiana
Tariff iC 01/22/1997:Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian
Tefft C . 03/01/1997 Great Lakes  Greater indiana
Teresita c 10/03/1990 Midwest :Mid-America
Terry c 04/08/1994Mid-Atiantic ‘Appalachian
Thacker 11  10/27/1993Mid-Atlantic -Appalachian
k X 13 09/01/1989 Southwest New Orleans
Thurmond | E 0172171994 . Appalachian
Todd o C _D1/26/1986 Erie
Tomato A ; Arkar
Torbert E 122971995
Trammel 1 04/03/1993 )|
Treece A ) o ;‘Mid—America
True E 07/23/1993Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Tullahasses E. ....04/03/1995Southwest  Oklahoma
Tunnel Hill_ A _ D4/14/1989 Midwest  Gateway
Turin E : 96| Midwest HaWkeye
Twin Branch 11 07/12/1993 Mid-Atlantic -Appalachian
Twist o ~12/21/1985!Southwest Arkansas
Tylersburg 1" | Erie
(Udall B 04/12/1995 Midwest Mid-America
Unionport E 08/14/1992: Allegheny Akron
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Valley Fork 25283 111 {Appalachian
Venturia 58489 C | 08/02/1996Midwest Dakotas
\Verda 71481 A : 08/16/1996: Southwest _New Orleans
Village 22570 C | 10/01/1984Mid-Atientic  Richmond
Viola 83872 |E . 02/07/1998Westen  Spokane
Volney 24379 D | 09/30/1994;Mid-Atlantic  |Appafachian
Voss 76888 B i 08/31/1988 Southwest Ft Worth
Vdcan W 25697 C | 09/30/1992|Mid-Atlantic  Appalachian
Wadestown 26589 11 03/04/1994 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Waiteville 24984 IE 05/30/1996|Mid-Atlantic | Appalachian
Wakenda 64687 C 07/01/1993|Midwest Mid-America
Walker Springs 36586 11 09/02/1988 Southeast iAlabama
Wardtown 23482 C 03/05/1993|Mid-Atlantic Richmond
Watha 28471 13 11/09/1991|Mid-Aflantic  Mid-Carolinas
Watts Bar Dam 37395 11 10/01/1992; Southeast Tennessee
Wattsville 23483 } 12/24/1986|Mid-Atlantic Richmond

27982 IE | 05/30/1992 Mid-Atlantic  'Greensboro

68880  IC | 11/28/1997 Midwest Central Plains
West Chesterfietd 01084 E | 12/31/1992(Northeast Springfield
West Hatfield 01038 o Northeast Springfield
West Tremont 04690 11 10/03/1997|Northeast ~ Maine
West Willow 17583 1 Allegheny _ \Lancaster
Westfield 05874 13 09/27/1991:Northeast ‘Springfield
White Oak 29176 C . 10/03/1992 Mid-Atiantic Columbia
Wilsie o C : 07/19/1996]Mid-Atlantic  :Appalachian
Wingate ~~ ~  ‘MD 06/17/1992{Mid-Atlantic Baltimore
Wolf Pen : 01/31/1997 Mid-Atlantic ~ :Appalachian
Wonalancet ~ INH 03897 .C  :  09/01/1992Northeast ~New Hampshire
Woodman Wi ‘53827 11 | 06/16/1995Midwest Miwaukee
(Woodstock Valley [CT 106282 11 | 11/15/1986Northeast Connecticut
Worth WV 24897 11 07/25/1997 Mid-Aflantic  Appalachian
Worthville PA_ 15784 IC  02/271993/Allegheny  Erie
Yukon MO 68589 C | 11/18/19%4Midwest  Mid-America
Yukon WV 24809 1 07/21/1997 Mid-Atlantic ‘Appalachian
Zanoni VA 23191 C 04/26/1996Mid-Atlantic __Richmond
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pEr AT
Adrian OH 44801 C 09/11/1998!Allegheny Akron
Alco AR 72610 ic 07/03/1998|Southwest Arkansas R
Anabel o MO 63431 ‘E 07/23/1999 Midwest Gateway
Blissfield OH 143805 C 09/20/1998 Allegheny  iColumbus
Blount WV 25025 11 10/28/1999: Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Blue Jay WV 25816 11 07/31/1998|Mid-Atlantic | Appalachian _
Borderland WV 125665 11 04/21/1999 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Briar ‘MO 63931 A 01/15/1999 Midwest Mid-America
Buford WY 182052 C 02/01/1999 Western Denver T
Cameron Mills NY 14820 13 11/14/1998:Northeast Western New York
Dalton INY 14836 13 02/02/1999| Northeast Western New York
Drayton Plains Mi 48330 15 11/15/1998 Great Lakes Royal Oak
Elsmore KS 66732 c 12/05/1998: Midwest Mid-America
Elton WV 25065 C 07/09/1998Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
Elwood 1A 52226 E 03/02/1999:Midwest Hawkeye
Fort Mitchell VA 23941 A 08/07/1998: Mid-Atlantic Richmond
Gibbonsville ID 83463 C 04/16/1999 Western ~ ‘Spokane
Hamilton Dome WY 182427 A 10/31/1998 Western enver
Herndon WV 124726 13 01/01/1999 Mid-Atiantic :Appalachian
Isaban WV 24846 11 05/18/1999 Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian
Killarney FL 134740 13 08/08/1998: Southeast Central Florida
s 62415  E 09/25/1998 Midwest Gateway

1A 52055 C ~.06/18/1999 Midwest Hawkeye —
Louisville K8 66450 A 06/05/1998 Midwest Central Plains
Loveland ‘0K 73653 B 11/16/1998 Southwest Oklahoma
:Marchand PA 15788 C __05/30/1998|Allegheny Erie
LMVc’,Cab,e‘ . MT 59245 A 07/19/1998 Western Billings
Milam WV 126838 E 12/31/1998 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
‘Mosby MO 64073  .C 08/15/1998 Midwest Mid-America o
:Mount Alto Wwv 25264 E 09/30/1998 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian
North Robinson OH 44856 11 04/24/1999 Allegheny Akron
Norwood MN 155368 15 01/16/1999:Midwest Northland
OceanView .~ NJ 08230 18 08/05/1999 Allegheny South Jersey
Ogallah KS 67656 A 04/08/1999 Midwest Central Plains
Opolis. Ks 66760 C 07/02/1999 Midwest __:Mid-America
Ora IN 46968 E 09/05/1998.Great Lakes ‘Greater Indiana
Peoples KY 40467 A 01/29/1999: Mid-Atlantic :Kentuckiana
Pernell . OK 73076 C 07/03/1998 Southwest Oklahoma
Pine Ridge KY. 41360  E 11/28/1998 Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Plainfield GA 31073 E 08/14/1998:Southeast Macon
Provo KY 42267 A 06/19/1998 Mid-Atlantic ~ ‘Kentuckiana =~~~
Reads Landing MN 55968 A 06/30/1999 Midwest Northland
Rumsey KY 42371 C 08/24/1998: Mid-Atlantic Kentuckiana
Salesville OH 43778 E 01/02/1999:Allegheny :Columbus
|Savonburg KS 66772 C 06/06/1998: Midwest {Mid-America
Saxe VA 23967 113 ~03/18/1999'Mid-Atlantic :Richmond ,
Selbyville WV 126236 E 10/30/1998 Mid-Atlantic /Appalachian :
Seree KY 40164 C 08/03/1998:Mid-Atlantic :Kentuckiana
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Shafter A 02/05/1999:Southwest San Antonio

Short Creek ‘OH 43989 Cc 08/09/1998, Allegheny Akron

Silerton TN 138377 C 02/26/1999:Southeast Tennessee

:Spencer 'SD  i57374 11 06/01/1998 Midwest _Dakotas

‘Sweet Briar VA 24595 | 08/16/1999 Mid-Atlantic Appalachian

‘Tibbie AL 136583 11 03/05/1999; Southeast Alabama

{Torch OH 45781 C 09/24/1999  Allegheny :Columbus

Twig 55791 . 11 07/01/1998 Midwest Northland

Vi 71769 A 04/23/1999: Southwest Arkansas

v o :23180 C 05/21/1999 Mid-Atlantic Richmond

‘West Hartland CT 06091 E . 07/15/1998 Northeast Connecticut

‘Wileyville WV 126186 11 09/11/1998:Mid-Atlantic Appalachian

Wilsondale WV 125699 E 03/15/1999; Mid-Atlantic :Appalachian

Winterville ME 04788 C 04/23/1999 Northeast Maine

‘Yolyn WV 125654 11 08/07/1998!Mid-Atlantic {Appafachian
10/18/99 Page 2
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106Tn CONGRESS
18T SESSION S. 556

To amend title 39, United States Code, to establish guidelines for the reloca-
tion, closing, consolidation, or construction of post offices, and for other
purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MarcH 5, 1999

Mr. Bavcus (for himself and Mr. JEFFORDS) introduced the following bill;
which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Governmental Affairs

A BILL

To amend title 39, United States Code, to establish guide-
lines for the relocation, closing, consolidation, or econ-

struction of post offices, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Aet may be cited as the “Post Office Community

(S IS VS N )

Partnership Act of 1999”.
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SEC. 2. GUIDELINES FOR RELOCATION, CLOSING, CONSOLI-
DATION, OR CONSTRUCTION OF POST OF-
FICES.

Section 404 of title 39, United States Code, is
amended by striking subsection (b) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“(b)(1) Before making a determination under sub-
section (a)(3) as to the necessity for the relocation, clos-
ing, consolidation, or construction of any post office, the
Postal Service shall provide adequate notice to persons
served by that post office of the intention of the Postal
Service to relocate, close, consolidate, or construct that
post office not later than 60 days before the final deter-
mination is made to relocate, close, consolidate, or con-
struct.

“(2)(A) The notification under paragraph (1) shall
be in writing, hand delivered or delivered by mail to per-
sons served by that post office, and published in 1 or more
newspapers of general circulation within the zip codes
served by that post office. »

“(B) The notification under paragraph (1) shall
include—

“(i) an idenﬁﬁcation of the relocation, closing,
consolidation, or construction of the post office in-

volved,;
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“(i) a summary of the reasons for the reloca-
tion, closing, consolidation, or construction;
“(iii) the proposed date for the relocation, clos-
ing, consolidation, or construction;
“(iv) notice of the opportunity of a hearing, if
requested; and
“(v) notice of the opportunity for public com-

ment, including suggestions. .

“(3) Any person served by the post office that is the
subject of a notification under paragraph (1) may offer
an alternative relocation, closing, consolidation, or con-
struction proposal during the 60-day period beginning on
the date on which the notice is provided under paragraph
(D).

“(4)(A) At the end of the period specified in para-
graph (3), the Postal Service shall make a determination
under subsection (a)(3). Before making a final determina-
tion, the Postal Service shall conduet a hearing, if re-
quested by persons served by the post office that is the
subject of a notice under paragraph (1). If a hearing is
held under this paragraph, the persons served by such post
office may present oral or written testimony with respect
to the relocation, closing, consolidation, or construction of

the post office.
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“(B) In making a determination as to whether or not

2 to relocate, close, consolidate, or construct a post office,

3
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the Postal Service shall consider—

“(i) the extent to which the post office is part
of a core downtown business area:

“(ii) any potential effect of the relocation, clos-
ing, consolidation, or construction on the community
served by the post office;

“(ii1) whether the community served by the post
office opposes a relocation, closing, consolidation, or
construction;

“(iv) any potential effect of the relocation, clos-
ing, consolidation, or construction on employees of
the Postal Service employed at the post office;

“(v) whether the relocation, closing, consolida-
tion, or construction of the post office is consistent
with the policy of the Government under section
101(b) that requires the Postal Service to provide a
maximum degree of effective and regular postal serv-
ices to rural areas, communities, and small towns in
which post offices are not self-sustaining;

“(vi) the quantified long-term economic saving
to the Postal Service resulting from the relocation,

closing, consolidation, or construction;



o 0 N9 N L R W N e

NN NN N e e e e el et el el e
HOW N =, O O O NN RN =, O

92

o

“(vii)(I) the adequacy of the existing post of-
fice; and

“(IT) whether all reasonable alternatives to relo-
cation, closing, consolidation, or construction have
been explored; and

“(viil) any other factor that the Postal Service
determines to be necessary for making a determina-
tion whether to relocate, close, consolidate, or con-
struct that post office.

“(C) In making a determination as to whether or not
to relocate, close, consolidate, or construct a post office,
the Postal Service may not consider compliance with any .
provision of the Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 (29 U.S.C. 651 et seq.).

“(5)(A) Any determination of the Postal Service to
relocate, close, consolidate, or construct a post office shall
be in writing and shall include the findings of the Postal
Service with respect to the considerations required to be
made under paragraph (4).

“(B) The Postal Service shall respond to all of the
alternative proposals described in paragraph (3) in a con-
solidated report that inclndes—

“(i) the determination and findings under sub-

paragraph (A); and
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“(ii) each alternative proposal and a response
by the Postal Service.

“(C) The Postal Service shall make available to the
public a copy of the report prepared under subparagraph
(B) at the post office that is the subject of the report.

“(6)(A) The Postal Service shall take no action to
relocate, close, consolidate, or construct a post office until
the applicable date described in subparagraph (B).

“(B) The applicable date specified in this subpara-
graph is—

“{i) if no appeal is made under paragraph (7),
the end of the 30-day period specified in that para-
graph; or

“(i1) if an appeal is made under paragraph (7),
the date on which a determination is made by the
Commission under paragraph 7(A), but not later
than 120 days after the date on which the appeal is
made.

“U(A) A determination of the Postal Service to relo-
cate, close, consolidate, or construct any post office may
be appealed by any person served by that post office to
the Postal Rate Commission during the 30-day period be-
ginning on the date on which the report is made available
under paragraph (5). The Commission shall review the de-

termination on the basis of the record before the Postal
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7
Service in the making of the determination. The Commis-
sion shall make a determination based on that review not
later than 120 days after appeal is made under this para-
graph.

“(B) The Commission shall set aside any determina-
tion, findings, and conclusions of the Postal Serviece that
the Commission finds to be—

“(i) arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discre-
tion, or otherwise not in accordance with the law;

“(ii) without observance of procedure required
by law; or

“(ili) unsupported by substantial evidence on
the record.

“(C) The Commission may affirm the determination
of the Postal Service that is the subject of an appeal under
subparagraph (A) or order that the entire matter that is
the subject of that appeal be returned for further consider-
ation, but the Commission may not modify the determina-
tion of the Postal Service. The Commission may suspend
the effectiveness of the determination of the Postal Service
until the final disposition of the appeal.

“(D) The provisions of sections 556 and 557, and
chapter 7 of title 5 shall not apply to any review carried

out by the Commission under this paragraph.
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“(E) A determination made by the Commission shall
not be subject to judicial review.

“(8) In any case in which a community has in effect
procedures to address the relocation, closing, consolida-
tion, or construction of buildings in the community, and
the public participation requirements of those procedures
are more stringent than those provided in this subseection,
the Postal Service shall apply those procedures to the relo-
cation, closing, consolidation, or construction of a post of-
fice in that community in lieu of applying the procedures
established in this subsection.

“(9) In making a determination to relocate, eclose,
consolidate, or construct any post office, the Postal Serv-
ice shall comply with any applicable zoning, planning, or
land use laws (including building codes and other related
laws of State or local public entities, including any zoning
authority with jurisdiction over the area in which the post
office is located).

“(10) The relocation, closing, consolidation, or con-
struction of any post office under this subsection shall be
conducted in accordance with the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act (16 U.S.C. 470h-2).

“(11) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed

to apply to a temporary customer service facility to be
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used by the Postal Service for a period of less than 60
days.

“(12)(A) For purposes of this paragraph the term
‘emergency’ means any occurrence that forces an imme-
diate relocation from an existing facility, including natural
disasters, fire, health and safety factors, and lease termi-
nations.

“(B) If the Postmaster General makes a determjné—
tion that an emergency exists relating to a post office, the
Postmaster General may suspend the application of the
provisions of this subsection for a period not to exceed
180 days with respect to such post office.

“(C) The Postmaster General may exercise the sus-
pension authority under subparagraph (A) once with re-

spect to a single emergeney for any specific post office.”.

O
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The Postal Service adopts the following amendment to

U.S. Title 39 CFR Part 241.

Part 241-[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for 39 CFR part 241 contin-
ues to read as follows:
Authority: 39 U.S.C. 401.

2. Effective October 5, 1998, 39 CFR part 241 is
amended by revising § 241.4, to read as follows:

§ 241.4 Expansion, relocation, and construc-
tion of post offices.

(a) Application.

(1) This section applies when the USPS contem-
plates any one of the following projects with
respect to a customer service facility: expansion,
relocation to another existing building, or new
construction, except when the project is to meet
an emergency requirement or for temporary use.
Emergency situations include, but are not limited
to, earthquakes, fioods, fire, lease terminations,
safety factors, environmental causes, or any other
actions that would force an immediate relocation
from an existing facility. Temporary relocation of
space is used or, but not limited to, holidays, spe-
cial events, or for overflow business. Use of
emergency and temporary space will be limited to
180 days in duration. Any additional incremental
time periods of up to 180 days each must be
approved by the Vice President, Facilities.

(2) This section does not apply when the project
under consideration is limited to repair and alter-
ations, such as-

(i) Painting;

(i) Repairs;

(iii) Replacement or upgrade of structural or
functional elements of a postal building or its
equipment;

(iv} Paving, striping, or other repair of parking
areas;

(v} Landscaping.

(b) Purpose.

The purpose of the procedures required by this sec-
tion is to assure increased opportunities for members
of the communities who may be affected by certain
USPS facility projects along with local officials, to

convey their views concerning the conternplated proj-
ect and have them considered prior to any fina deci-
sion to expand, relocate to another existing building,
or construct a new building that is owned or teased.

(¢} Expansion, relocation, new construction.

When a need is identified that will require the expan-
sion, relocation, or new construction of a customer
service facility, postal representatives responsible for
the project will take the following steps in accordance
with the time schedule shown:

(1) Personally visit one or more of the highest rank-
ing local public officials {generally individuals
holding elective office). During the visit, the postal
representatives will-

(i) Identify the need and fully describe the proj-
ect that is under consideration to mest it,
explain the process by which the Postal
Service will solicit and consider input from
the affected community, and solicit a work-
ing partnership with the community officials
for the success of the project.

(iiy Emphasize that in meeting a need for
increased space, the first priority is to
expand the existing facility; the second pri-
ority is to find an existing building in the
same area as the current facifity; and the
third option is to build on a new site; all
within the downtown area, if possible.
(iiiy Ask that the Postal Service presentation
of the project be placed on the regular agen-
da of a public meeting of hearing. If no such
meeting is planned within the next 60 days
or the agenda of a planned meeting cannot
accommodate the project, the USPS will
schedule its own public hearing concerning
the project, and will advertise the meeting or
hearing in a local general circulation news-
paper.
(v} Give the local officials a letter describing the

intended project. R

(2) Notify the lessor of the affected facility of the proj-

ect, in writing.
(3) Send an initial news release to local communica-
tions media.
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4)

5)

(i) Postin the public lobby of the affected post
offices a copy of the letter given to local offi-
cials, or the news release, or, space permit-
ting, both. If such information is available at
the time, include in the posting a public
notice of the date, time, and location of a
public meeting or hearing at least 7 days
prior to the meeting or hearing.

(i) Except as provided in this paragraph,
attend, or conduct, one or more public hear-
ings to describe the project to the communi-
ty, invite questions, solicit written comment,
and describe the process by which commu-
nity input will be considered. If it is believed
at the time that the existing facility is not
able to be expanded or that expansion is
impracticable, disclose that fact and the rea-
sons supporting that belief. I, during the
public meting or hearing process, a new
development should occur to allow for an
expansion of the existing facility, the Postal
Service will make a good faith effort in pur-
suing this alternative. Under exceptional cir-
cumstances that would prevent postal repre-
sentatives from attending a public meeting
or conducting a postal hearing on the
planned project within a reasonabile time,
and subject to approval of the Vice
President, Facilities, the Postal Service may
distribute a notification card to all affected
customers, seeking their comments or other
feedback. An example of exceptional cir-
cumstances would be a project in a sparsely
populated area remote from the seat of local
government or any forum where a postal
conducted meeting could be held.

(i) At any public meeting or hearing, advise
local officials and the community of their
appeal rights and the process by which an
appeal can be made. Information provided
must include time limitations and an address
for the appeal.

Review comments and notify local officials of
decision. Not less than 15 days after the date of
the most recent public meeting, or after receipt of
notification cards, make a decision that takes into
account community input and is consistent with
postal objectives (e.g., expansion, relocation to
another building, or construction of a newly

owned or leased facility), and notify local officials
in writing. This notification must include informa-
tion on the avaitability and terms of review under
paragraph (c)(6) of this section. At the same time,
post a copy of the notification letter in the loca!
post office for the community. Take no action on
the decision for at least 30 days following notifica-
tion of local officials and the community.

(6) Within the time period identified in paragraph (c)(5)

of this section, any person may request in writing
that the decision be reviewed by the Vice
President, Facilities, at Postal Service
Headquarters. No particular format is required for
requesting review, but the request must be in writ-
ing and identify the post office or location affected;
and should identify the decision objected to, and
state the reasons for the objection. The Vice
President, Fagilities, will obtain the views of the
decision maker, review relevant parts of the project
file, and if necessary request more information from
the appellant. Upon review of the facts, the
Facilities Vice President, or a representative, will
issue a written determination, if possible, within 15
days. [n no event will the Postal Service take action
on the decision being reviewed until 15 days follow-
ing issuance of the finaf review determination. If the
determination on review is to set aside the deci-
sion, the project process will return to the public
hearing stage of paragraph (c){4) of this section.

(7) Advertise for sites and existing buildings, in

accordance with existing postal procedures.

(d) Discontinuance of post offices; historic
preservation.

(1) It is the policy of the Postal Service, by virtue of

Board of Governors Resoiution No. 82-7, to com-
ply with Section 106 of the general provisions of
the National Historic Preservation Act 16 U.S.C.
470, et seq., Executive Order 12072, and
Executive Order 13006. Theretore, any facility
project that will have an effect on cultural
resources will be undertaken in accordance with
that policy.

(2) Any action involving the closing or other discon-

tinuance of a post office shall be undertaken only .
in accordance with 39 U.S.C. 404(b) and 39 CFR
243.1. In the event a facility action is subject to
both this section, and either the NHPA or the post
office discontinuance requirements, ail comment
periods and other public participation matters
shall be governed by those statutes.

Community Relations Regutations
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(e} Site selection.

(1) When the decision is to advertise for sites and
existing buildings, and after such sites have been
identified, advise local officials in writing of all con-
tending sites, and with respect to all sites not
selected, provide an explanation. This notice will
advise local officials, and the community, that no
decision 10 select a site will be made for a mini-
mum of 30 days, and that comments or discus-
sions of all sites are solicited. Post a copy of this
letter in the lobby of the affected post office for.
public notice.

{2)Once a specific site is then selected, notify local
officiais in writing of the selection decision.

{3} Take no final action o acquire or lease the select-
ed site for 30 days following the notification in
paragraph {e}{2} of this section.

{f} Planning, zoning, building codes.

irt carrying out customer service facilities projects, itis
the policy of the Postal Service to comply with local
planning and zoning requirements and building codes
consistent with prudent business practices and
unique postal requirements. In order to promote a
partnership with local officials and assure confor-
mance with local building codes, plans and drawings
will be sent to the appropriate building department or
other officials for review. Where payment of fees is
niormally required of private entities, the Postal
Service will pay a reasonable fee for the review. The
Postal Service will give local public officials written
notice of any timely, written objections or recommen-
dations that it does not plan to adopt or implement.

{(g) Continuing communication.

During construction, whether renovation or new con-
struction, the postmaster should keep tocal officials
and the communily informed via letters and news
releases. The postmaster and other postal officials
should plan, conduc,t and invite the community and
local officials o any “grand opening,” as appropriate.
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WiLLIAM J. HENDERSON
POSTMASTER GENERAL, CEQ

UNITED STATES

F’ POSTAL SERVICE

October 6, 1999

Honorable Thad Cochran

Chairman, Subcommittee on International
Security, Proliferation, and Federal Services

Committee on Governmental Affairs

United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510-6250

Dear Chairman Cochran:

In preparation for Thursday's hearing, | am writing to provide you with our views on S. 556,
“The Post Office Community Partnership Act of 1999.” These thoughts apply equally to H.R. 670,
an identical bill sponsored by Representative Earl Blumenauer.

Some time ago, the Postal Service, with the input of Congress, decided that it needed to do a
better job of working with local citizens and elected officials to replace or refurbish post offices.
We made many trips to Capitol Hill to discuss with you and your staffs the best way we could fix
the process. As a result, the Postal Service has made major policy changes to correct the
imbalances that existed. On May 7, 1998, we put interim regulations into effect and published
them in the Federal Register for public comment. On September 2, 1998, we published the final
regulations, which took effect on October 5, 1998.

The new regulations are written in plain English and spefled out in our Community Refations
Handbook. They emphasize our preference to expand current facilities instead of relocating
them. They provide more time in the process to increase community participation. They add the
requirement for a public meeting—above and beyond the required meetings with local officials.
For the first time, they also create a community appeal procedure that ensures the direct
involvement and oversight of our Vice President of Facilities in the final decision when necessary

The new regulations have been in effect for one year and applied to thousands of facility projects
Community reactions have been favorable. So far, we have received less than 30 appeals.
Overall, the new regulations are working well and we are committed to their continued success

The Postal Service is concerned, however, that legislation harmful to our facility program remains
under consideration despite our remedy. Our main concern is that the legisiation seeks to use the
same process for opening a new post office that is used for closing an old one. Closures generally
occur in areas of declining population. When you have an eroding customer base, it makes sense
to look at ways to provide service in @ more cost-effective way. However, when this involves a
closing, the local community may feel an acute sense of loss that has nothing to do with service.

It is a fact of life that the Postal Service and universal mail delivery and access are a binding force
in our society. That is our mandate by law. So the appearance that these bonds are breaking
can have a strong emational impact on a community. It is precisely for this reason that we have
imposed a moratorium on post office closings

A75 1 Enbant Puasa SW
WaskmnGron DC 26260 0010
202-268-2500

Fax 202 268 1860
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For the same reason, Congress has made the current process to close a post office both lengthy
and involved. 1t is appropriate to slow down the highly emotional closing process. Yes, it has
increased costs to the Postal Service, but in light of the very small number of offices that have
come under these procedures in a given year, the costs have not been excessive. And the
benefit has been significant. It has given the community every opportunity to make their case,
express their feelings, and adjust to change. And in the end, it has provided for a final appeal to
the Postal Rate Commission, which has then had a clear, if nonetheless difficult choice, between
two weli-defined options.

Construction and relocation projects are at the other end of the spectrum. They represent new
investments in growth areas and are designed to improve the service customers already receive.
These enhancements may include better parking and handicapped access, larger lobbies with
more conveniences, or more workroom for our employees to provide superior customer service.

As with buying a new house, however, delay works against you in construction and real estate.
Everything is contingent on timing—interest rates, contracts, commitments. The longer the delay,
the less likely the deal, and costs skyrocket. Furthermore, facility decisions are complex, based
on competing priorities, funding, site avaitability, growth projections, community input, and
numerous other variables. They are also marked by numerous special interests. Every lessor,
site owner, developer, builder, and competitor has self-interest. Under the proposed legislation,
any one of these individuals—even a single customer—could delay an entire project simply by
filing an appeal. This step would effectively take the decision out of the community’s hands and
turn it over to a federal body in Washington.

When it comes to modernizing our facilities, red tape and delay are serious concerns. Itis a
constant challenge to keep our facilities up-to-date. As more and more Americans have begun
moving to rural communities and warmer climates, once sleepy towns have awakened virtually
overnight, forcing us to expand or build new post offices. The doubling of mail volume over the
past two decades has compounded this need. This year, total volume will top 200 billion pieces
for the first time. When you factor in the number of repairs, renovations, and ease actions that
come with managing more than 37,000 buildings, it is easy to see why we have our hands fult,
orchestrating thousands of real estate projects each year.

The Postal Service is concerned that the legislative proposal before you would have serious
ramifications for our real estate program and our ability to serve the nation. Employees in
cramped and aging facilities would suffer. The Postal Service would find it difficult to respond to
serious health and safety issues in a timely fashion as dictated by prudence and required by law.
Customers would wait for, or lose, needed service improvements. Our ability to address
population growth and new business development would be impaired.

The Postat Service has listened to its customers and the Congress. We have responded with new
regulations and a new attitude that are delivering positive results for all. Rather than imposing a
legislative remedy that would have far-reaching implications, we ask that our revised facility
regulations be given ample time to prove that they work

We appreciate the time and energy you have devoted to this issue and look forward to the sharing
our views in more detail on October 7.

Sincerely,
William J. Hendersgn

/
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THE IMPACT OF S. 556 & H.R. 670 ON THE POSTAL SERVICE,
CITIZENS, AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES

This legislation would delay much-needed facility projects for months on end.

S. 556/H.R. 670 would create serious delays in the Postal Service's facility program
by prescribing a cumbersome appeals process and lengthy community review and
comment periods. As shown in the attached timeline, this legislation would cause as
much as a 14-month wait before the Postal Service coutd even begin moving forward
to expand, relocate, construct, or renovate a post office.

The legislation takes the deliberately stow and methodical appeals process for post office
closings, which takes an average of two years to complete, and applies it to virtually every
postal facility action. This change would require the Postal Service to begin every facility
project by building a substantive record that could withstand the intense scrutiny of the
Postal Rate Commission (PRC). Based on our experience with closings, it would take two
or three months just to fulfill this requirement.

The appeals process itself would cause at east five months of delay. Once the case has
been built and community input secured, customers would have 30 days to file an appeal
and the PRC would have four months to review it. If the PRC remands our proposal, the
appeals process could be repeated over and over as we select new building sites that just
one person opposes.

The delays caused by this legislation would impose a hardship on our employees, who
would have to continue working in aging, cramped facilities. They also would impair the
overall level of service we provide to the nation. Customers would be forced to endure
longer lobby waits and limited parking. The introduction of automated technologies,
additional post office boxes, and design features that improve both customer service
and processing operations would also be defayed.

An entire community could be penalized to satisfy the whim of a single individual.

One individual who disagrees with the Postal Service's proposal to move, construct, or
expand a postal facility could begin many months of intense review simply by filing an
appeal with the Postal Rate Commission. But those who file an appeal may not have
the best interests of the community at heart. For example, lessors who do not want the
Postal Service to move, developers or business owners who want to protect their
commercial interests, and customers who simply don’t want a longer trip to the post
office could all tie up the process with an appeat

It is impossible to please everyone. City and downtown merchants often have differing views
from the residents who do not live, work, or shop downtown and want the post office closer to
their homes and workplaces. By giving one person the ability to contest a proposal, the
legislation would invite extensive delays and heighten the anxiety and frustration of town
officials and citizens over their postal facilities. 1t could also cause a post office project—
even one that is strongly supported by the community—to be overturned by a minority of one

475 L'ENFANT PLAZA SW
WasHINGTON DC  20260-3500
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A price tag of $50 million a year would mean higher postage rates for America.

Through a variety of provisions, this legislation would generate at least $50 million a year
in new costs that would be passed on to the American people in the form of higher
postage rates. These expenses would not be paid by local communities, but by the
ratepayers whose revenues fund the postal system.

This legislation would require the Postal Service to mail a letter outlining its proposal to
relocate, expand, close, renovate, or build a new facility to each and every customer served
by that facility. This provision alone would cost ratepayers approximately $27 million a year
in mailing costs and another $10 million in printing and addressing expenses. The extra
paperwork and reporting requirements in the legislation would also force the Postal Service
to hire about 200 additional employees, at a cost of approximately $10 million each year.

Other costs that are more difficult to quantify would also be created. For example, to justify
certain socio-economic factors required in the legislation, the Postal Service would need to hire
private consultants for analysis and reporting. In addition, the cost of delay could be significant,
reducing revenues by impairing service and encouraging customers to use alternatives.

A unique and unfair regulatory burden would be imposed on the Postal Service.

S. 556/H.R. 670 impose facility regulations and requirements that go well beyond those
faced by any other federal or private establishment. No other organization in America, either
public or private, is forced to go through the maze of reguiations envisioned in this legislation
when moving, expanding, renovating, or building a facility. What other organization must
notify every customer it serves by mail when it simply wishes to undertake a facility project?
What other organization is forced to let one dissatisfied customer or building lessor hold up a
project for months? What other organization has another federal body ultimately directing its
facilities program? What other organization must abide by even more stringent facility
procedures put in place by local communities? While post offices do play a pivotal role in
local communities, this legislation would impose upon the Postal Service a disproportionate
regulatory burden that is unigue in ali of government and business.

Small post offices would not benefit from this legislation.

Supporters of this legislation believe that it will cause fewer smali post offices to be
closed. This is highly unlikely. This legislation would barely change the already rigorous
process for closing post offices. Customers would continue to have ample opportunity
for input and the right to appeal decisions to the PRC. The Postal Service’s moratorium
on closings also makes the impact of this legislation on small post offices negtigible

An entire nation would be penalized because a few isolated facility issues.

A vast majority of the more than 25,000 facility actions taken by the Postal Service each year
are worked out successfully with local communities. We estimate that less than 1 percent of
our facility projects generate complaints, and these situations are becoming fewer and fewer
as the Postal Service’s recently revised facility regulations take hold. in addition, the
problem examples given by the supporters of the legislation are dated (in some cases, as
much as 10 to 15 years old), and the facts are frequently distorted by the media and others.
Simply put, this legislation is overkill. It will create more problems than it is designed to
solve. Instead of taking this excessive, highly regulatory approach, let us allow the

Postal Service's more reasonable new community guidelines to work for America

475 L'ENFANT PLaza SW
WasHINGTON DC 20260-3500 October 1999
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Build a substantial case

to justify facility project;

prepare and mail letter to

all post office customers
(2-3 months)

I

Allow for public comment,
set up and hold hearing
(3 months)

'

Evaluate and respond
to each proposal,
issue finat report

(1-2 months)

v

Allow for appeal to PRC
(1 month)

PRC review
(4 months)

TOTAL ELAPSED TIME:
8-10 MONTHS

TOTAL ELAPSED TIME: 12-14 MONTHS

475 UENFANT PLaza SW
WasHINGTON DC 20260-3500
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Statement of Senator Carl Levin
October 7, 1999
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee Hearing on
Guidelines for the Relocation, Closing, Consolidation or Construction of Post Offices
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased you are holding a hearing today on S. 556, the Post Office
Community Partnership Act of 1999. As Richard Moe, President of the National Trust for
Historic Preservation, will testify today, this is an important “smart growth” bill. This is because
it focuses on a basic thing the federal government can do to keep our city centers vibrant rather
than drained by sprawling development at the edges of town. The federal government can
locate its buildings in downtowns. By making every effort to be responsive to comnunities and

locate its facilities in downtowns, the United States Postal Service in particular can make an

important contribution to keeping these centers healthy and alive.

As co chairman of the Senate Smart Growth Task Force, [ am a cosponsor of this bill. The Task
Force’s other co-chairman, Senator Jeffords, who will testify today, is also a cosponsor and a
strong advocate of this bill. We recognize the location of federal buildings is an important smart

growth issue and I am pleased this bill is drawing attention to the issue.

We all know how towns and cities struggle to keep their main streets and centers alive and
economically healthy. When a post office moves from these centers to the strip malls at the
outskirts of town because there is more open space to expand into or more parking spaces
directly adjacent to their facility, it makes this struggle for affected communities all the more

difficult.
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In my state of Michigan I am working with a number of communities that are trying to convince
the U.S. Postal Service to find a way to retain their operations in their city centers. For example,
in Grand Ledge, Michigan, the present post office is in the central business district and has limited
customer parking, although there is plenty of city owned parking within a block. One possibility
is for the Postal Service to select a site with more adjacent parking spaces and that would require
a site criteria of over 2 acres, making retaining the post office in the downtown difficult. Iwould
hope the U.S. Postal Service would be flexible and consider the availability of other parking in
nearby lots. If the U.S. Postal Service would do this as a rule, it would make downtown locations

more possible.

Another example is Cadillac, Michigan, which has been added to the U.S. Postal Service’s critical
list for relocation. In order to retain a downtown post office location, the City of Cadillac has
repeatedly offered to work with the Postal Service in identifying a downtown location which
would service its needs. I hope the Post Service will try to accommodate the community’s desire
to retain the downtown location. This should even include the possibility of retaining its retail

operations in the city-center even if it has to move its distribution center.

The bottom line is that the U.S. Postal Service should be flexible and responsive to the citizens of
the communities it serves. As an important anchor to many of our nation’s downtowns, the U.S.
Postal Service should take this role seriously. There are ways the Postal Service can meet its
goals and still accommodate the desires of the citizens that it serves. Andasa responsible partner
in communities across America, every effort should be made by the Postal Service not to pull up

the anchor that might sink the ship of downtowns often struggling to stay afloat.
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Subcommittee on International Security,
Proliferation and Federal Services
Statement for the Record
Senator Richard Shelby
October 7, 1999

I would like to thank the Chairman, my colleague from Mississippi, Senator
Cochran for holding this hearing and allowing me to testify regarding this important
subject.

Mr. Chairman, in Alabama, and across this Nation, millions of Americans rely on
the Postal Service for their mail delivery. Iknow that the Committee recognizes the
importance of the role that the Postal Service plays in providing universal service to
everyone, everywhere. Modemn postal facility infrastructure is key to providing such
service.

Mr. Chairman, [ am concerned that S.556, the Postal Community Partnership Act,
may compromise the Postal Service’s ability to continue to perform its functions well.
Unfortunately, S.556 is based on the misconceived notion that the Service ignores the
concerns and interests of local communities in its decision making process regarding the
location of new facilities. This premise is flat out wrong. The Postal Service makes a
great effort to involve local communities in the facility movement process. In fact, last
year the Service promulgated community movement regulations which mandate
communify involvement in the process. So far, these regulations have worked very well.

[ have heard that many folks are concerned that the Postal Service does not play
proper attention to the needs of “downtown” areas — that the Service prefers suburban
locations to downtown ones, thereby allowing the decay of downtown facilities. Mr.
Chairman, my own experience with the Postal Service regarding the fate of a facility
located in downtown Selma, Alabama confirms to me just the opposite -- the Service
works with local communities and protects downtown and inner city postal locations.

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned that S. 556 would create a system that
unnecessarily involves Washington politics in the facilities location decision making and
appeals process. It has been my experience that the Postal Service involves local
communities and best knows how to use their limited resources to deliver service to all
Americans. We should allow them to continue to do so.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to express my views.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS

National Headquarters
1727 KING STREET. SUITE 400
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22314-2753

(703} 836-9660

October 7, 1999

The Honorable Thad Cochran

Chairman

Subcommittee on International Security,
Proliferation and Federal Services

United States Senate

SH-442

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

1 am taking this opportunity on behalf of the National Association of Postal
Supervisors to express our opposition to S. 556, the Post Office Community
Partnership Act. The bill would establish new guidelines — above and beyond
those already cstablished by the US. Postal Service -~ for the relocation, closing,
consolidation, or construction of post offices.

As you know, NAPS represents the interests of over 36,000 active and
retired postal supervisors and managers employed by the U.S. Postal Service. Our
mission as a managemernt association is both to improve the working conditions of
our members and to improve operations within the Postal Service. We are
opposed to S. 556 because it would harm, not improve, Postal Service operations
and the management flexibility necessary to assure that Americans receive world-
class postal service.

The U.S. Postal Service owns or uses over 37,000 facilities throughout the
country. As one of the nation’s largest owners and managers of real estate, it
completed more than 20,000 repair and alteration projects and built 800 new or
replacement facilities last year alone.

The Postal Service places the highest priority on responsive and respectful
relationships with the thousands of neighborhoods and commuunities in which it

Hepresenting supervisors in the United States Postal Service
e
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maintains post offices throughout the nation. Informed and mutually supportive
relationships between the Postal Service and its customer base are critical to the
goal of universal service.

We regard S. 556 as unnecessary and over-reaching, given the existing
framework of current Postal Services rules that adequately require Postal Service
dialogue and interaction with affected communities over the relocation, closing,
consolidation or construction of post offices. When the Postal Service considers
the relocation of an existing post office, the Postal Service requires of itself a
process that seeks to inform the public of the options under consideration and
invites public comment. Under current rules, Postal Service officials at the
beginning of the process, before any decisions have been made, meet with local
officials to discuss postal office facility needs and to seek community
participation. The regulations even permit internal appeal of Postal Service
relocation decisions by dissatisfied citizens,

In addifion, when replacement facilities are planned, the Postal Service
undertakes a process that provides for public input in a reasonable and responsible
manner. Al affected customers are individually notified in writing of the
relocation proposal. The Postal Service participates in or hosts a public hearing to
discuss the project. Projects must be publicized in the local newspaper and notices
must be mailed to al residents and businesses served by the post office. Postal
customers must receive at least 45 days notice before the postal Service solicits for
anew site, and local municipal officials are contacted prior to that date Public
meetings arc conducted when requested or otherwise are needed to explain and
seek comments. The Postal Service recognizes the value of this interactive and
deliberative planning process with the communities it serves, At times this has
resulted in the revision of its plans to arrive at solutions more acceptable to the
local community. While no process is perfect, the Postal Service has assiduously
worked to improve its parmership with local communities in engaging community
input at the front-end of decision-making processes to open, close or move its post
offices.

In contrast, S. 556 proposes that the Postal Service secure public hold a
community meeting only if asked. This is far less community involvement and
interaction than the Postal Service already provides. Appeal by any dissatisfied
citizen to the Postal Rate Commission of a Postal Service decision to relocate,
close, consolidate, or construct a post office, as proposed by S. 556, will cause
considerable delay and hamstring the management flexibility of the Postal Service,
particularly in post office relocations or new construction, where acquisition or
control of a new site is involved.
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The Postal Service needs to retain and preserve an adequate measure of
responsible management discretion and judgment in improving service m areas
with outdated facilities that cannot be expanded or modernized. Many local
officials are justifiably concemed that the relocation of an older, existing facility
from a downtown area to another site may be detrimental to the integrity of the
surrounding downtown community. The Postaf Service needs to continue to work
with communities as a responsible citizen in finding win-win solutions. At the
same time, the Postal Service continues to face the business challenge - as a of
serving the American people in the most effective ways possible at the lowest cost
with service of the highest quality.

In this respect, the Postal Service needs to have the capability to respend to
deteriorating facilities requiring upgrade and modemization, Yet S. 556 would
specificalty prohibit the Postal Service from relocating or consolidating a facility
in order to comply with OSHA or correct a safety problem that ensures a safe
environment for its employees and customers. In addition, it would require
compliance with all local zoning and building codes to an extent far greater than is
reasonably necessary. While the Postal Service has sought to voluntarily comply
with most local zoning and building codes, it has exercised its discretion in
extraordinary ciroumstances o respond 1o zoning or building requirements that
would impose undue hardships. Quite reasonably, that latitude of management
discretion needs o be preserved.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the National Association of Postal
Supervisors opposes S. 556, but will continue to promote and support efforts by
the Postal Service to provide and improve its efforts to solicit and consider
community feedback in Postal Service decision-making processes in connection
with the relocation, closing, consolidation, or censtruction of its post offices. We
look forward to continuing to work with you and the Postal Service in those
endeavors. Thank you for your Subcommittee’s consideration of our views.

Sincerghy™
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icent Palladino
President



