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BACKcnou::o 

On Harch 7.5 , 1980 , a task force \·,<15 es t ablished to i denti fy 
the effects of reduci ng delivGry OD-Ys from sh: to fi ve , inc luding 
such things uS the effec t on the levels of service provide d to 
the vnriou5 classes of milil l t he effect on various custO!l1er groups I 
t he effect on vnr i ous s peci a l service s and a variety o f internal 
operi!tior.a l imfJacts . 

I n acc.:o:nplishing il:s Hark , the tnsl~ force revim·:ed c:ncl r elied 
heavily on the \·:or~: acc()J!"I~)lishcd by a prc=viou5 task force 
~stc:blished in 1976 to Cl.ddress the same subject . 'l'his r evieH, 
a.J.ong \·.'ith di~cussions .. ·,ith, l'nd input fro:tl , appropriate depart
ments, lee! to the ide:lti[ication of a variety of issues th~t 
\,l i ll neea attention if five- day celivery is initiated . 

In order to acch:ess the larger question of the effect on operating 
procedures, and, in f~ct , the ~·;holc cl'.lc!':'tion of opcrZ!.tiona l. 
feasibility of fi'Je-d~y d21 ive:::-y , the tat:!; force enlisted. the 
aiel · o;: cnp. Ol"::&:l.ce or I!'dl1stri ... ~l l::":ngine~rl.ng to construct a 
co:n?uter i.!.OOl:.!J. to E::lable us to !::irnulatc a variety of o!,erC1tional 
assumptions . 

h'e also elicited infOJ:mati on fro:n HSC::s and independent office s 
r.el~ting to route volu~cs, route cover.a~e on the street and 
letter carrier ab5cncc rerl.:~.cem(!!1t . Thece are the same offices 
used by the earlier tiJ.sI~ fo rce t.o est.abli!>h cer.tain oper a ting 
o?u ld staffing as!>u:nption s . The voltl:!l2: a nd coverag~ i nfor ... .:: t ion 
r equested \·: Cl.S used to v~lidate cert~in of our cOI:\puter model 
,'1ssu;nptions. The absence data \"1;?S \1SeC t.o explore the possibi l ity 
of establishi:HJ a r.!.ethocto l ogy for d~terii,illing the optirnu!:\ leve l s 
of full - til!"le r eserve cnr rier positions at dlZ!livcr ~' units . I n 
addition , scver~l task force mc::;ber~ made on - site field v is i ts . 

l\s 11r . Bolg£!l' reqll~sted, vie initiatcc1 an effort to cont~ct larger-' 
\-:\.:lilcrs to obtCtin thair vic .. ·:s on five - day delivery . To this end

l 

the Custo::-.:lr Servicc~ Dc?.:~rt::-:lJnt, utilizing he.J·cl.q 1.l<l rtcr~ I 
regional .:tn-d ficl<! Post.;.:l Se:::-vice pcr!;onncl , cond uc ted a per s cr:e:l/ 
telephone stmly of appro:..:ir.I.'1tely 320 rnc'\jor mailers in 13 selected 
j riC U!; t:;:- i::?s OInd (jov-3. :-n:;;c T!. t agcncies . :·;"1 iler!; Here :;pecif ic~lly 
.""'t51:cd (or r.ny sU9gC.=;tioI:S they :night h:l.\'c about hoo bC5t to 
implcm~n::' :ivc-cl.\y delivery, i15 thn.t Lccarr.c. nec~ssilry . 
rt f;h~u]::.l b..:: e::;::hn~i<::ed thc1t th" rC~l\l t~~ of thi!1 effort n r e 
'1. lI .Jlit.:l tivc ~:I.:! no t Pl:0jCCtclblc tu th-..; J.:!I.LVe L-SC! cf nloJi l ers. 
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To cn!';ure that projcr.tLlble date!. t·,o'ulcl be .lvailable on muilers in 
the even t t(l.:J. t f fvc-dCty deli very beCClr:tc necessary, Customer 
Services also initiated a 2 , 000 telcpl10nc intcrvi~w study of Q 

projcctable ~",rlplc 'Jt: firor.s in the SCSIT!.C 13 im1u!;trics (condu::ted 
by Opinion l:e~carcil Ccrpo~i\tion of Prir.cetc!1, :":c:w Jersey) . The 
r€:5ults of thi:; study t·,i l ! be technically supportable in the 
event thil.t data fro;;'! it an~ used as part of Q Postal Rate 
CCi:nr.lission submit':.ill . 

FINDIUGS 

I t is t.he conc l u!lion of the task force that implementll.tion of 
fivc-dilY delivery is possible . liQ\o,T(~.vcr , the reduction from 
six days of c1e l.:very to five Hil l have major impacts on posta l 
operations, on le\'cls of service and on our customcr~ , both 
as senders and receivers~ Our. major findings are sUffi.l!luriZed belc','" 

Al though it is o~cl."ationally :easible to deliver the total r:l«il 
voltl..~~ of the Pos~ill Service in five clays if Saturday delivery is 
elir:linatcci. , the f.:.ct rCi.iains that, at least at the out~et, there 
" .. ill be ap!?.:o>:ii.~c".t~lj: 31 to 33 p~r cent of the toto.l '·,o.Jek I s velu::>e 
available for delivcl:Y en !·:onde.y morning. Although Ch~ilC;CS in ::Jail 
ing ~ ... H·n -., ~ ~"'d c11-:r-osit times ma~' evcritually tend to leval this 
arrival pattern, it is unlikely th.at such changes ,·,ill ll",ve c:.n 
effcct during the first year under five - day delivery . Lven \·,ith 
significallt cr.anges in deposit pattcl:n~ , mail in the systcn will 
continue to accll.;nulate over the t~ ... o - day \'Jeekend in .such a fc:.5hion 
as to azsure that j·1ondc::y ' s volume will be greater than t.hi:."t 
available for delivery on other days of the \-leek. 

This bltsic fact of Honday "peaJ:ing " c:::-eates a host of p::::eble:iils, 
not the least of which is an uncesirablc impact on set'vic~ l cvcls j 

\-,'hich is disCllSSec. belm... . Aside from the service preble;;), \'l e 

,·:ill face cGllii?:7.~nt !:;hort~.ges, such ':'5 it s:,ortage of trays, 
rollin g stod:, ctc.: \·:e \Vill have locations \-lith inadcqu .:!toE! s?ace 
for storage of I':'\ailj ar:.d ' ·.'e m!ly have proble~s "lith the l!d~quacy 
of c ilpco.ci ~y of Jur present vehicles and tho!:oe presently being 
plann~d for future procurements. 

In an attcnpt to dcfine net'! basic operating procedures fo r 
handling the r·l0!lday "peaking" .:tt delivery units, "'C used the 
prev iously L1<:!ntloncd co:;;puter mocel to si:nulate the effects of 
various operuting altE'! rnativ2s. Briefly . the aS5umptior:.s 
includcd (<::,10:1g !;cv~ra l othcl:' v.J.riatio:\~) the delivery of il.ll 
llccu:11l1L,tcd :0.:111 on ;:ond.1.Yj split.ting the delivary of accur.:u l ated 
T.lail bct\·.'~~cn l'ionG.1Y nnd TUescl.1Y; c1nc.1 del i'lcring only prctcrcnti.:!l 
mail on :':,,,)I~d~1~". \·:lti l c lO2.c1-1c vcl ing illl nOi'l -p!"crcrclltial tilrougiL
out the l'C:;t of thc \·!~ck . Sinnit.:-:do:1S \'c:.:c clo:lC! .J5s1.1:::ir.(j i':'/ec.:!gc 
volmr.c!:: .1:1..1 C!.'JcJ:<lgc c-i:"y l.'c5i.:icnti .. l rO~ltc:::; . 

'. 



In ter~ ~ of practjc~lity, thQ ultcrn~tive that ~~5u~es dnlivcry 
of all pn: f.e:rcnti..:ll iI,~,il on !·:ondil.Y and a PLo<;t:' .. ~r., :::ed curtail-
ment of non-rn:cfC!!.*€;:'ntial throt;'J]iout tlH~ \'/~ck i~; tile nlost f.;!a~iblQ 
and pro·tii:.~s the r.:o~ t OPP':lr-'.:unj ty fo;:: savings. U!"tdQ!' thi!'i 
il~zu,."!ption , \'.'o~l;.hour.s h'ould t:!ncl to eql!.:tlize on D. daily basis 
t.hrollg! :0'..11 (he \·:cc!: , .:;.!?~ro~c:li:lg roughly eight and one half 
"':or}~ hcu:-s per day ~ \'/ith t·;or.da~1 rcwaining ilt 9). It is likely 
that routes ,·.'ould h~.ve to be adjusted to accommodate the ne ... : daily 
\'/orkloi:.c. 

11.11 other assu:;.ptions modeled proved to have problcm~ \"'it~ 
prD.cticalit~' or ccst. For instance, an operatir.g asscl'!'.ption 
that called for delivering all accum.ulated ti'li'til on ~,onc1ay "!ould 
require a!?i.H:o:<iI~ately 11 Hor,~hol!rs each j·londay . Obviou~ly, it i~ 
not at all practical to ey-pect each letter carrier to put in an 
eleven hocr d3y on each l·loncay that " average" volumes are experi
enced on his route . . I t i s even less prJ.ctical '.:.0 assume: t hat ·the 
reguler letter carrie r could handle the routo at allan day s when 
th-== \'ol u~.H~ 5ubstolnU.c:lly e:r:c€ecis t~e avcl:.:lgo r such as, first of 
t he montil periods . Further, our current part-time stu.f[ing 
l evels (lil:lited as the:l' are by our labor contract) and she(n-
cost consi{~criJ,tio;"ls viUuld effectively prohibit \1S frOl:l prcviding 
each regular letl!;r carrier r01.:.te wi.th ':rom one to four honrs of 
au::dlii!ry assistar.c:e ·:In each Hcnd.:::y . Thu~ , the delivery of all 
C':.ccu':lula.tcd mail on !·.onc.ay is not a viable option: even with tile 
caSing a! mail on Saturday . 

Thc:task force also tlo.:leled a variety of assumptions th~t divided 
t he d·'" ;vn ..-y r-f acc·"iluJ.atecl l:tail over both fI!':::mc'i~y and T~z.~day. 
Although thi.5 increased savings and lcss':!ncd the nU!l'Der of hours 
requ ired a:! l!. particular day to sOr!:ething lO\';2r than 10 Oil an 
avcr.;J.ge volu:':\e day, peak season:!l and first of the i.'Ionth volumes 
could still be expected to produce some la-hour Hor;~di'.Ys. In addition , 
the e>:istence of t .. ·10 heavy days at the beginning of the Hee}~, 
follo~· .. ed by three lighter cays, would (unless alleviated by 
Saturday casing and Honday au:dliary r.ssistancc) event.ually 
lead to route ndjus',;.Ji\~nts that '.·.'o~ld tend to make i·!oncL~y .1.;'ld 
Tuesday en cigh::' - ho1..:.r day,. \·;hile building in a grcc.~t deal of 
'Undertime on the three lighter c1ClyS of the t ... eek. In the long 
run , this o?tion could p r ove to be more costly than Sc:ttu:-day 
casing . 

As Zln added opt:·.on , the task force did em analysis of the cor;t 
of: Satu.rc.~o.)' casing. Theoretic<llly I the casing of mail on 
Saturday (tha t is providing uu:dliary assistance) is no more 
costly th.:111 the s,;,ti'le casing on any other da.y or the .... 'eck . 
Alttlo:.!;h it: hilS sor.1e pri!.ctic~l probll!:ms, Silturday cc1.sir.g c.::tn 
be provided by using pZlrt- tim::: flc:dulcs and full~ti.;ne rcserve 
carricl:'s to provic.e assist.:!.:1cc on. four 0::: more routes. The full 
tir.lc resen'e carriers could then be scheduled for fOllr ",:eei:.dilYS: 
for leave and other absence covcruge. 
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IrnpC1C t on SCLV~CC 
• • tA. 

As thl:~ ' discU'ssion . on operational impacts indic'ates, the 
most f~asi.ble 2.DrJ pr-actical opcrati::g .usst.:7:1ptions tend to 
have t}lC grcat0st ncg~tivc i~pact on ~crvicc levels. The 
operating assu ~: l?tion ',lith the lCcJ.st im[Jact on service 
(delivering all accl:i;lulated filail no later thDn l·loncluy) 
still means that ma~l formerly delivered on Silturday will 
be de 1 i vered on J-:he next business day (I-'lonc1ClY), or from a 
custo~dr pcrspcc~ ivc, two days later than it is delivered 
now. Although Saturdcy receipt of mail docs not appcnr to 
be a high prio.:-i ty to m~ny p.mericcJ.ns, we C2nnot iqnore 
the fact that, over time, customers will realize ~hat the 
delivery tim8 for mail (especially preferential, importnnt mail) 
has increosed t?ncl that scrvice h.:lS been degrac1r:;d. Thi.s reali
zation is bound to grow simply because our current service 
failures, if they occur 0:1 the "Ircng da::l I (i.e., Friduy) I v/ill 
be m2snif ied '."i th the addi tion of t~.·,70 calendar days to the 
Geli very til:le. 1"\1 though. these ser¥\tice failures consti tute a' 
sm~ll percentage of the total mail volume, f~ilure to deliver 
a third-day standard letter on a Friday will automatically result 
in an c12pscd time of six d&ys between sender and receiver. 

The service effects for the most operationally practical 
assu~ption (d2livc~ing all accunulatad preferential mail 
on ~onday, while load leveling all non-preferential rn~il 
throughout the week) are no different for preferential Ioail 
than that 8xperie!1ced under the most se:r.vice-orientcd.optioi'l; 
but f~lly GB per cent of all non-preferential mail will be 
del i vered a t J.c~t st one day lu tcr than it is nOH. I t should be 
st:r.e~sed asra.in tht1.t t.he 68 per cent level aSSUniGS averag8 volumes 
and relatively ideal conditions. ·A much greater impact, in terns 
of later delivery and significant delays, can be expected when 
volur~es Z'tre abo~lt~ the average or on rou.tes that are experiencing 

H averetge 11 vol1JiT,es but are pl.·esently overburdened DGCaUSe of 
growth or otter factors. 

It is cxtrem01y difficult to adequ2.tely describe, in quantita.
tive ter~s 2t least, the possible impact tllat five-day delivery 
'-lould have on 1(~v21s of service to various classes of mail. It 
is a known fact th~t our customers, and parttcularly second- and 
third-cl~ss mailers, gellcrally value consistency of delivery OV2r 
speed of c~cli'lery. Historically, the Postal Service has had 
great c1ifficult.y in I11eD-snring ho,': \"011 '..'Ie meet our custOi7'.crs' 
requirement for consist0.!lcy of delivery. I3GCaUS0 of t.his 
aifi ieul ty I \ ';13 ha.ve rileD-sured our performC!!1ce in t~rms cf spced 
of deli vc~r\'; for \'/an t of a better metbod I the t<lsk force hus 
folJo!,y'8d the SCi~~0 puth. IIO"l8vcr, it sh:;ulc1 be empi1~sizcd tilat, 
for many m~il8l:s, a longer delivery time c}00S not nccessurily 
n1<20n poorer service. If consist0DCY or Zls~;l.u:ed dclivery CCill 
DC u~h ic\'cd ( scrv ice could I in f nc t, impl"Ov0 • 

. . , 
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Service ,)ill not., hO ';lCVCl.4 r improvc by it:-.;clf SilllPl~/ by convc~rt. il1<J 
to five-dely c.~clivcry <1nd progr<l!.lming~ . cJ. ccr.t.:lin amount of curto.il
mont. ' rl'hb fael. is thQt so~nc of our custo:!1c:r:~ nO~l believe that 
service to some third-class rrnd sccond~class mail is erratic; to 
th~ extent that this is truG, adding ~rog=Qi~cd curtailment 
to our present system, \"ithout changes, "lould simply mean later 
errD.tic service. 

Imonct on Customers ---------
Since 1977, a series of studies have been conductQd by Customer 
Services Dcpartm2nt and other groups, both postal and non-postal, 
concerning atti tudes to~',ard, and impo.cJc of, the curtailing of 
Saturday delivery on both business and household mailers. 
Specifically, two busin2ss studies have been completed (and 
one r:,ore is cur:cently under h'ay) , and fiVE:! household studies 
have been completed. 

In ~ddition, a non-projectablc survey of businesses was rec~ntly 
completed b~7 the Custol~~e:c Services DepClrtLlent, utilizing both 
hCacllJuarters and regional p~rsonnel. 

The household studies completed to date clenrly indicate that 
",hile the el iminu. tioY'l of Srr turday delivery is acccptElble to 
the larg~st proportion o~ the general public, the public is 
not i overwhelmingly in f~vor of it. ~ recap of the studies folJ.ows: 

Decision Making Information 
Opinion Research Corp. 
Opinic~ Research Corp. 
Survey R8sc~rch Center , 
A. C. Neilson 

ELIMINATION OF ShTURDAY DELIVERY 

~pprove DisaDProve .. 

1977- 45% 35% 
1977 46% 37% 
1980 40% 35% 
1977 56Zi 44% 
1977 79% 17~ 

Tho 1977 data, while relatively consistent, does display some 
variRtion. This is due, in part, to differencGs in wording 
for the actual questions. In D~cGrnbcr 1977, the Gallup 
OrganizCltion of Pr'incct.on, Nc'I," Jersey r anulyzcd the fOUl: 

studies 2.nc1 concluded tl;at the resul ts of the four.: surveys 
done up to then '",'ere not significnnt1y different. 

Interestingly, ho\,:ever, the studies 2180 i.nc1iccd~c tha.t u l~rge 
major i ty of households (80- 8 3 per con t) cannot think of a l-eason uhy 
they \;'ould h2ve to receive r.1~il on Stlturd,~ys. Of those th~t 
coulci S t) CC i fy Cl rl2C] son, most men t ioncd the r8ccir t of chl2cks, 
b iII S ('t n d i : l 't po :c t C\ n t let t c r S 0 r l? C1 c k u. 9 (! S ( pro. - s c !l e d u 1 i r, g 0 [ 
chcc}~ Ji\<li1inss <lnd the provision of spc:cicJl s0.!~vic(?s such ZlS 
E):prcs~~ l':J.il a.nd Spccic11 Dc~livcry hToulc1 tenet to resolve these 
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issues). In addition, the most recent study (Opinion Research, 
April 1980') iridic.J.tos a dr&lTl~ti.c shift in the [.'ubli.c'srcaction 
to 0. pricc/sc!"vicQ trade-off. In 1977,. 42 per C8:1t of the public 
favore:cl. kcc9ing the pr iCQ C!nd rec uc ing'" ser'.ficc. By 1.980, a 
major-ity, 56 per cent, f()vored keeping the price and reduci::g 
S C l-"'J i C 8 ~ . Sue 11 t1 S hi f t , 0 b vi 0 us 1 y, no. y be Z1 ceo u n te d [ orb y 
todayts economic problems; and thus may prove to be a temporary 
reaction. In 2<.ny event, it can only be cO:1sidcred as an indicatio~i 
of public suppoxt if five-day delivery WGre introduced at some 
time other thall a period when rutes were being raised. 

Another. importClnt finding of the. household studies is that a 
large proportion of the public feels that it is very to extremely 
importc!!1t that First.-CICl.ss t·1ail be delivered in three days. 
The re:::luction of one delivery day, adding as it , .. 1Quld one day 
to the transit time for a significant portion of First-Class 
Mail, could negatively imp&ct thG Postal Service's ability to 
meet this public expectation as often as we do now. 

The co~clusions to b2 drawn from the household studies are that 
while there is not oVGrT:.Thelming public sU?l~ort for the elimir..2tio:1 
of Saturday delivery (perh~ps b8cause of th2 difficulty in per
ceiving any direct. eCO:lo:ilic.: be!lefit), there "}ould be little DGga.tive 
i~pact on tIle majority of ourcusto~ers as recipients of ~ail. 
Alt~rnatives (SUC11 as Express M2il, Special Delivery, ~n~t offi~e 
boxes, et.c.) exist to alle\riate sU0stantive concerns. t-~onethelessl 
so~e r0cipicnts will bG adversely impacted and greatly inconvenienced. 

Studies of n6n-houschold mailers .(business, primarily) indicate 
about. the sa~2 level of acceptance or approval of five-d~y 
deJ.ivery as those conducted wi~h households. The most likely 
industries to indicClte a lOT"" level of ~p?roval are publica~ions, 
departnent stor2S, mail o~der, book/record publishers and direct 
r.1ail. ~~on-profit f:1D.ilel-s fou~!d non-delivGry to businesses on 
Saturda.y CJ.cccptClblG, but, strongly o[.)posed elimination of 
Saturday delivery to households. 

When f2ccd with the service/cost trade-off question posed in the 
1977 surv2ys, businesses generally favored mnintaining service at 
the expense? of higher rates -- 211 opinion divergent from that 
indic2tcd by households. The busine~s study currently under way 
(preliIi1ina.~:y resl.!lts due Clbout June G), may sbo',y a chClngG in 
business Clttituc1cs; nonetheless, there arc strong inc1icQ,tcs that 
b~lsinesscs ,11:0 J(lorc concerned 2bout maint~illing service lGvels than 
are households. ·In a rCCC:1t in;:orr.~~l and stutistically nOD

projcct2b10 slJrvc;y of business CUSt:O~1C::-S by Customer Services 
p~rson!1cl, of those custO!;1C!rs h~lvinq sU~lqestions about ho·.·.~ to 
liiilit the effc:ct of [iVC-cl.:lY deli\t-cry (101) of 321), fiftv-sevcn 
p21' cent.: of: tl1~!i1 r:lC1c]e Sl1<]S'2s~iCiI1S about :i1.:1il1taining p::::-csc.nt s~r\Yicc 
lC\·0J.~; (sp~:·cificClll_\', thr:.~ Pos~_£~l S0. :L'\' .1.c·2 "' ;'C'tl 1r} 1I~.',:l~·\t/""'''''l·r1: · -lil ·\1 .. ...... •• . .J.-'- .. 1 .___ !lL,,",," '_,- _ ,,' 

up·:!rc..1c1c Cl:::~:\.~jlt s·:.:rvicc :":;t.:.~;::::~~!:-:1:.; Zln,;/ . .)r £::':;:··:0.sure .;:!ll po::>t of::iccs 
h a v 0 a 'c J. C .J. n h 0 U S 0' 0 n f rid ~'t l' / :-i O!~ d .::. y ") .' 
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\':ith rc.:~;:,;(~cL t.o pos;:~i.blc (:ii'1Cl-sion of mail volur:1G from the Postul 
Service, the r.l(~ci~)i(;n l'~Cl]:.in(J Infot"r1.:'ltion (D:,lI) study of 1977 
concluded II th:~t 0. ChclIlqC to 5-ddy <J8'.1iv(;1-Y is vcry. unlikely to 

] ' . : .... ' .' .' '1" d c ~. II 'l1 ' . +- ~. - C J... rcsu ,t, J.n· 2.l1V nO\:lCCc.:.O C Cl:CC .:'l.on • •• r O'dGVCr, In ,-w2 1. c:; en \... 
inforr:~.)l su:r~~.: C!Y by custo;\10r Services, ,22 per cent of mailers 
indiccli.:sd tl}c.':\" <;,'o"..lld divert VOlUm(; to ' private cLlrricrs. 'rhe 
c 1 a i i:: C c1 d i ': (; r ~~ i 0;1 un d th C vol ur.r2 by c 1 c:1 s sac C 0 U n tc d for by 
the 321 m2.ilel·~' contacted is sho"I'l:1 on the table b8lo'd: 

NaiJ. Cl. 

Estirn~tc of Volume Diversion from Current Mailing ' 
(Based Ol1 100% Sample of 321 !·lailers) 

Total Reported Claimed Diversion 
l·luil Vo1u::;'3 Volume ----- (miliion pieces) (millions) 

First 3,901.95 2.34 
Second 6,530.72 393.15 

% 

.06 
6.02 

Third 19,3'14.31 2,OG3.37 10.65 
Fourth 458.64 8.54 1.86 

Tot2,1 30,265.62 2,467.40 8.15 

As tan be seen trom the tabl~', ~~~ ~2!!ers 80ntacted represent 
about 30 pc!:' c,-~nt of our total volu!n8. Signif icantly, they 
repre~ent 0bout 70 per cent of total third-class volume. If 
the clai!l: of .l 0.6 per cent diversion for third-class is in any 
"lay 2CC\.U:CJtc, L' ]I'~ :cc·,..renuc loss to the Postal Service ,·:ould 
appro~imate $~:O million (10 per cent of FY 1979 third-class 
re.vcnl..-,c). IIo'.:-:;vcr, as th~ info~mal survey ,'lClS qualitative in 
nature, und ~-;i\·2n th2 load2d nature of the diversion qucstion( 
the c.lcJ.i'-:,2d d,:.\~ 2rsion al·CtOU!lts sliould be tr-eatcd cautiously 
and considerc~i a '!worst caS2" scenario. 

1\ono Lhe les s r :: S :'l:any mctilers claim they schedule mail for delivery 
on Saturc12Ys (("\\'er 50 per csnt of them, mostly direct mail 
ad verti scr s, (: ;"~!C~rtll-:cJ1 t stores and mai 1 order f irUls) I the 
po~sibility c.~:~ , sts that eliminclting .sat.urday delivery could open 
a share of Oln" i."!3.rket t.o c07npetitors .. 

Conclusions to be made from the available evidence are that 
(1) tr:~ !i~'2l."e :::"St2DCC of Saturd~y c:s a c1eliv2ry day \'1i1l not 
grG(1 tly a[ foe:' th2 m.:tjor i ty of our busin0ss ma i1ers; (2) those 
th<1t ,-.'ill b2 .:1 :::cct·~c1 2rc muilers of second- and third-class 
(50:r. ·2 non-r":~(': ',~:', adv~:rtising Ll;lc1 , nC\'iSpClr1Cl·S ond p.1agazincs) i and, 
( 3 ) t: h Cl t i f t 1'. '."' eli J ,) i n ~ L: i c n 0 f Sat u r c1'j v d (.~ 1 i vcr vis CJ c cor.. 0 () 11 i Q d 
by 2T'!Y c:CC]:'·,l(: .~ ~ ,ion of service (J.o!lscr Jclivcry ti~cs or r.1~rc 
incor::::;ist.C:i1Ci.~' ~: ill c18J.ivc!r\'), t:1C like1ihcQQ of volu:nc diversion 
will be Si(J!1 ,~ :': : ' ,'111 tJ.::r srca t,cr. 
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. Note: 

Div~rsioT; potc'ntiCll is qui lc difficult :.f not impossib18 
to accurn tc 1y pr2dict v.'i thcut. som2 .. ' fo)~ril. of "test market." 
Studies on1j' predict b211cJ.vior bc:lsC?c1' on rGsponclcnt rctJ.ction 
to l1\'lhat if" qU8sticns. I·jailers i:z.cir:g DO difficulty 
or those able to adjust their mailing 9attern~ are likely 
to provide unbiased estimates of diversion -- usually 

. nil. l·jailers u!l2blc to II adj ust II fc(;l they raay be 
forced to divert -- if at all possibl~ -- and are 
then prone to some degree of cxagscratio~ resulting 
in an ovcr-esti~ate of total potential diversion. 
Studies other than market tests tend to predict a 
H\"orst cc:tSC II situation. 'F. close examinc3tion of the type 
of mail (checks, "ac1\Tcrtising, etc.) being delivered to 
h0l1se)~o16s on Sa turday might be helpful in further 
evc:!luclting t.he (;;·:tcnt of possible diversion. It should b!~ 
noted I t.oo, tha t diversion can be both rolatively im,.'1lsdi2.te 
and lOi"lg term. Tha t is, cnce a niche is op2ncc1 for nol'l
comp2titive de1iv8ry, the competition can build on that 
foothold to gain '.'l(:ek.-day business or to furt.her cha.llengo 
the Private Express Statutes. 

RECO~'h'lEl~DATIONS 

Lil~iting delivery service to five days per week has some distinct 
public' b8nefits to the; rate payer and ta:': pc::tyer, chief Cl!r.ODJ \·;nich 
c:lre the monetary cosJc s?vings (ap[)roximately $588 million the first 
year if implcD2nted now: with wage inflation, the savings will 
appro2ch and exceed $1 billion annurJ.lly in future YCc:lrs) I and a 
substantial reduction ill gasoline usage. The gasoline reduction 
will aid thG Nation's efforts to reduce its dependency on oil; 
and the co~t savings will mean greater productivity (more pieces 
of mail delivered per work hour) and a smaller cost per piece to 
Iii ail use. r s . , 

1 

O[fscttinq these m~jo:c advClntClges ar.c the possibilities that 
(1) US81'S \· .. no \·;ant delivery of messagcc, publications or i"ller- . 

ch~ndis8 0:1 Sat.t:rdC'lY \·.7ill use, and foster the grot:lth of, cOL1petitivG 
pr ivu. tc d21 i very firms (t .. :hich may of f set the fuel reductiO!1 by 
t.he Post21 SC:!ryice) i and (2) thai: a reduction in delivery C2..J's hTill 
Cldv2rs21y iTr~r>~ct. the levels of service provided to mail on the 
rCfl1<1.ining delivery dZlYS. Both possihilities could eventually 
r.c~sult in 2l loss of volu:iie Clnd postal rcve:1Uc. Possibility (2) 
CRn be Clvoidcd_or millimized with proper pl~nning; possibility 
(1) is nol.:. l~cL~lly controllcJ.blc. 

In the iJ.b~;cnc0. of rcli.:lblc informCl.tion c:tbout the effect on our 
fl\1l"}:c:l sh:1rC! unc1 Lh~ c:-:tcnt of the poLcnli.Cll revenue loss if 
SC1l..:l.u:r.L1Y lS ~~li;rli:~0:.:.(! (1 <l~j u (1t:J.ivcry c1a 1·, t~lC 'l't'..s!~ Force is 
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. ". 
rc1uctant'"to''' et~(lOrS8 five-day dclivcr-y as bc~inCJ in ·the best 
intcr~st 0: the;: Paste.!.J. Servicc o.nd its . cusb):-(lcrs. The 
potcntic::.l cost r0.c.1'..lctio:1 is e)~t::::-'2i:12ly .'i!ttr.ClCtj-,;ci but it is 
clc~r thz:tt -Lhc risks "La service c.:nc1 future postal revenues 
are high. 

\'le rGco;-;-~:,0nd, tbe~'2 fore I tha t a chClnge to five-day service should 
not b2 i~plcment2d without allowing for a 12 to 18 month planning 
period. During this 12 to 18 month period, the Postal Service 
should (1) attem?t to quantify the amount of volume Qlversion 
that will occur strictly because of non-delivery on Saturday 
and verify th~t the resulting revenue loss will not offset 

. the s~vi~gs of five~day delivery; (2) ~ake a complete review, 
frO:7l a nar}:e ting 0.nd p):oduct design per specti VG, of nOD-

pref eren ti21 mai 1; and (3) in.3 ti tu to ~;ervicc Cl.nd op0rCl ting 
procedure Ch2'lnSf':':s that \,.7i11 insure that tnt;; imp1ciTlentC1.tion of 
five-ca.y delivery I:till not negati?ely impact service 18v81s. 
The need for adQquatc lead ti~c can~ot be over c~phasized. 
\'~i thout th'2 tiliiC! t.o pl.:'.n .i..ntelligcrltly ~nd to ma}:e major s,yste:ns 
ch21ngss in the ',.:?ty 'de no',-.7 h(;ndl,:; non-p~cGfcr8ntial mail, the 
risk of dcgradins sGrvice 2nd losing substantial volumes of 
third-class In2_il is cxtreY'.1cly high. 

In the eV2ut thc:d: ci:ccumstcn:c(~s 0; r;trd-.p. implementEltion of 
fi"ve-c:a.y c1elive:::-y soonel- trw.n 12 to 18 n',onths, the Task Forc2 
strongly urges that it be made effective no earlier than 
FCDJ:ua.ry 1, 1931. InitiClting fi'lc-clay service in October or 
Novc::-:ber (tr2ctitiol1.J.lly high third~class vollJ.:ne months) or 
dur ing th'2 Chr ist~12S period \'lould not only cc:..use severe service 
problc~sr but ~ould creata 2xcessivc overtim2 in delivery units 
at a time when excess employees arc b2ing reassigned or laid 
off. VoluT:~cS during this period (October to mic1-JanuClry), might 
G\'en force cJeli',-cry on SC'.turdavs in order to Ilcatch 1..10 11 and thus 
serve to bolster clainls that five-day delivery is not-feasible. 

In addition, the task force ide~tified approxim~tcly 30 sp2cific 
iSSU0S relating to five-d~y delivery. The major ones ar2 
S tl.'11..'T't.) r i z cd be 101,-7. 

a) The 'r2,sk Force recommends thD.·t the nc\v non-deli v2ry 
day be Saturdoy. 

b) . As Ct non-cleli -'/cry clay I the service profile for 
SClturlJ...1Y should be: 

, . 
~I' 
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RurCll Delivery 
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Firm Holdout S(~rvice 
- On C~rrier CDse 
- At Distribution Point 
P. O. Box 
Caller Service 
General Delivery 
Retnil Servic8 
Special Delivery 
Express Hail 
Mailgrnm 
Hill-Cc:ll ' 

{Signature N~il or Packages} 

No ' 
No 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No Chnnge* 
Yes;!: * 
Yes "1-' * 
No 

Yes 

c) Other than the loss of onc delivery day and the 
inevitable addition of one d~y of transit ti~e to 

. some mai. l r levels of service on the rer:1aining 
delivery days must not be allowed to deteriorate 
from prt:: sent levels, as perceived by the custo:r(2):",. 
This will require so~e major systc~s ch2nges in the 
way . ".'8 hc!ndle 'thirc1-clQss r.lail and ij':1I?rOVGm8nt~) in 

~ our per£ors~nce in meeting second ond third day 
First-Class Mail sta~dards. 

Serv ice stand2l:'d (ODIS) achieve.ments for seco~.1d 
and third duy First.··Class l··'!~il r:tust be reli(-l.ble and 
consiGte~tly met. This is necessary if we arc 
to avoid having too larg~ a proportion of 
First-Class Mail taking five to seven days 
for delivery. HOT .. 'ever r give!') our present 
transportation system, significant i~provements 
will be extremely difficult. 

I 

rrhe \·)ho1e concGPt of . service standurds for 
non-preferential mail must be reexamined. 
A system providing consistency and assured 
de livery is more in 1 ine \·,i th our ,cu s tomer s ' 
needs. Ch.:1nging deposit pCltterns alone is 
inCld<3qua tc= -- \'12 may n ·2cd incentives to sh:Lft 
delivery of nO~-9refcrential mClil to Wednesday 
thro\.lgh l';'riduy. 

Third-closs hundling fro:n origin to destinat.ion 
mus t be c;·:uwincu I Z1 S de s tinu ti ng poin ts \ .. r ill 
need mor.e thCln t\\,o uuys to process and deli vcr 
non-pn-::fcrentiClJ. ma.il. 

* So;rlC 5 S 00 loco t ion s arc no'.', closed 011 S(-1 t urc1ay. 
1:*1\0\'/ uvzLi.ltl~)lc only in city delivery territory. 
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d) SZllt~ r(l (~ty ne"/~-::p(tp2rS ShOlllc1 be 0.'1.) j.J.ablc: f01: pic)(up 
at po~t offie<-::-; for thos(~cu~~.lt.:.om:·::t'r.; fdho t.·,'ard: them . . ,.. 

c ) Con ~.~ i d c: rat ion s h 0 u 1 d b <2 <J i ve! 1 to ins t 1. t uti n 'J '. S I? e c i ell 
Delivery and I~:;.:prcss r';ail sErvice · in rur2l delivery 
arens, both to p.:-ovic1c ClD Cllternatc means of dclivc:r:in<] 
Saturd~y ncwsp~pcrs ~ndto 9rovidc consistency to 
the levels of service available in ~rbafl and rural 
areas. 

f) Real Est2te ~nd Buildings and Procurement pro
cedures relative to the:; [ilcilitiGS aspGct of the 
inst",llation of locl:bo;·~0s should b8 streamlined 
to allo:.-J quick response to incrcased lockbox. 
dcrr.anc1. 

g) A public and business mailer 't\·;al:c-.~!l8SS campaign 
should be lauflch.2Q, both to prcpa}:e them for 
the chClnge, (~nd sduc~ tc r:l2.ilcr s on the need for 
changed deposit patterns for ili:pO)~tunt ffiZlil such 
as cl)(~cks. 
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Executive Summary 

On behalf of the President's Commission on the United States Postal Service (USPS), Black & 
Veatch, Peter D. Hart Research Associates, and American Viewpoint conducted a nationwide 
consumer survey among 760 adults. The survey was formulated by members of the President's 
Commission, Black & Veatch, Peter D. Hart, and American Viewpoint, and was designed to 
examine Americans' attitudes toward the USPS, including perceived strengths and weaknesses, 
various proposals to reform the USPS business model and its operations, and the value placed 
on its current products and services, as well as the potential value of new ones. Respondents 
were selected at random according to standard national sampling procedures, and interviews 
were conducted by telephone on May 19 and 20,2003. The margin of error is ±3.6%for results 
among all adults and larger among certain subgroups 

Americans have an overall positive attitude toward the USPS, citing neither substantial 
weaknesses nor a desire for major reforms. A majority express the need to keep technology and 
business practices up to date, and to maintain the focus on the USPS core competency of 
delivering letters and small packages. Current USPS services are valued at about the same level 
as those provided by private competitors such as UPS and Federal Express. This report 
summarizes the survey's top-level findings. When available, the survey provides trend data from 
surveys conducted in November 1994 and June 2001. 

Most Americans View USPS Favorably 

Americans have an overwhelmingly favorable view of the United States Postal Service, as four 

in five (79%) say that they feel positive about it, including 47% who say very positive. Fewer 

than one in ten (9%) have negative feelings about the USPS, and 12% are neutral. 

Midwesterners are the most favorable (89% very or somewhat positive), whereas those in the 

western United States feel slightly less favorable (71 %). Unlike all other delivery services and 

methods tested, the United States Postal Service has 100% name recognition among Americans. 

Peter D. Hart Research Associates, Inc./American Viewpoint 



Most Have A Favorable View 
Of The u.s. Postal Service 

o Very positive 
• Very negative 

o Somewhat positive 

• Somewhat negative 

I 79% 

OveI?ight pac~agel .. ,'"""".,' I 78% 
delIvery servlces'':;;;;11~4=%~~-~'''''':':'-----''---------J 

such as UPS 0 

Overnight expressl ' "'." I 71% 
delivery services,'-::;;;;1;;;--3-%-------'--------' 

such as F edEx 0 
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Today, more Americans think that the quality and reliability of the USPS generally is 

getting better (360/0) than think it is getting worse (16%). A plurality (46%) say that the USPS 

is neither better nor worse today than it was five years ago. These results are substantially more 

positive than are the results from the same question asked in 2001 (280/0 getting better, 150/0 

getting worse) and 1994 (240/0, 22%). 

USPS on Par With the Competition 

Americans' feelings toward the USPS are statistically identical to their feelings toward package 

delivery services such as UPS (780/0 positive, 40/0 negative), and on par with their feelings 

toward overnight express delivery services such as Federal Express (710/0, 3%). UPS enjoys a 

somewhat higher name recognition (7% do not know enough to rate) than does Federal Express 

(140/0). Less familiarity with Federal Express may explain its slight favorability deficit. 

Nearly half (46%) of Americans say that the USPS is doing about enough to stay 

competitive when taking into account the challenges it faces from other package and letter 

delivery services. An additional 13% think that USPS is doing more than enough to compete. 

Despite these encouraging reports, 29% say that it is not doing enough to stay competitive, 

Peter D. Hart Re'search Associates, Inc.lAmerican Viewpoint 
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More than a quarter (28%) of Americans are dissatisfied with the 37-cent cost of mailing a first

class letter, however, fully half (50%) report that they are satisfied with the current stamp price. 

Moreover, by 64% to 15% Americans say that in terms of the price they pay, they are satisfied 

with the value they receive from the USPS. Postal rates are Americans' most prominent 

concern, as no more than one in five Americans expresses dissatisfaction with any other tested 

aspect of postal service performance. 

In other areas of customer satisfaction, United States Postal Service personnel receive 

particularly high marks. Overall, nearly three-quarters of Americans are satisfied with the 

quality of service they receive from their local Post Office. This is an eight-percentage-point 

increase from 64% in 1994. Additionally, 76% of Americans are satisfied with their letter 

carrier, including 430/0 who are extremely satisfied. 

Rates Are A Concern For Some, 
But Personnel Get High Marks 

Satisfaction with Aspects of the us. Postal Service 
r-----, 

• Extremely satisfied 0 Quite satisfied 

Letter carrier 

Reliability 

Service at post office 
Variety of products 

and services 
Delivery time 

Value for price paid 

Ability to compete 

37¢ first-class rate 

76% 

75% 

Dissatis-
fied 

8% 

12% 

13% 

5% 

17% 

15% 

10% 

28% 

Peter D. Hart Research Associ·ates,lnc.lAmerican Viewpo'int 
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Majority O"ppese USPS Privatization 

Although some Americans want change within the USPS, most clearly think that privatization is 

not the answer. By 67% to 240/0, Americans reject transforming the United States Postal Service 

into a private company. A remarkable 53% strongly oppose the proposal, which is an unusual 

level of intensity. 

In fact, Americans express little interest in having private entities conduct even part of 

the Postal Service's mail delivery tasks. On a zero-to-ten scale, on which a 10 means that 

change should be the Postal Service's top priority, and a zero means that the Postal Service 

should not spend too much time making changes in an area, only 18% rate developing a system 

to allow private companies to deliver packages and letters into home mailboxes as an eight, nine, 

or 10. Just one in three (33%) place a high priority on using private companies to sort, process, 

and transport mail in cases in which doing so might help improve service or control costs. 

Similarly, more than a third (37%) place ahigh priority on postal services delivered through a 

wide variety of retail locations, such as drug stores and grocery stores. 

When the question shifts to emphasize controlling costs, support rises slightly, but still 

fails to attain a majority. By 440/0 to 500/0, the public rejects a proposal to require the USPS to 

reduce its costs by hiring private companies to assist in the sorting, processing, and transporting 

of mail. More than a third (35%) of the public strongly opposes such a requirement. 

By 71 % to 24%, the public also strongly opposes proposals that would allow private 

companies to use home mailboxes for commercial mail delivery. The largest proportion (47%) 

of those opposed fear that it would increase the volume of commercial mail they receive. Other 

concerns include identity theft (19%) and homes' becoming less secure (17%). 

Pete"r D. H'art Resrearch Associate,s, Inc.lAmeri'can Viewpoint 



Support For Specific Postal Reforms 
I [/I Strongly favor 0 Somewhat favor I 

Standard sizes/designs for 
letters, packages 

Kiosks/ A TMs for stamps 

Flexibility to consolidate/ 
close processing centers 

Allow personalized stamps 

Allow~losiiig postoffic~/ 
use other retail stores 

Expand into non-postal 
businesses (on-line bill pay) 

Hire private finns to cut 
costs: sort/process/transport 
Limit mission to traditional 

paper mail delivery 
Flexibility to change prices 

69% 25% 

68% 23% 

68% 25% 

50% 39% 
~~~~(------I--- . 

47% 

46% 

50% 

54% 

69% 
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Public Supports Raising Rates to Av'oid Subsidies or Cuts in USPS 
Service 

Americans display a noteworthy dose of realism when considering choices for changing the 

USPS. For example, by 55% to 33%, they would rather see an increase in the cost of stamps 

than a decline in the level of services provided by the USPS. On another question, Americans 

reject a proposal to bring back postal subsidies by 54% to 36%. The public clearly believes that 

the USPS should continue to operate at its current service levels and raise rates as needed to 

maintain its budgetary self-sufficiency. 

Americans reject a proposal to give the USPS greater flexibility to change prices by 

eliminating the requirement to receive approval from the postal regulator, however. While the 

public chooses rate increases over reductions in services, privatization, and subsidies, they 

believe that current checks on rate increases should remain in place. 

Peter D. Hart Research Associa-te's,.l-nc.lAm:eri:can -Viewpo'int 
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Americans desire few changes in the USPS, and the ones they do advocate are in its technology 

and business management. They are eager to see the USPS embrace new technologies and adopt 

the most modem business practices. As many as three in five (59%) rate as a high priority 

seeing the USPS use technology to enable customers to track mail through the postal system, and 

more than half (53%) would ' like to see greater use of modem business practices to improve 

management and efficiency. By 68% to 23%, Americans endorse an acceleration of kiosk and 

A TM use for postage distribution. 

Just Keep Technology And 
Management Up 'To Date 

IfJl Should be top/high priority for Postal Service (8-10, 10-point scale) 

Mail tracking technology 
Focus on core mission: letters, 

small packages 
Modem business practices 

Alternatives for buying products 

Predictable rate increase schedule 

Postal services in retail stores 

More efficient delivery methods 

Private firms help sort/transport 

Standardize letter/package sizes 

Let private firms deliver mail 

~~r'V' · _ ...... "',.-•• _.~ .... .....,_ ~ ~_ • • ~ ___ • ___ ._." ~ 

6_"~lli ... ~~~.2..~_.,.,....~_ -:..L.~ .. J.c; ......... .,~_ ........... !<-_ ..... ~ ............... ' ....... "oi.->-.... ,,:::!',.I)!j 

59% 

Iri?;-~'--~~~---;~- " '~--7"'~"~':r, 38% 
~--- _ -----------'---"" --..---............... :.-"'-<:.~ --"-

<"" - <->'T ..-- - - - ~ __ 

~~--'""«::)., \."' __ ....... ~ ___ "'~ _ ..... _._. _ .... ~ __ J 

37% 

35% 

33% 

31% 

56% 

Americans also endorse a proposal that would give the USPS greater flexibility to close 

or consolidate mail-processing centers when doing so increases the overall efficiency of 

operations. Nearly seven in 10 (680/0) respondents support the proposal and just a quarter (250/0) 

oppose it. It is important to remember, however, that agreement with this type of business

oriented decision in principle does not guarantee against opposition to closing specific local 

facilities. 

Overall, few people see enough problems within the USPS to endorse major changes, 

especially when it means any sacrifices on the part of the public. Just one-third (35%) of 

Peter D. Hart Research As'soci;ates, Inc.lAmerican Viewpo'int 
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Americans place a high priority on using the most efficient means of mail delivery when it is 

suggested that this means using curb-side delivery or cluster boxes, and only 31 % place a 

priority on requirihg greater standardization of packages, letter sizes, and weights to improve 

service and control costs. When this requirement shifts to the Postal Service rather than 

customers, however, its popularity improves dramatically (69% favor, 25% oppose). In other 

words, the public favors standardization as a cost cutting measure by the USPS, but does not see 

it as apriority, and support is greater when the burden for standardization lies with the USPS 

rather than the customers. 

Another popular proposal, although somewhat less so, is providing customers with an 

opportunity to send first-class mail using personalized stamps. These personalized stamps may 

include a personal message, a picture, or a graphic printed from a computer. Half (50%) of the 

public supports this proposal, 39% oppose it. 

Several other proposals fail to win majority support. In keeping with the public's 

rejection of postal privatization, equal proportions of Americans support (47%) and oppose 

( 47%) a proposal giving the USPS authority to close Post Offices when similar services can be 

provided through grocery stores, shopping malls, and other retailers. The public also is divided 

evenly over whether the USPS should expand into non-postal businesses such as electronic bill 

paying over the Internet (46% support, 46% oppose). Finally, despite the public's hesitation to 

see the Postal Service expand, Americans also reject a proposed requirement for the USPS to 

limit its mission to the delivery of traditional paper mail (38%, 54%). 

Conclusions 

The overall findings point to a public that is largely satisfied with the current performance of the 

United States Postal Service. It sees a need for the USPS to continue to improve and modernize 

to keep up to date with technology and private-sector competition, but it does not see any need 

for a major overhaul, sweeping changes, such as complete or partial privatization, or even 

changes that would become an inconvenience to customers in any way. Lacking any sense that 

the system is broken, the public evaluates most proposals from the simple basis of whether it 

would add up to a convenience for them personally. 

Peter D. Hart Rese'arch Associates, Inc.lAmerican Viewpoint 
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The only clear exception to these narrow self-interest-driven poll responses is funding, 

for which the public clearly would prefer increases in stamps and other rates to any subsidies that 

would add pressure to the federal budget deficit. The public generally supports the idea that 

modern business practices can increase management efficiency as long as customers are not 

burdened and the appropriate checks and balances remain in place to evaluate any changes in 

pricing. 

Peter D. Hart Research Associa.tes, l,nc.lAmeri'can Viewpoint 




