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USPS/NPMHU-T1-1: On page 1; line14 through page 2, line 5 of your testimony, you 
state: 

[b]ased on my review of these documents, my conversations with NPMHU 
members and officers from around the country, and my years as a Postal 
employee working in mail processing facilities, I am concerned that the 
Postal Service has over-estimated the savings associated with the 
proposed consolidations, under-estimated the effects it will have on the 
efficient delivery of the mail, and has generally failed to consider 
adequately the concerns of employees and mailing customers. 

a. Please identify “these documents” (including all page citations) that you reviewed 
and the individuals with whom you conversed to form the basis of your opinion. 

b. Please provide copies of all non-publicly available documents identified in your 
response to subpart (a) or relating to the referenced conversations with the 
individuals identified in subpart (a). 

RESPONSE: 

 
a. I have reviewed the testimony of the Postal witnesses in this docket and 

attended or listened via webcast to most of the testimony that has been offered in 

this case.  I also reviewed certain of the AMP studies, or portions of those AMP 

studies, and the Postal Service announcements and press releases regarding this 

docket. I have spoken with a variety of NPMHU officers and employees, including 

Tim Dwyer in the NPMHU Contract Administration Department, the NPMHU officers 

who have offered testimony in this case, the NPMHU officers listed in response to 

USPS/NPMHU-T1-6, NPMHU Local 321 President Don Gonzales, NPMHU Local 

322 President Michael McIntyre and NPMHU Local 302 President Ernie Grijalva.   

b. None.  
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USPS/NPMHU-T1-2: On page 3, lines 11 through 14 of your testimony, you state: 

based on my experience working in Postal facilities and my discussions 
with Mail Handlers working across the country, the Postal Service is 
drastically over-estimating the amount of productivity increases it will be 
able to achieve. 

Please describe, in detail, all evidence you rely upon in support of your 
statement. 

RESPONSE: 

I am relying on the testimony of Mr. Neri, and the productivity improvement 

estimates contained in Mr. Neri’s testimony for my assessment that the Postal 

Service is over-estimating the amount of productivity increases it will be able to 

achieve.  I am also relying on my common sense and my observations of mail 

processing.
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USPS/NPMHU-T1-3: On page 4, lines 22 through 24 of your testimony, you state “[i]n 

other facilities where mail processing has stopped and the facility is now used as a hub, 

we typically see a need for anywhere from three to two dozen Mail Handlers to staff the 

cross-dock operations.” In addition to mail handlers, describe, in detail, what other 

Postal Service employees and contractors support hub operations, among other tasks, 

removing containers from trucks and moving containers throughout Postal Service 

facilities, including but not limited to Function 4 facilities. 

RESPONSE: 

 
The work described is typically core Mail Handler work, and the NPMHU 

position is that such work should be performed by Mail Handlers in the ordinary 

course.  One or more supervisors or “expeditors” may also support hub operations.  

Contract drivers, maintenance and custodial may also be involved in support 

activities, however Article 32.2 of the National Agreement between the Postal 

Service and the NPMHU provides that where a Mail Handler is assigned and on-duty 

at the time a star route vehicle is being loaded or unloaded by a star route driver, 

one or more Mail Handlers will assist in loading and unloading the star route vehicle, 

unless such requirement delays the scheduled receipt and dispatch of mail or alters 

the routing or affects the safety requirements provided in the star route contract.  In 

practice, palletized loading and unloading is typically done by a Postal-owned forklift, 

motorized pallet-jack or similar powered industrial equipment, which is normally 

operated by a Mail Handler. Other Mail Handler duties may include the requirement 

to consolidate and containerize mail by type, and/or to make simple separations for 

downstream operations.    
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In addition, under Section II.B of the February 16, 1979 Mail Processing Work 

Assignment Guidelines (as amended and contained at pages 153 through 175 of the 

National Agreement), if there are not four or more hours of continuous work 

consisting of one or more functions in one or more operations designated to the 

primary craft, the Postal Service may assign the work to an employee outside of that 

primary craft.  Page 172 contains the primary craft assignments for Platform 

Operations. 
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USPS/NPMHU-T1-4: On page 5, line 4 of your testimony, you state “the AMPs do not 
seem to adequately budget for the relocation costs.” Please describe, in detail, all 
evidence (including page citations) you rely upon in support of your statement. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 

I relied upon the “Employee Relocation Costs” line item under “One-Time Costs” 

in the Space Evaluation and Other Costs section of each AMP, which is typically the last 

page of each AMP for my assessment of what the AMPs budgeted in terms of 

relocation costs.  For my assessment of what actual relocation costs would be, I 

multiplied the Postal Service witness Kevin Rachel’s interrogatory response, stating that 

the average relocation cost for each craft employee in 2011 was $5,831 [APWU/USPS-

T8-2], by the Total Difference number for the Gaining Facility from the Staffing-Craft 

section of the AMP (typically between pages 32 and 37 of the AMP), which would 

appear to represent the number of employees excessed from other facilities that will be 

offered “landing spots” in the gaining facility.   

In order to respond to this question, a spreadsheet was compiled comparing the 

AMP-budgeted relocation costs with the number of craft employees that the AMP states 

will need to be added in the gaining facility.  The spreadsheet based upon the 

spreadsheet submitted by Postal witness Williams as an attachment to his March 30, 

2012 Response to the Question Posed by Commissioner Taub, but with the following 

modifications:  a) a “CRAFT GAINS” column was added to show the craft employee 

additions at the gaining facility (as reported in the relevant AMP study); b) an “EST. 

RELOC COST”  column was added showing the relocation costs budgeted in the 

relevant AMP; c) the spreadsheet was limited to only those consolidations where the 

gaining facility was 50 or more miles from the losing facility, in order to ensure that the 
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reassignment of craft employees would require employees to relocate their residences 

and incur relocation expenses; and d) those facilities removed from consideration for 

consolidation (according to the Response filed by Postal Service Witness Rosenberg on 

June 4, 2012 to PRC/USPS-4(a)) were deleted from the spreadsheet.   This resulting 

spreadsheet, which is attached as Attachment 1, shows that, according to the AMPs, 

8,275 employees will need to be moved to these gaining facilities.  Based upon the 

Postal Service’s average relocation costs, the relocation cost for these employees 

would be $48.25 million.  Yet, the Postal Service has only budgeted $6.182 million for 

relocation of employees in these facilities – meaning that the Postal Service has under-

budgeted by more than $42 million for employee relocation costs. 
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USPS/NPMHU-T1-5: On page 6, lines 4 through 5 of your testimony, you state “[i]n my 
experience, the machines break down more often the more they are run.” 

a. Please describe, in detail, your experience, education, or training related to the 
maintenance procedures, routines or operating parameters of mail processing 
equipment used by the Postal Service. 

b. Please produce any documents or data that you relied upon in support of your 
statement. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 
a. My experience is detailed in the first paragraph of my testimony.  My testimony is 

based upon my many years of experience as a Mail Handler and my years of 

experience representing Mail Handlers.  During my Postal career, I have 

personally held numerous bid jobs in 010/020 operations and have had the 

occasion to operate several generations of cancellation equipment, including the 

AFCS machines (pre and post BDS technology) and received the training 

required to operate those machines.  I do not have any formal education or 

training in the technical fields referenced. 

b. None. 
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USPS/NPMHU-T1-6: On page 6, lines 22 through 24 of your testimony, you state: 

I heard many complaints from members and officers across the country 
that the public hearings were not conducted in such a way as to enable 
the public to provide meaningful input. 

a. Please identify the names of members and officers from whom you heard 
complaints that the public meetings did not provide a means for the public to 
provide meaningful input. 

b. For each individual identified in subpart (a) above, please identify the specific 
public meeting(s) that the individual attended. 

c. Please identify what, if any, public meetings you attended. 

d. Please provide any documents that you prepared relating to any meetings you 
attended or any complaints you received from members and officers regarding 
the public meetings. 

 

RESPONSE: 

 
a. See below answer to (b). 

b. These complaints were made to me by and to other employees of the 

NPMHU Contract Administration Department by various members and officers 

over the course of months in the fall, winter and spring of 2011-2012.  I did not 

compile a list of these complaints at the time they were made.  However, following 

is a compilation of some of those complaints that I have made in order to respond 

to this Interrogatory. 

i. Tim Dwyer, the former President of NPMHU Local 301, attended the 

Springfield, Massachusetts and Meriden, Connecticut public hearings, among 

other public hearings.  He reported that, in Springfield, public speakers were 

limited to two minutes of comments and that the hearing was held on election day, 
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at a polling place, and therefore not in a time or place conducive to wide 

participation.  There was much confusion between those in arriving to vote and 

those arriving for the public meeting. He reported that in Meriden, speakers were 

limited to two minutes, and the meeting was held at a facility that was too small, 

and therefore interested people were turned away at the door.  In addition, the 

meeting was held at an inconvenient time (5:30 p.m. on a Wednesday), about 

which many people complained to Mr. Dwyer. In addition, Postal management 

was unable to answer questions about the numbers in the presentation. 

ii. Tom Ruther (the New England Regional Representative for the NPMHU) 

attended the Stamford public hearing.  He reported to me that speakers were 

limited to two minutes, the meeting was held at a time not conductive to wide 

participation (at 5:30 p.m. during the week before Christmas); the Mayor of 

Stamford was not notified on the meeting; and the Notice of the Meeting was sent 

to the wrong NPMHU Local (Local 300, instead of Local 301).   

iii. Rudy Santos, NPMHU Western Region Vice President and Local 320 

President, attended the meeting in Tucson, AZ.  He reported that speakers were 

limited to two minutes, that the building was too small to accommodate interested 

persons (with approximately 100 people forced to wait outside), that the meeting 

was held on an inconvenient date (December 28), and that the meeting was 

abruptly ended at 7 p.m. Attached to this response is the December 2011 

newsletter from Richard Fimbres, Councilmemeber Ward 5, City of Tucson, also 

criticizing the public hearing process in Tucson.  His newsletter reported that, 

despite requests by Congresswoman Giffords and Congressman Grijalva, the 
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Postal Service refused to move the meeting to a different date; rented a smaller 

facility even though larger ones were available; failed to ask for a waiver of the 

parking fee; split the meeting into two, one for businesses and one for the general 

public; and limited time for public comments at both meetings. 

v. Robert Broxton, current President of NPMHU Local 301, attended the 

public hearings for White River, Southern Connecticut, Wareham Annex, and 

Northwest Boston, Central Massachusetts, and Springfield MA.   He reported that 

all presentations began with a lengthy introduction, video and Powerpoint 

presentation that consumed much of the hearing time, leaving little time for public 

questions and comments.  Many of the rooms were not big enough to 

accommodate interest—in White River, people were standing; in Southern 

Connecticut, there was not enough space and some people had to leave;  was 

standing room, in Southern Connecticut.  When questioned regarding the 

numbers contained in the Powerpoint presentation, the Postal representatives 

were not able to answer how the Postal Service arrived at the numbers. 

c. None. 

d. None. 
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USPS/NPMHU-T1-7: On page 7, lines 9 through 13 of your testimony, you state that 

for those facilities identified in footnote 2 of your testimony “[t]here was essentially no 

process by which the Postal Service solicited and received public input.” Please 

describe, in detail, any evidence to support your position that the Postal Service must 

conduct a public hearing pursuant to USPS Handbook PO-408. 

RESPONSE: 

The question mis-characterizes my testimony.  I did not state that USPS 

Handbook PO-408 is applicable to the facilities referenced.   

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 













 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 






	Hora Response.pdf
	Attach 1
	Hora Attachments
	Attach 2
	Hora Attach 2
	Hora Attachments 6.pdf
	Hora Attachments 7




