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Re: Appeal of Lakeville, CT - Docket #7369705-06039, postedAugust 27,2071

Pursr¡ant to Section VII, B, of the above teferenced docket number, Etienne Delesseft @O Box
1689, Lakeville) and Ria Marshall (5 Lakeview Ave., Lakeville); both petsons served by the
Lakeville, CT Post Office, heteby appeal the Final Detetrnination to Consolidate the Lakeville, CT
Post Office and Continue to Ptovide a Classified Branch.

The report indicates that the Lakeville Post Office will be a classified branch, ptoviding delivery and
retail services and consolidated urith Salisbwy Post Office, which will temain the administtative
office.

The teport recites various statistics of the Lakeville Post Office. It indicates that the postmaster
retfted inJanuary 2010 (thete ate other post offices with postmaster positions vacant for longet than
the Lakeville post office). The repott concludes that there will be a $55,816 annual savings,
presumably the salary of the temporary Lakeville postmaster. (fhis petson, however, has been
assþed to the Winsted post office, therefore the cost is shifted, not eliminated.)

There was a public headng, as requited, on Aptil 27,207.73 people attended, 308 people sþed a

petition, several businesses and large customers submitted letters. At this headng membets of the
public, including the appellants, asked questions that were not ¿nsweted by the Post Offi.ce
representatives runnifig the meeting, including questions about the numbet of PO boxes, toutes and
revenue of othet post offices in the atea.

Thete was flo oppomrnity for the public to revieur and compare information about the performance
and other ctiteda of allatet post offices âs none was provided. Post Office reptesentatives stated
that the revenue ftom Lakeville was less than the revenue from Salisbury. They also stated that the
Lakeville revenue was $330,000.00 but would not specifr whethet this was gross or net.
Representatives would not ptovide tevenue numbets fot Salisbury, ot othet post offices, despite
several attempts ¿t the public hearing and in wtiung to both the US Postal Service and Congtessman
Muqphy's office.

It is not clear what cntena were used to make this determination and the statements made within
this detetmination arc inconsistent u¡ith knov¡n facts. Fot example, both Lakeville and Salisbury rank
16, Salisbury has one delivery toute and 500 PO boxes, Lakeville has 900 PO boxes fr00 rented) and
two delivery routes.
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Of patticular coocern is that the repercussion of this reclassification is unknown and was not
explained. ,{,t the public heating, attendees asked, for example, whether a public hearing was
tequired to close a classified bmnch. No answet was provided. Questions rcgatding the potential
coûsequerices of this teclassificatioll \¡¡ere riot ânsweted. The Lakeville community was lulled into
believing that they had succeeded at saving theit post office ftom closing. This may be the case for
the neat future. Appellants are concerned that the rcclassification of the Lakeville post office will
faciliate closing the btanch in the future.

Many community membets ate questioningwhethet the neu¡ desþation as a classified bmnch will
eventually, lead to the closing of the branch without any public input"

In light of the absence of infottnation for the public to tevieu¡ and contesf the appellants request an
oppottnnity to receive and teview petinent information, both financiù and other, tegarding this
decision and the implications of this declassification in order to fully inforrn the public of the
cotsequences,
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Chadene LaVoie
Community Lawyet / Counsel for Appellants
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