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U.S. POSTAL SERVICE’S REGULATIONS RE-
GARDING COMMERCIAL MAIL RECEIVING
AGENCIES (CMRAs)

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REGULATORY REFORM
AND PAPERWORK REDUCTION,
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 2360
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Sue W. Kelly [Chairwoman
of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Chairwoman KELLY. Good morning.

Today the Subcommittee on Regulatory Reform and Paperwork
Reduction is meeting to discuss United States Postal Service
(USPS) regulations regarding Commercial Mail Receiving Agencies
(CMRASs) and their clients, Private Mail Box subscribers. USPS of-
ficially issued its initial final rule on March 25, 1999. However, it
is my understanding that over the past seven months, USPS either
modified, repealed, delayed or clarified most of the initial require-
ments contained in the final rule.

As I am sure most of my colleagues in Congress would agree, our
offices received an influx of constituent opposition to the regula-
tions after USPS enacted the final rule. Personally, I did not real-
ize the severity of the problem until Mr. George Russell, an owner
of a HQ Global Workplaces franchise, testified at our subcommit-
tee’s field hearing on September 1, 1999, in White Plains, New
York, regarding the impact of Federal regulations on small busi-
nesses in the Hudson Valley.

Mr. Russell provided insight on how the regulations will affect
his fellow CMRAs, as well as the businesses that subscribe to his
services.

After hearing Mr. Russell’s testimony, upon my return to Wash-
ington, I immediately signed on as a cosponsor to Representative
Ron Paul’s legislation, H.J. Res. 55, that would use the Congres-
sional Review Act to disapprove this rule. In early September, I
also discovered that Chairman Talent of the full Committee had an
outstanding document request on this issue. It was the second doc-
ument request sent to USPS by the Committee.

On May 19, 1999, Chairman Talent’s first letter to Postmaster
General William J. Henderson requested the Postal Service’s eco-
nomic analysis on the impact of the final rule on small business.
Almost 2 months later, on July 13, 1999, USPS Government Rela-
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tions wrote Mr. Talent a two-page response. The response did not
even mention the words “economic,” “analysis,” “small” nor “busi-
ness.” Chairman Talent sent a second and more detailed document
request on August 16, 1999. Due to the urgency of the regulations,
he requested the response by August 31, 1999.

On August 31, 1999, USPS Government Relations called Com-
mittee staff to ask for an extension. It is my understanding that
USPS and the Committee staff agreed on September 9, 1999. How-
ever, even after USPS started to enforce the regulations, even after
we invited Mr. Henderson to appear before the Committee today,
USPS did not deliver its full response until 5 days ago. Once again,
the USPS did not address all of Mr. Talent’s document and infor-
mation requests.

I am not sure why Mr. Henderson could not make it here, but
I hope the Postal Service officials he sent to replace him will be
more forthcoming in responding to Congressional concerns today.

I am looking forward to hearing testimony presented by both
panels today. Our first panel will weigh the interests of the stake-
holders—the small businesses and domestic violence victims that
subscribe to private mail boxes, the small entrepreneurs that run
commercial mail receiving agencies, and the coalition consisting of
CMRA franchises and franchisees—with the interests that inspired
the Postal Service to issue these regulations.

Our second panel will look at the broader issues involved. The
balanced panel will debate the public’s necessity for the regulations
versus the possible costs to the citizens affected. The panel will also
address the postal system’s role as a “quasi-governmental” agency.
We will discuss how USPS operates within its regulatory capacity
in some instances and its commercial capacity in others.

I will now yield to my good friend from New Jersey, the ranking
member, Mr. Pascrell, for any comments that he may wish to
make. However, I do hope that Mr. Pascrell will join me in asking
why we have not received information from the USPS in a timely
manner.

Mr. Pascrell.

Mr. PASCRELL. Thank you very much.

I would like to begin by thanking Madam Chairwoman Kelly for
bringing this important issue to the attention of the Committee,
and I would like to thank the distinguished panelists for their par-
ticipation today. Small businesses are the engines of growth for our
Nation’s economy. They are indeed the backbone of the economic
system.

In examining how regulations affect small business communities,
we are then better able to make adjustments to alleviate any
undue hardships. That is precisely why we are here today. The
Postal Service has issued a final rule regarding Commercial Mail
Receiving Agencies and their clients. Under this new rule, cus-
tomers would be required to write the “Private Mail Box” or the
“Pound Sign” followed by the box number on the second line of the
mailing address. Those are the mechanics. We are not here about
the mechanics today.

The small business community and others have raised concern
about the net effect of this rule. Let me say, by definition, small
businesses are disproportionately affected by regulations because of
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their very size. At the same time, the Postal Service has stated un-
equivocally the point of the new policy is to combat mail fraud.
That certainly is a worthy objective.

They maintain that too often criminals rent mailboxes to use as
a front for illegal activities that include credit card fraud, identity
theft and schemes to swindle the elderly. A cost-benefit analysis is
in order even though the Postal Service does not fall under the
Federal law mandating this, and I agree wholeheartedly with the
Chairwoman of this Committee that there is absolutely no excep-
tion to why even independent agencies cannot provide such infor-
mation without having to be asked for that information.

I believe that today’s hearing represents a prime opportunity to
hear from both sides of the issue and hopefully come to some con-
clusions about what can be done. Small business was not included
in the preliminary study until this issue came under congressional
scrutiny, and that is my main concern; I will be very frank with
you. So when I am looking at the Postal Service authorities, I am
looking at every independent agency in the Federal Government
t}ﬁat thinks that they can do whatever they wish. I don’t accept
that.

I can only speak for myself. But until we understand that those
independent agencies have some qualifiers and some conditions,
even for their very existence—I will repeat, even for their very ex-
istence—we are going to continue to have the promulgation of regu-
lations without the input of whatever folks happen to be impacted,
be it small business or otherwise in this case.

I am concerned about several aspects of these regulations and
how we got here. I think the Postal Service needs to reexamine
their rulemaking process. Other independent agencies are doing it.
The Post Office should be doing it. The Post Office should include
those folks that are going to be immediately impacted early on in
the process, not later on when there is some dust arising from the
ground.

They need to take into consideration the concerns of all these af-
fected, including small businesses. Regulations should be formu-
lated with full participation from those who will be potentially im-
pacted. All parties should be at the table from the very beginning,
and that is how you avoid hearings like this. There is no other
shortcut.

Thank you, Madam Chairlady, for bringing us together, and I am
anxious to listen.

Chairwoman KELLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Pascrell.

Are there any other opening statements this morning? If not,
then we will move on.

Our first panel consists of Mr. Tony Crawford, the Inspector,
Mid-Atlantic Division, accompanied by Mr. Mike Spates, Manager
of Delivery for the United States Postal Service. We have Rachel
Heskin, Communications Director for Mail Boxes Etc.; Ms. Sandi
Taylor, Owner/Manager of Strategic Technologies; and we also
have with us Juley Fulcher, Public Policy Director, National Coali-
tion Against Domestic Violence.

We welcome all of you here today and we look forward to your
testimony.

Let’s begin with you, Mr. Crawford.
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STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. CRAWFORD, INSPECTOR IN
CHARGE, MID-ATLANTIC DIVISION, ACCOMPANIED BY MIKE
SPATES, MANAGER, DELIVERY, U.S. POSTAL SERVICE

Mr. CRAWFORD. Good morning, Chairwoman Kelly and members
of the Subcommittee. With your permission, I would like to summa-
rize the lengthy statement I submitted for the record.

Like the Subcommittee, the Postal Service appreciates the role
that small businesses play in the success of our Nation. We con-
sider ourselves an important partner of small businesses. We pro-
vide low-cost universal postal services and many high-quality pro-
grams that help small businesses grow and prosper.

Some observers have tried to portray our revised rules governing
commercial mail receiving agencies, or CMRAs, as an effort by the
Postal Service to hurt small businesses or even retaliate against
the CMRA industry. These charges are unfounded. We have
strengthened the CMRA rules for one reason and one reason alone,
to help prevent and deter fraud.

CMRAs provide important mailing services to our Nation. All too
often, however, CMRAs are unwitting victims of criminals who use
their services to defraud and deceive the American people and their
organizations. In recent years, a growing number of criminals have
made private mailboxes one of the most dangerous weapons in
their arsenal of trickery and deceit. It has been all too easy for con
artists to hide their true location and identities behind the cloak
of anonymity afforded by private mailboxes. The rules have not
even required a person to submit a photo ID, making it easy to fal-
sify an identity.

Private mail box customers have also been allowed to use “suite”
or “apartment” in their addresses, creating the illusion of a phys-
ical presence in a prestigious location.

The Postal Service does not have exact statistics on the number
of fraud cases involving CMRA services. Historically, we have
tracked investigations by the type of illegal activity such as child
pornography or identity theft, not by the tools used to carry out
that activity. Still, the Postal Service is convinced, based on our
own experiences and those reported to us by the law enforcement
community, consumer groups, financial and direct marketing com-
panies and even the CMRA industry itself, that the amount of ille-
gal activities conducted through private mailboxes is significant
and warrants closing the regulatory loopholes.

The Inspection Service, for its own part, has seen many serious
and diverse crimes taking place through private mailboxes. More
than any other illegal activity, we have found unscrupulous indi-
viduals using CMRA boxes to misrepresent who they are and take
over someone else’s identity and accounts.

We have investigated drug pushers who sell illegal narcotics and
pedophiles who secretly trade child pornography through CMRA
addresses. In fact, the most prolific distributor of child pornography
through the mail that we have ever identified used CMRAs.

We have witnessed a number of criminals operating lotteries,
sweepstakes and fake billing scams from the safety of a suite that
leads nowhere. For 4 years during the 1990s, for example, two for-
eign nationals used more than 120 CMRA addresses in the United
States as fronts for fake Yellow Page listings. They mailed more
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than a million fraudulent invoices that could have potentially
cheated small businesses, churches and nonprofit organizations out
of $160 million.

In another case, a Canadian con artist used private mailboxes to
dupe elderly Americans out of more than $100 million. A survey of
880 known victims revealed an average age of 74. Losses for 192
of these individuals ranged from $10,000 to $329,000 each.

The Postal Service’s investigations into illegal activities con-
ducted through CMRASs, however, represent just the tip of the ice-
berg. The Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, various State attorneys general and local district attor-
neys also investigate and prosecute these crimes. Later today, Mike
Mansfield, Assistant District Attorney in Queens, New York, will
talk in detail about the illegal practices he has seen involving serv-
ices offered by CMRAs.

Many State attorneys general have had similar experiences. El-
liot Burg, Assistant Attorney General in the State of Vermont,
wrote to the Chief Postal Inspector last week on behalf of 22 State
attorneys general. He outlined the types of fraud they have seen
involving private mailboxes and specifically urged the Postal Serv-
ice not to implement its recent proposal to allow the use of the
pound sign in CMRA addresses. With your permission, I would like
to add Mr. Burg’s letter to the hearing record. [See p. 244.]

Chairwoman KELLY. So moved.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Still, some voices in the debate say that the
CMRA rules should not be implemented because of the burdens
they place on small businesses. We understand those concerns, and
that is why we have gone to great lengths to be responsive to the
issues raised by those impacted by the regulations. Since April, we
have held regular meetings with numerous representatives of the
small business community, the CMRA industry, and others, and
have struck a series of compromises to address issues they have
raised.

Given the wide range of views, we may never be able to reach
a unanimous agreement. Still we believe that we have struck a fair
balance between privacy, business, and consumer needs, without
weakening the integrity of the regulations. Over the long term, we
believe the revised rules will pay off for the CMRA industry and
the Nation as a whole. When crime takes place through a CMRA
mail box, it doesn’t just hurt the individuals who have been de-
frauded. It is a black eye for the CMRA owner and the entire in-
dustry.

Earlier this year, the Senate unanimously passed a bill to curb
deceptive and fraudulent mailings involving sweepstakes and
games of chance. The House is sponsoring similar legislation, and
both the chairwoman and the ranking minority member of this
subcommittee are cosponsors. Clearly just as our Nation deserves
to be protected from deceptive sweepstakes mailings, it deserves to
be protected from the unscrupulous use of private mailboxes. We
have been urged by many different groups to take action and that
is what we have done. In the end, we hope that everyone will come
to an understanding that the sacrifices we are making are for a
greater collective good that transcends our individual interests.
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Together, working with small businesses, the CMRA industry,
and others, the Postal Service has fashioned a set of rules that will
help create a safer and stronger America by reducing fraud and
other serious crimes. That is something we all agree is a worthy
cause.

This concludes my statement. We would be happy to answer any
questions you might have.

[Mr. Crawford’s statement may be found in the appendix]

Chairwoman KELLY. Next, we move to Mr. Spates.

Mr. SPATES. I am here to answer any questions that you have.
My statement is included with Mr. Crawford’s.

Chairwoman KeELLY. Thank you.

Ms. Heskin.

STATEMENT OF RACHEL HESKIN, SENIOR COMMUNICATIONS
MANAGER, MAIL BOXES ETC.

Ms. HESKIN. Madam Chair, members of the Subcommittee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify today before your Subcommittee.
I will summarize my written testimony and ask that my written
testimony be included in the hearing record.

I am here today representing a group of CMRA owners, including
national franchisers, franchisees, and independent store owners.
My group includes my company, Mail Boxes Etc., PAK MAIL, Post
Net, Postal Annex, and the Associated Mail and Parcel Centers. To-
gether, we represent the vast majority of the over 10,000 Commer-
cial Mail Receiving Agencies in the country. Our group has been
active on these regulations since they were originally proposed.

Our initial position was to oppose these regulations. During the
initial publication and subsequent comment period in July and No-
vember 1997, we actively generated many of the over 8,000 com-
ments opposing these regulations. Nevertheless, the Postal Service
put these regulations into effect. Since their publication, we have
been working with the Postal Service and Members of Congress to
determine if these regulations can be implemented in a manner
which is workable for our industry.

I am pleased to tell you that our efforts with the Postal Service
seem to be working toward success, and we may soon be in a posi-
tion to accept the regulations in a modified form. Our group has
found the senior management of the Postal Service, particularly re-
tiring Chief Postal Inspector Ken Hunter, his successor, current
Chief Postal Inspector Ken Weaver, and Manager of Delivery Mi-
chael Spates, willing to work with us to solve most of the problems
created by the current regulations. We intend to continue this ef-
fort with the Postal Service until all outstanding issues have been
solved.

In our working group, convened and chaired first by Ken Hunter
and now by Ken Weaver of the Postal Inspection Service, we have
tackled all of the tough issues. Attached to my testimony is a de-
scription of various solutions which we have discussed. At this
point, I would like to highlight some of the more important issues.

As members of the Committee know, the PMB designation is one
of the most emotional issues for our customers and has resulted in
a great deal of communications to Congress by our owners and cus-
tomers. At our last meeting, the Postal Service agreed to a solution
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to this issue which we believe is highly workable: An address desig-
nator must be provided on line 2 or 3 of the mail for a CMRA cus-
tomer. The approved designator may be PMB or simply the pound
sign. All other designators would be prohibited, including suite and
apartment. There would be no grandfathering of the use of suite
for any box holder and the mail to the CMRA owner would remain
unaffected by the regulations.

Most of our stores already urge their box holders not to use any
designator other than the pound sign. This will not disrupt the
mail or create a stigma for our box holders and is acceptable to our
group.

In addition, the USPS and CMRA industry will establish a joint
task force to develop a joint protocol by which CMRA owners can
better identify potential fraud and notify the Postal Inspection
Service, to develop a training regime to be incorporated in training
of CMRA owners and staff as part of establishing new CMRAs and
for retraining, and to develop a list of CMRA addresses which will
be posted and available through the USPS Web site and their toll-
free telephone number. This would permit any customer to check
an address to determine if it is a CMRA.

We firmly believe that the best way to attack this issue is with
a joint effort combining the skills of the Inspection Service with our
everyday knowledge of the CMRA industry. Termination of service
to CMRAs remains the area in which work must be done. The cur-
rent CMRA regulations contain a provision by which a postal man-
ager can order termination of mail service to a CMRA for all cus-
tomers if the CMRA owner is not in compliance with the regula-
tions. The Postal Service has assured us this will not be misused
by overzealous local postmasters, and the regulations do include a
requirement that any termination order be approved by a higher
Postal Service official.

Unfortunately, some overzealous postal officials have already
sent out some termination notices, even though we were assured no
such notices would be sent while we continue to work on these
issues. Postal Service management has rescinded these notices, but
that showed us a firm policy on termination needs to be established
on a uniform basis throughout the country.

We have proposed the following to the Postal Service:

The Domestic Mail Manual would contain instructions regarding
termination of mail service to ACMRA as follows:

One, mail delivery to a CMRA would not be terminated because
a box holder or box holders have refused to fill out a form 1583.
Mail delivery would be terminated only for those box holders.

Two, the USPS would provide specific notice to a CMRA if it
feels that it is not in compliance with the regulations. The notice
would provide specific direction as to how to cure the deficiency.

Three, no notice of potential termination would be sent unless
previously reviewed by the authorized superior of the postal man-
ager. The notice of termination shall list the party who reviewed
the notice.

This remains a work in progress, but we are hopeful that we can
resolve this issue soon with the Postal Service. We have proposed
that these changes in regulations be included in the Domestic Mail
Manual. This is the bible for postal employees and users. It states
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firmly what postal policy is on these matters. So many changes are
being made to the regulations and their implementation that it is
important that they be included in the DMM.

Congress deserves a lot of credit for moving these changes along.
Many Members of Congress have contacted the Postal Service and
urged that these regulations be fixed.

Most notably, we would like to thank Congressman Todd Tiahrt,
who sponsored a critical amendment in the House appropriations
process, and Congressman Ron Paul, sponsor of H.J. Res. 55, who
first brought this matter to the attention of Congress. The fact is
that Congress rallied to this issue early and often, which has been
tremendously helpful.

This has been a painful process for our owners and their cus-
tomers, but we think that we have established a solid working rela-
tionship with the Postal Service on this issue and we are dedicated
to making the revised regulations work and to developing a suc-
cessful joint task force on fraud.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I would be happy
to answer any questions that you have on my testimony.

[Ms. Heskin’s statement may be found in the appendix.]

Chairwoman KELLY. Thank you very much. We have been called
to the floor for a vote. Because of my interest in having continuity,
we will break here and go to the floor and vote; and we will come
back and as soon as possible resume the hearing, because I would
like to have as much of this—I would like to give Ms. Taylor and
Ms. Fulcher as much time as they need to testify as well. So we
will be right back.

[Recess.]

Chairwoman KELLY. We will resume the hearing and thank you
for waiting. Let’s start with you, Ms. Taylor.

STATEMENT OF SANDI TAYLOR, OWNER, STRATEGIC
TECHNOLOGIES

Ms. TAYLOR. Madam Chairwoman and fellow House sub-
committee members’. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to
speak to you today, so that I can address the real-world commercial
impossibility, huge financial burden, and irreparable damage to my
business that the U.S. Postal Service’s rule on customers of CMRAs
(Commercial Mail Receiving Agencies) imposes upon my business.

While I support the USPS and law enforcement agencies in their
efforts to protect the public from mail fraud and other illegal activi-
ties, they must not be allowed to have carte blanche to impose
rules and regulations that destroy the livelihoods and the rights of
thousands of law-abiding citizens like myself in the process. In
their sincere efforts to protect the public, the USPS has failed thus
far to factor into their equation how these draconian measures af-
fect thousands of legitimate small business owners.

I am a self-employed executive search consultant who has earned
my living in this profession since 1978. I have been a single parent
of three children, with my office in my home, for most of the past
20 years. Since 1988, I have used the same Mail Boxes, Etc. ad-
dress of Strategic Technologies, 2183 Buckingham Road, Suite 232,
Richardson, Texas 75081, as my business address, for very sound
business reasons:
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One, as a single female, I do not desire to publicize my home ad-
dress across the country, much less around the world. My clientele,
both clients and candidates, is 99 percent male. A large part of the
service my clients require of me is to screen out candidates who do
not meet their requirements, for any number of reasons. Histori-
cally, some of these passed over individuals have become disgrun-
tle(:id, and it could be very dangerous for them to know where I re-
side.

Two, if the USPS is allowed to refuse to deliver my business
mail, returning it to the sender based solely on the wording “Suite
232,” it will result in a substantial loss of my income, cause an on-
erous expense to me, drastically impact my business for years to
come, and inflict an unwarranted stigma upon my professionalism.
The business address I use, “Suite 232,” presents a professional,
image which is very important to small business owners like my-
self—and causes absolutely no harm to anyone.

I am in a very competitive industry, and I have worked very
hard over the years to earn, build and maintain an impeccable rep-
utation. I cannot afford to allow anything to result in even the
slightest lessening of my professionalism—which is exactly what
the enforcement of this rule will do.

On Thursday, October 7, 1999, I spoke with Richard Hallabrin,
Executive Director of Public Relations at Mail Boxes Etc.’s cor-
porate office, at which time he told me that the incoming postal in-
spector and the CMRAs had “accepted a compromise with the
USPS” that they considered to be the best alternative—to give cus-
tomers the option to use PMB or the pound sign in their mailing
address, but than they absolutely could not use “suite”.

I explained to him that this compromise did not solve my prob-
lem, as I had used “Suite 232” as my business address for almost
12 years. Further, Mr. Hallabrin told me that MBE’s policy has al-
ways been that customers should not use the latter wording in
their business address, and if I were to check my contract, I would
see that I had been in the wrong all these years.

I obtained a copy of my original contract, dated May 9, 1988, at-
tached to my written testimony as addendum A, wherein it gives
the following instructions:

“Important: In establishing your mailing address, your mail box
number is designated as a suite number.” And it is in there, I
might add, in three different places.

I have been informed by MBE franchise owners that several
years ago, MBE corporate instructed its franchisees to tell new cus-
tomers to use the pound sign, but that they should not say any-
thing to existing customers like myself, because those customers al-
ready had established business addresses.

I have paid many thousands of dollars over the years to have
this address printed on business cards, stationery and brochures.
I have also paid many tens of thousands of dollars for advertising
in industry trade publications. I have distributed countless thou-
sands of business cards at an average of half a dozen trade shows
per year. I am known within my industry specialization throughout
the U.S., Europe, the Pacific Rim and South America.

In addition to my using this address in advertising in profes-
sional industry trade publications, this same address has been pub-
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lished in many plastics and composites industry, as well as non-
industry specific publications, including directories, databases,
mailing lists, e-mail lists, outplacement and resume services, et
cetera.

“Addendum B” in your copy of my written testimony is a 3 page
representative list of those professional publications that I adver-
tise in, subscribe to, or have given my consent to be listed in, as
well as those in which my business is listed based upon the pub-
lisher’s assumed consent.

I receive 200 to 300 unsolicited resumes in the mail each week,
not including candidates I have recruited, telephone calls, referrals,
new client contacts, and unsolicited candidates’ resumes received
via fax and e-mail. My database contains more than 55,000 names,
with several thousand more yet to be entered, and the list grows
daily. It is not physically, technically nor financially possible for me
to identify and notify everyone necessary as to an address change.

The USPS rule would cost me tens of thousands of dollars in ad-
ditional advertising costs, not to mention many more tens of thou-
sands in lost income. I offer as an example my experience of two
years ago when the Dallas telephone area code was split. I have
paid a monthly fee for the past four years so that my old phone
number will roll over to my present phone number.

I discovered, months after the area code change, that the Public
Utility Commission took my old phone number away from the
phone company; as a result, individuals trying to contact me at my
old phone number reach a recording that says “This is no longer
a working number.” I have since learned that I have lost many
thousands of dollars in income as a result of the area code change.
I estimate that the area code change cost me approximately
$15,000 for printing and mailing of new stationery and business
cards, an additional $20,000 for increased advertising in industry
trade journals to publicize the area code change, and at least
$100,000 in lost income. I do not want, and I cannot afford a repeat
of this situation.

In closing, it is my contention that the USPS does not have any
justifiable reason to deny the delivery of my business mail ad-
dressed to Suite 232. If the mailed item has the proper postage,
then their job is to deliver it to its destination—my business ad-
dress.

I hope that you now have a better understanding of how dev-
astating this rule is for small business owners like myself, and how
the USPS’s proposed extension for its enforcement of the rule to
April 26, 2000, does not solve our problem. I and thousands of
other legitimate small business owners are asking for your help to
keep the USPS from destroying our livelihoods.

Again, thank you for your time, and I will be happy to answer
any questions you may have.

Chairwoman KeELLY. Thank you, Ms. Taylor.

[Ms. Taylor’s statement may be found in the appendix.]

STATEMENT OF JULEY FULCHER, PUBLIC POLICY DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL COALITION AGAINST DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Ms. FULCHER. Thank you Chairwoman Kelly and members of the
Subcommittee. On behalf of the National Coalition Against Domes-
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tic Violence, I thank you for the opportunity to address the safety
concerns of battered women in relation to the new postal regula-
tions.

The National Coalition Against Domestic Violence is a nation-
wide network of approximately 2,000 domestic violence shelters,
programs and individual members working on behalf of battered
women and their children. I am here today because we are dis-
turbed by the circumstances under which personal information can
ge released under the new regulations of the United States Postal

ervice.

Each year, 1.4 million Americans are stalked. One in every 12
women will be stalked at some point in their lives and 59 percent
of these women will be stalked by their current or former intimate
partners. Stalkers can be very persistent, especially domestic vio-
lence stalkers. A domestic violence or stalking victim must be al-
lowed to take steps to protect herself where we cannot protect her.

When Jane left her batterer, he became her stalker. She moved
and obtained a post office box in order to keep her new address se-
cret, but he found her and was waiting for her at her post office
box. She moved to another State and got a new post office box, but
again her batterer was waiting for her when she went to pick up
her mail. Jane moved from State to State only to be found again
and again. In desperation, Jane went to domestic violence advo-
cates in her newest hometown, as well as to various law enforce-
ment officials to get advice on how not to be found this time. She
learned that many other women had suffered the same problem,
and she was advised to obtain a private mail box, or PMB. Jane
did so and still continues to live peacefully in that same town. Un-
fortunately, since August 26, 1999, she has been unable to receive
her mail because all delivery to her PMB was stopped when she
refused to provide her home address on the Form 1583 now re-
quired of PMB users.

Under the final rule issued on March 25, the Form 1583 must
be completed and placed on file with the Postal Service in order to
receive mail. The form requires a home address and telephone
number and traceable information from two forms of identification.
It even requires the names and ages of any children that may re-
ceive mail through the PMB. Under the August 26 proposed rule,
that information may be provided to any government agency re-
questle;rs. This policy puts the lives of many women and children
at risk.

The Los Angeles Stalking Victims’ Handbook advises victims to
use a Private Mail Box service to receive all personal mail. They
also recommend that victims use suite numbers rather than box
numbers because it does not alert the stalker that it is a PMB.
These recommendations come from experienced workers in the field
who understand the persistence of batterers and other stalkers and
who have seen the ways that these criminals locate their victims.

Now advocates and law enforcement officials are left without any
assurance that victim information will be adequately safeguarded,
and none of us can blame Jane and other women like her for refus-
ing to provide their home addresses on the Form 1583. We under-
stand that the purpose of the new regulations is to prevent crimi-
nals from using PMBs to commit fraud. We respect the need to ad-
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dress this problem. However, personal information about mail box
holders should not be released without a warrant.

We are very concerned about the dissemination of addresses even
to law enforcement personnel without the proper checks and bal-
ances required by judicial involvement. If the information is needed
as part of an official investigation, a warrant should not be difficult
to obtain and would provide an important added protection for bat-
tered women. Anything less increases the possibility that the lives
of battered women and their children will be endangered by unwit-
ting release of information by law enforcement officers to a
batterer. Moreover, the August 26th proposed rule allows that in-
formation can be given to all local, state and federal agencies cre-
ating broad categories of individuals who are granted access to this
information without any restrictions on the reasons for which that
information can be obtained.

A similar concern exists for battered women’s shelters. Shelters
house many victims of domestic violence at one time; putting one
woman in danger puts all shelter residents in danger, including
their children. Disclosure of the shelter location can be especially
critical to these families’ lives. The threat is so great that many
shelters do no publish their addresses, withholding addresses even
from other domestic violence service providers. For this reason,
shelters will commonly use a post office box or a PMB for receipt
of mail.

Again, the new rule allows for disclosures broadly to federal,
state and local agencies. Once this information has been turned
over to these agencies, there is nothing to prevent that information
from being further disclosed to others or included in documents
that are available to the public.

The regulation unacceptably places shelter residents and workers
at risk without any clear connection to a legitimate law enforce-
ment purpose. The safety needs of the women and children seeking
refuge in a shelter obligate us to hold shelter locations confidential.
It is imperative that no one obtain a shelter address without a war-
rant. And I will just add that there is an article in the Washington
Post today about how the Supreme Court has just held that police
cannot search a murder scene without a warrant, but apparently
we can turn over the individual’s home address without a warrant.

Finally, if PMB holders are going to be required to submit the
completed 1583 forms, it is critical that the Postal Service develop
a protocol to help ensure adequate security for the information,
such as a secure filing system with restricted access and a formal
system of recording releases of information. A protocol such as this
one could mean the difference between life and death for a battered
woman.

Keeping the personal information of Private Mail Box owners
confidential is essential in protecting lives. The National Coalition
Against Domestic Violence understands the need to develop regula-
tions that address the legitimate mail fraud concerns of the United
States Postal Service, but we must not do so at the expense of bat-
tered women, their children, shelters, and stalking victims who uti-
lize commercial and post office mail boxes.
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We call upon the United States Postal Service and Members of
Congress to address this issue without compromising the safety of
women and children who are struggling to survive.

Thank you.

Chairwoman KeLLY. Thank you very much, Ms. Fulcher.

[Ms. Fulcher’s statement may be found in the appendix.]

Chairwoman KELLY. As we have heard this morning, this is a
very difficult issue. But I would like to begin with some questions.
I have some questions here that I would like to ask you, Mr.
Crawford.

In the supplementary information that USPS issued accom-
panying the March 25, 1999 proposed rule, the Postal Service said,
“the sole purpose for the rule is to increase the safety and security
of the mail. The rule is designed to benefit both businesses and
consumers by reducing the opportunities to use the mail for fraud-
ulent purposes.”

Do you think that statement accurately reflects the general in-
tent for the final rule?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think it does, but I would like to add to it that
the main focus that we had for this rule is the protection of the
American public, businesses and to keep fraud out of the mail
stream.

Chairwoman KeLLY. Mr. Crawford, perhaps you would like to ad-
dress how protection of the American public is entrained in the
rule to Ms. Fulcher and explain to her how people she is rep-
resenting here on the panel today are protected by your rule?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I can fully understand and sympathize with her
and any battered person. We have tried to work with organizations
to try to determine the best way to approach the problem.

In terms of release of the information, we went back to the Post-
al Service; we were trying to bring everything in line. In Postal
Service regulations for a post office box, there was a stipulation
that information could be released to the public on a box holder if
that box holder was doing business with the public. That was basi-
cally something that was put in place because of pressure put on
the Postal Service in response to businesses, and consumer groups,
and people doing business with organizations, or small businesses
and large who were operating out of post office boxes.

We went back and revisited that and said that we would not re-
lease the information to individuals even if they were doing busi-
ness out of those boxes, whether it is with the CMRA or with a
P.O. Box.

I think that this would all apply to battered persons who are op-
erating businesses out of their home. That was the initial concern
that we had.

Chairwoman KELLY. We are not talking about battered women or
men operating businesses here. We are talking about battered
women who are trying to escape their stalkers and batterers. Ms.
Fulcher, feel free to jump in here. I think it is important to have
a dialogue between you two on this point.

Mr. Crawford, when did you start working with the battered
women’s shelters and with the National Coalition Against Domestic
Violence and some of these other groups?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I don’t have the exact time on that.
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Chairwoman KELLY. Mr. Spates?

Mr. SPATES. I can’t give you the exact date, but when we were
first contacted, we met with representatives—Ms. Fulcher and rep-
resentatives from the inspection service and they described the sit-
uation. Two things occurred, one regarding the temporary shelters
that battered spouses go off to. In our discussions with them, since
those were temporary shelters, they are treated as hotels, et cetera,
and would not be subjected to the CMRA regulations. The privacy
issues were a main concern, and that was one of the reasons that
we met with the other groups, and that is why we put out the pro-
posed regulation, to make the change in the privacy statement on
the back to delete it.

We have preliminary responses back, showing that out of 287 re-
sponses on removing the privacy statement, 232 of them reflect
what Ms. Fulcher said: We need tighter restrictions on when that
information can be released. Considering that, there was over-
whelming support for what she just said in releasing the informa-
tion. I am sure that would all be taken into consideration.

Chairwoman KELLY. But you have gone ahead and issued a rule.

Mr. SPATES. That rule was issued before. In fact, the rule was
originally published in the Federal Register in August 1997. We got
comments back at the last minute from CMRASs, primarily; and
then there was pressure from the CMRA industry to publish the
rule again to give more adequate time for people to comment. So
the rule was republished. We still received no comments from the
interested groups until we finally put the rule out in March. Then
they all came.

Chairwoman KELLY. Were you waiting for everybody to read the
Federal Register, or did you do any outreach to try to meet with
these groups? What about Ms. Taylor’s group and how are people
that are effected supposed to know except to read the Federal Reg-
ister? What kind of outreach did you do prior to the promulgating
of the rule?

Mr. SPATES. The outreach was primarily through the CMRAs.
Some of these interest groups we were not aware of.

Chairwoman KELLY. I am sitting here with Postal Bulletin 21982
as of 10-8-98. I have the Privacy Act statement.

According to reading this, even I can get the information from
somebody who has a postal box, a P.O. Box. You are saying that
anyone who is going to go to a CMRA is going to sign an agreement
that a PMB will be subject to the same Privacy Act statement that
I am looking at here which means that you are not offering any
further protections to these people who are trying to restart their
lives and escape stalkers and batterers?
hAl‘;e you going to try to address this now or where are we with
this?

Mr. SPATES. As a result of the feedback, we published in the Fed-
eral Register to eliminate that statement and information would
not be provided except under certain restrictions. In the interim,
while that proposal was issued, a letter went out from our chief op-
erating officer and a follow-up letter went out just as a reminder
back in July: Do not release any information on anybody renting
a post office box or private mailbox until we reach resolution on
this privacy statement. That is the proposal that I was just refer-
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ring to. We have the comments back from the people who saw the
Federal Register notice, and it has a lot of publicity on this one be-
cause of all of the activity around the privacy issue.

Chairwoman KELLY. There are a number of more questions that
I want to ask about this specific area. I would like to be able to—
and I am going to hold the hearing open for 14 days for people to
submit questions for answering because I myself will have some
more.

In the interest of time, I want to move on because I still have
some other questions.

I want to specifically hone in on a couple of things. You are cur-
rently regulating the CMRA industry. You are trying to improve
the “safety and security of the mail,” and I think that is a valid
goal. You are trying “to bring provisions in line with those gov-
erning,”—and I am taking these as quotes from you—“with those
governing post office boxes.”

I have to assume that the P.O. Box industry currently has more
effective regulations to help deter and expose the types of fraud
that the regulations address. Is that correct?

Mr. SPATES. Referring to fraud and post office boxes?

Chairwoman KELLY. Yes.

Mr. SpaTES. I have to yield to Mr. Crawford.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would say yes. What we have seen during the
1970s and 1980s, the choice for most of the scam artists was P.O.
Boxes. But with the proliferation of CMRAs, they have started to
migrate from P.O. Boxes to CMRAs merely because of the fact—
and this is based on comments that we have gotten from inspectors
in the field who have interviewed people that they have brought in
relative to these cases, and they have just asked them the simple
question why did you use a CMRA? The response was because
there was no identification required, and it is easier to secure a
CMRA box than to get a P.O. Box. With the P.O. Boxes our employ-
ees were required to get specific identification from an individual,
and it was maintained there at the Postal Service.

Chairwoman KELLY. Do you have any statistics to show what you
are talking about, Mr. Crawford?

Mr. CRAWFORD. No, I don’t.

Chairwoman KELLY. The Postal Service has done no studies?
They have no quantifiable analysis, no statistics at all to support
the promulgation of the rule. Is that what I hear you saying?

Mr. CRAWFORD. To my knowledge, there was nothing done rel-
ative to that.

When we got involved in the CMRA issue, it was based on mere-
ly—the information that we were getting from the credit card in-
dustry, as well as from other law enforcement agencies, is that
they had seen a proliferation in the use of CMRA addresses for
crimes.

Chairwoman KELLY. In your statement to us, you say and I
quote, “The amount of illegal activities conducted through private
mailboxes is significant.” If you haven’t done any studies and you
don’t have any quantifiable numbers, how do you know the accu-
racy of your statement?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would say that the accuracy of that statement
is based on those cases that I gave you.
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We went through our database in the Inspection Service, our in-
formation database, and pulled up all of the cases that were related
to crimes being perpetrated, whether it was fraud, credit card
scams, any types of crimes, and we used that information. We
didn’t do a complete analysis of the information, but we saw that
we did have a problem; and like these cases that I have shown you
where we have people who are operating out of Canada and other
locations, who will have hundreds of CMRA boxes in the United
States, these individuals never set foot on United States soil and
they are ripping off the American public. The money is going out
to these individuals.

And to quantify it, if I came in and told you, just like here, I
have two cases that I related to you and someone would say we are
only talking about two cases out of thousands of cases that the In-
spection Service investigates. Then we have to go into the number
of people who are being victimized by these scams.

Chairwoman KELLY. But you don’t have any idea how many
there are?

You have not done any studies?

Mr. CRAWFORD. We never maintained the information in a form
where we could go in and just pull up cases based on CMRAs. You
know, we have realized the error of that. We have gone back and
our IT people are in the process now of giving us fields where we
can capture that information.

Chairwoman KELLY. It is a tough problem, Mr. Crawford. You
are trying to protect the Am