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2' In accordance with applicable law, 39 U.S.C. $ 404(dX5), the petitioner(s) request
the Postal Regulatory Commission to review the Postal Service's determination on the basis of
the record before the Postal service in the making of the determination.

3' Petitioners: Please set out below the reasons why you believe the postal Service,sFinal Determination should be reversed and returned to the postal Service for firther
consideration. (See pages of the Instructions for an outline of the kinds of reasons the law
requires us to consider') Please be as specific as possible. Please continue on additional paper if
you need more space and attach the additional page(s) to this form.
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T/IA PRIORITY MAIL

TO: Offrce of the Secretary
Postal Regulatory Commission
901 New York Avenue, N'W. Suite 200
'Washington, 

DC 20268

PARTICIPANT STATEMENT (PRC Form 61)

The proposed closure of the Old Chatham Post Offrce, NY 12136 is the subject of four separate

appeals: Murphy, Dorsey, Murray and Lundy (the former Old Chatham Postmaster).

At the outset it is important to note that after a great deal of time spent on the prc web cite I was

UNABLE to download the Postal Service's Response and Record filed on September 23,2011. V/e
ask that these filings be forwarded to the address in the attached September 6,2011 Verified Petition
for Review ("Petition"), and that we are given additional time to serve our reply.

Each ofthe aforementioned appeals set forth in detail the numerous failures and misstatements made

by the Postal Service in course of implementing what was an obvious pre-determined decision to
close this vital and historic ofhce.

I will not restate those argument here but will highlight the most egregious of Postal Service's errors
which proves or supports a finding that the "final determination" was "arbitrary, capricious and an

abuse of discretion" and fails for want of "substantial evidence."

First, andin connectionwiththe required consideration of "the effectthat such closing [] [will have]
on the community served by the post offrce," the Postal Service falsely stated in the Docket thatl2l
responders out of 179 expressed "no opinion regarding the proposed alternative service" (location
6 miles away). See lelter of Karen A, Murphy, dated June 3, 2071, attached to the Petition for a
detailed explanation. That demonstrably false statement of fact (which has not been corrected)
requires a remand to determine the community's actual opinion concerning the closing of its post

office.

Second, and in connection with the required consideration of the "economic savings " to the Postal

Service, the analysis offered is a complete fiction. There are no MONETARY SAVINGS associated

with this closing. On the contrary, it will actually COST the Postal Service (at a minimum)
$20,000.00 a year to relocate these services to a post office 6 miles away. Id. As the "f,rnal

determination" is premised upon "savings" which can not be proven the matter should be remanded

for reconsideration.

Finally, our other points on appeal are fully set forth in the attachments hereto and in the record of
429 pages we supplied together with our Petition.

Filing dated: October l3,20ll
By: Karen A. Murphy, Esq.



PETITIONER:

RESPONDENT:

VERIFIED PETITION FOR REVIEW

KAREN A. MURPHY

POSTAL SERVICE
DEAN J. GRANHOLM
VICE PRESIDENT OF DELIVERY AND POST OFFICE OPERATIONS

TO: Postal Regulatory Commission
901 New York Avenue N'W
Suite 200
Washinglon DC, 20268-0001
VIA EXPRESS MAIL

1. This Petition for Review ("Petition") is filed in connection with the Final Determination to
Close the Old Chatham, N.Y. Post Office, date of PostingSl9lll, Docket Number 1376004-12136
("The Final Determination").

2. As a resident served by the Old Chatham Post Office, I file this tímely appeal of the
decision to shutter its operations. I understand that pursuant to Rule 3025.30, the Final
Determination will be suspended until there is a final decision in connection with this (and any
other "consolidated") appeal.

3. Enclosed herewith are copies of all of the opposition documentation supplied to the Postal

Service during the 60-day comment period. It is noted, at the outset, that The Final Determination
failed to even identiff the bulk of this opposition. This failure to identiff and address the

concerns raised serves as our first basis for the appeal. It does so particularly as it relates to the
failure to address the significant safety issues raised in connection with the dangerous bridge

crossing which almost every Old Chatham resident will have to transverse to reach the East

Chatham Post Office. Those submissions are addressed in the companion Petition for Review
submitted by Richard Dorsey, a resident served by the Old Chatham Post Office.

4. tn addition, we appeal on the following principal grounds: the "economic savings"
presented in the original proposal (and restated in the Final Determination) is simply a fiction as

noted in our letter, dated June 3, 2011, which is enclosed herewith; the deliberate
misrepresentation (and the failure to correct same in the Final Determination) regarding the
number of residents who "expressed no opinion" concerning the proposed alternative service
(Id.); and, the failure to respond to our June 3, 20ll detailed FOIL demand for information
concerning the operations of the East Chatham Post Office (also enclosed herewitþ.

5. To emphasize,the purported "economic savings" is no savings at all but an actual COST
of 820,000.00 should our postal service operations be relocated to East Chatham. The last Old



Chatham Postmaster retired 13 years ago. Her replacement was relocated from our Post Office in
2008, or over 3 years ago. As such, the Postal Service has not paid the reported salary of
$36,381.00 nor fringe benefits of $12,188.00 for this unfilled position nor is it under any
obligation to do so. Instead, we have operated with a Postal Service employee and a rural carrier
both of whom the Final Determination claims will be retained with the planned relocation.
Therefore, the only "savings" would be the "annual lease costs of $9,025.00." If that figure is
subtracted from the "Annual Cost of Replacement Service" of 529,027.00 the actual (minimum)
cost of closing the Old Chatham Post Office is $20,002.00 and NOT a savings of $28,567.00.
The claimed money "savings" fails for lack of proof.

6. On a related note, it is our understanding that the monthly rent at the East Chatham
location is $5,000.00 as opposed to the Old Chatham rent of S752.00. We sought, inter ølia,
confirmation of that East Chatham figure by way of our June 3'd FOIL demand which remains
unanswered now three months later. It is clear that the Postal Service made a very bad business

decision when it constructed the East Chatham location (a location which has virtually no walk-in
business and obviously very steep long term expenses). To use a false claim of "savings" as the
sole basis to close our Post Offrce is simply disingenuous (in the extreme) as the real reason is to
forcefully shift more business to this failed East Chatham location.

7. All other points on appeal are fully set forth in the documents enclosed herewith. Your
written response should be forwarded to the address below. Please advise when we should
expect same.

V/HEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully demands that the Final Determination be reversed

or, in the alternative, that the matter be remanded for further review and reconsideration given the
overwhelming opposition to closure, the misrepresentations in the Docket, the failure to prove any
monetary "savings" in connection with this closing.

ATTORNEY VERIFICATION: I, Karen A. Murphy, being duly admitted to practice before the
Courts of this State hereby affirm upon information and belief and under the penaþ of perjury
that I have read the Petition and know the contents thereof to be true to my knowledge.



Septernber 6,2011
Old Chatham, New York

-J' . W <

For the Petitì.oner
Karen A. Murphy
76 Phelps Road
Old Chatham, New York 12136
(sr&) 392-6471
KarenAMurphyE s q@ ao l. com



June 3, 201 1

Optimization Coordinator

United States Postai Service Customer Affairs
30 Karner Road

Altrany, New York 12214-9653

Re; The Threatened Closing o.f the Old Chatham, N.Y. Post Olfice

Deal Sir/Madame:

I write in connection with the above referenced matter, and to correct cefiain material

misstatements made by your Office in a document entitled "Proposal to Close the Old Chatham,

NY Post Ofhce and to Continue to Provide Service by Rurai Route Delivery" (clate of posting

¡¿ay 17 ,2011) ("The Proposal"), as well as in letters sent under Mr. Tiemann's (Robo) signatule

to residents who have voiced their concetn and objections to the threatened closure of their Post

Office.

First, and perhaps the most disturbing, is the claim that of the 179 Questionnaires
returned (on or before May 3, 20ll) "12I expressed no opinion" regarding the proposed

alternative service. This claim is dernonstrably false. After personally reviewing the "Docket" it
appears that acertain prompt in the Questionnaire told the responder to SKIP answering Question
3 if the individual had "carrier delivery." So most of the responders did what they were told and

skipped all together offering their opinion on whether the ptoposed change was "Bettel'," "Just As

Good," ttNo Opiniottrt' ot "'W'orse."

Less than 10 responders checked the "no opinion" box so the "121" number must be the

result of your Offrce courting all non-responses to that answer as having "no opinion'"

Obviously, that is in error and must be corrected in The Proposal. Affidavits will be supplied

under separate cover to confinn that the responders who did not check the box do have atr

opinion. And, their opinion is NOT to close the Old Chatham Post Off,rce and that the proposed

alternative would be "Worse" delivery service.

Second, the last Postmaster to retit'e normally did so 13 years ago notthree years ago as

representecl in The Proposal. The person who left in 2008 was apparently given an equivalent

pósition at a different post office location. In doing so, the Postal Service put our Post Office at

i.irt *it6 this i¡tentional relocation. Consequentiy, we should not even be considered for closure.

Moreover, the purpolted "savings" figure inciuded in The Proposal is completely

unintelligible. You represent that closing this Post Ofhce will actually cost (at a minimum) 30

thousand dollars which is more than three times the "savings' on the rent at the present location,



and the postal Service has not been paying the Postmaster salary (and fringe benefits) it includes

in its calculation. Thus, no matter how one looks at this proposed closing that action wiil COST

MORE than it will to keep our Post Office up and running. Importantly, this cost does not even

consider the economic hardship placed on Old Chatham residents folced to travel great distances

nor the emotional and economic costs associated with loosing the iieart of our historic hamlet.

Third, your offrce has sent out letters that state that "there is no indication that the business

community will be adversely affected" and that "Questionnaire responses revealed that customers

will continue to use local businesses if the post offrce is discontinue d." See Tiemann letter dated

May I2,20I1. A.gain, afLer my review of the Docket those statements DO NOT accurately reflect

the responses given. There were a substantial number of responders who stated that they would,

in fäct, discontinue using the local businesses in the hamlet. Obviously, local businesses will be

negatively impacted and at a time when business is down overall because of the continuing

recession.

Fourth, the income figues for the Old Chatharn Post Office are grossly understated as The

Proposal wrongly assumes that there an'e "no permit mailer(s) or postage meter customer(s)."

Theìe are bothãnd your own monthly reports acknowledge same. Those income figures must be

corected as well in The ProPosal.

This communþ's united voice must be heard, and once heard the Postal Service's

conclusion that "this proposal fto close oul Post Office] will provide a maximum degree of

effective and regular postal services to the community" is simply indefensible.

Finally, we are confirming by this writing that our comments and fuither submissions are

timely so iong as made by The Proposal "Temoval" date of July 18,20II.

Karen A. MuryhY
76 PhelPs Road
Old Chatham, NetM York 12136

(stï) 392-647r

K-¿uqUll4ru plrf:l¿ruí4ao l c o-ltl

The Honorable Kirsten Gillibrand
The Honorable Chlis Gibson
Erio Tiematur, Mattaget, Albany Post Off,rce Operatious

Very truly



KAREN A. MURPHY, ESQ.
76 Phelps Road

Old Chatham, New York 12136
(st9)392-6471

(s18) 392-7916 (fax)
I{trren.Afulnrl¡ hyl:i s ci lli ao 1. c o nr

FAX COVER PAGE

TRANSMITTED TO: MGRRecords Office (202)268-5353

United States Postal Service

FROM:

CC:

Karen A. Murphy, Esq.

The Honorable Kirsten Gillibrand (518) 431-0128

The Honorable Chris Gibson (518) 610-8135

MATTER/CLIENT: ThrearenedClosing of the OldChathamN. Y. Post Office, 12136

DATE: June 3, 2011

DOCUMENTS/¡IUMBER OF PAGES/COMMENTS: 2 pages

. Letter of karen A. Murphy, FOIL Demand, dated June 3' 2011.



June 3, 2011

Viu Facsintile 202-268- 5 3 5 3

Mgr Records Office
United States Postal Service
475L'EnfantPlaza SW Rootn 4541

Waslringto n D C 20260 - 4 5 421

Re; The Threcttened Closing o.f the Old Chctthcun, N.Y. Post Office, 12136

Dear Sir/Madame:

I write in connection with the above leferenced mattet' (Apri1 22,2011 letter fi'om the

Postal Service attached), and to make a request for the production of certaiti

information/documents to be produced pursuant to the Freedom of Informotion Act. We have

been advised by Ms. Nadine Trernblay, Post Off,rce Review Coordinator in the Albany, New York

Office that this is the appropriate procedure by which to proceed.

Speciflrcally, we request the following information, and any and all documentary suppotl,

in connection with the operation of the East Chatham N.Y. Post Office:

(i): Annual revenues generated at the location f'or 2008, 2009 and2070;

(ii): Daily transactions at the site, including volume received and

clispatched, for 2008, 2009 and 2010 (or for any study periods conducted within
those same calendar years);

(iii): Monthly rental paid for 2008,2009 and 2070, aud to whom the

payments are made, and a copy of the lease for the requested calendar yeai-s;

(v): Payroll, including the Postmaster salaty and fi'inge benefits, for

2008, 2009 and2010;

(vi): Total population fîgures for 2008, 2009 and20l0, together with any

f,rture population proj ections ;

(vii): Any and all analyses conducted in connection with the constructiotr

of this facility atìd its sale in 2009;



(viii) Any a1d all analyses conducted in connection with the operations of

tlris facility, including any comparcttive analyses with the operations of the other

post Offices locatef in Otd Chatham, Malden Bridge, Brainard, and Nofih

Chafham; and,

(ix): Identiff and produce any comprehensive analysis and plan f'or

û.rture Post Ofhce opår'ations in liglrt of the roughly 65 Post Offìces that have been

designated as sites fàr possible closure by Albany's Post Office Operations' If there

ur. io such comprehensive studies complete, explain why that stucly has not been

undettaken fo dafe.

please imrnediately advise of the production date for this information as we

ar.e facing an irunínent Póstal Service imposed deadline for fuither submissions in

opposition to the closing of the old chatharn Post office.

cc:

Thank you.

Eric Tiemann, Albany Manager, Post Office Operatious

The Honorable Klisten Gillibrand

The Honorable Chris Gibson

O1d Chatham, New York 12136

(s18) 392-6471

IiÀrqtì¿!\4!rptr.vlllqíít-ì:tq-l,qQul

rcar/"í. M'rphy
76 Phelps Road



Richard rf. Dorsey
Attorrrey at Law

et, pO Box 4g
Vai.atj.e, Neeü York t-21_84
Tel: (stB) TsE TSLL
Fãx: {518) 758 7773

Ju¡re 29 , 201,1

Lfane lrlolfgang
Acting Optirniøation Coordi_nator
us postal Service Conguner Affairg
30 Karner Road
Albany, New York lAABB-9998

Re: Ol,D CHATHAM POET OFFTCE

Dear Of f i-cial:
rhis fol-]ows-up m)¡ transmittåLs of May L3, ?01_1, May 20, 2011and rfune I7 , 2011 to your of f j.ce.

rn addition-to reLayÍng rocal" oppösÍtion to cloeing rhe otdchatham poÊt office and'trãnsterrin|-its funcrions ro the Eestchattrarn post off ice, at thie úilt- Í *"rrt to focus on rhe bridgethis change would corrtempl"t"-À*i*tinä' cuetomer* use.
The only direcr roure reading !tg* bhe víl1age ßquare in oIdchatham to the EasÈ chatham poÊE offíce is over Lhe so calledArbany Turnpike, a towrr road rãia ont-ùetoïe the automohil-e era.Àny alternate routes are much rongrÃr, ãircuitous and with theírown problerns.

Many of the cuBtomer¡E statêments eubmitted have highrighted thesteep hirLs and difficuLtv- of- ueingr lrti* Arbany TurnpÍke road inr'¡inÈerrime- r wanf ro rriqüligti-ihË ãi'Jor*tr bridge near rheeastern end oË this routË wnicr¡ rriã Ëã*u" croeeed ro make theEransit in either direcfiorr,
This narrow-bridge is over one hundred years old and was noti:Ëåiiii"ttiî"iîÍ;*"ifoEFi". rt is ownea nv'csi7añËËanr nor hy

This bridge is lieted i* Il: dangerous_bridge eåregory with aEcore of onr-v J.466 out ot 7.000. rf"i; orrry a hair breath abovethe very danie-rous cat*gory- and Èhe cior.¡n point bridge ar 3 -37s¡¡hich was blðwn up in-ñË;;rî'b*r re-ä tääå.¿ ro rråverãrs.
d under the brídge. The brÍdge itsËlffragile nat,u¡e orrr its eastern



. Tþ" bridge is very narrow without any arÊa for pedestrians orbicyclee. Motorists heve to be quite carãtul of cleãrance in good.
weather rrot t.o mention enow and ice conditionÊ in the northernwinter.

Tt is suJ)mitted to be a disregrard of the neede öf the 1ocalord châtham citiaena, païticurarly the elderly, who preserrtly
lrave a perfectry acceeÈíhre post oftice, tö auggest irrat the! nowexËosë themeelvee to euch a dangerouË reute, iñ*order to continuereceiwing the säme service.

r am encrosing Ëôme currenË pict,uree of the bridge.

. ,Naturally alI the foregoing Ëtatementg in this Lerter arÊeuhjecÈ to your veríficatíõn. and I invite you to do so that you
-cart Êeë- for yourself what r,.re are beingr confronted with in thísproposal,

very truly yoursr

Richard .T. Doreey
cc: eric Tiemann, _Manag.er Operatione,30 Karner Road, a]-Ëany. Ny IZZS8_ gggz

Enclosures


