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TECHNOLOGY OF POSTAL MODERNIZATION

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1968

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTAL FACILITIES

AND MODERNIZATION OF THE
COMMSITEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:55 a.m., in room
210, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Charles H. Wilson (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.
Mr. WILSON. The meeting will come to order.
I want to apologize to the witnesses we have this morning for the

small attendance of subcommittee members. I think that you are
probably aware of the problems we have been having for the past
several months with duplicate committee meetings affecting many
of the members. Yet, there is a possibility that three or four members
will be with us as the morning goes on.
I would like to acknowledge the presence of our staff man, Mr. Ed

Karoly, who, as you know, had a very tragic experience several months
ago in July and was in very serious condition as a result of gunshot
wounds suffered at the hands of a prowler. We are happy he is up
and around and can be with us today. While we were waiting for Ed
to recover Mr. Gould, my administrative assistant, has been helping
to prepare for this session and assisting generally in the work of the
subcommittee.
Ed, we are very happy to have you back and on your feet and look-

ing so healthy. I know all of those who are associated with the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee welcome you and wished you the
best during the difficult time you have had.
The purpose of this meeting is to hear from the Bureau of Facilities

and from the Bureau of Research and Engineering of the Post Office
Department as to their long-range plans for modernization and
mechanization of our postal service.
I think that the public, who we in Congress hear from so frequently

regarding the postal service, is not aware of the planning and work
that has gone into the improvement and modernization of our Post
Office Department.
I think this meeting and the report to follow will let the public

know just what is being done in the postal service. Also, it will show
that we have very capable people who have come from industry and
have outstanding backgrounds serving in the Post Office Department.
These men are making very exciting plans for updating and modern-
izing the postal system.

(1)
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This morning we are to hear from the Bureau of Facilities and Mr.
John O'Marra, who is the Assistant Postmaster General for Facilities.
Mr. O'Marra, if you will introduce in turn the other members of

your staff, we will appreciate it very much.

STATEMENT OF JOHN L. O'MARRA, ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GEN-
ERAL, BUREAU OF FACILITIES, ACCOMPANIED BY AMOS J.
COFFMAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL; DENNIS
A. JENSEN, DIRECTOR, REAL ESTATE DIVISION; CONRAD L.
TRAHERN, DIRECTOR, PROCUREMENT DIVISION; WALTER W.
KREIMANN, DIRECTOR, MAINTENANCE DIVISION; JACK NELSON,
SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR FINANCIAL AFFAIRS; AND BOB
STENSTROM OF THE OFFICE OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
Mr. COMARRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would at this point like to introduce the members of my staff who

are present. On my left, Amos Coffman, who is the Deputy Assistant
iPostmaster General, and behind me Dennis Jensen, who s the Di-

rector of the Realty Division Conrad Trahern, who is the Director
of our Procurement Division, and Walter Kreimann, who is the Di-
rector of the Maintenance Division. These comprise the three principal
arms of the Bureau, and with us this morning also is Jack Nelson, who
heads up our Office of Financial Management, and one of his aides,
Bob Stenstrom, who is going to help us with the charts.
Let me say for all of us that we are pleased to have this oppor-

tunity to talk about the goals and functions and some of the problems
we see in the Bureau of Facilities and the Post Office Department.
We are heartened by your demonstration of interest in understanding
our problems and assisting us with them. We very deeply appreciate
your concern, Mr. Chairman. We are, of course, going to work with
you and the other members of your committee just as closely as we
possibly can. The staff with me this morning will be responsive to
questions you might have in this area of modernizing the postal
service.
I would like to begin by saying that the primary task of the Bureau

Facilities is to plan, program, and execute the Department's capital
investment program. When I say the Bureau of Facilities does that,
I do not mean to imply this is a solo performance by any means. The
Bureaus of Operations and transportation have people deeply involved
in developing needs for the Post Office Department. The Bureau of
Research and Engineering, from whom you will hear later, is equally
involved in the planning and the execution of the program.
The Bureau of Facilities serves as the central coordinating point

where the interests of the entire Department in capital investment
and the acquisition of capital equipment are centered—where the pro-
gram is put together—and most importantly, where the responsibility
lies for explaining and justifying the program to Congress for
funding purposes.
I would like this morning to use some charts copies of which have

been provided to you in the event it is not possible to see everything on
the easel. These charts cover three principal areas. I would like first
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"to describe the Department's capital investment program; secondly, to
cexplain some of the procedures for accomplishing this program, and
finally, to close by mentioning some principal problem areas as we see
-them today.

With your permission I would like to start out with some charts
that will, I think, convey to you the size and scope of the Department
'capital investment program.

77-/E POSTAL MODERNIZATION PROGRAM CONSISTS OF..

• Modernization of Space
Construction of Federally-owned Facilities
Lease of Specially Constructed Facilities
Modernization of Federal Buildings

• Mechanization of Mail-handling Systems

• Motorization of Carrier Routes

• Automation of Data Processing.
On the first chart, we have listed the elements of the postal moderni-

zation program that pertain to capital investments. These are moderni-
:zation of space, mechanization of mail-handling systems, motorization
of carrier routes, and automation of data processing. These programs
are funded through the Bureau of Facilities appropriations. All
:the modernization of space through construction of federally owned
facilities, lease of specially constructed facilities, and improvement
.of Federal buildings gets a good deal of publicity, these other ele-
ments—mechanization, motorization and automation of data process-
ing are also important parts of the overall modernization program.
As you know, the Department has been engaged in carrying out a

:modernization program for over 2 years now. It is a good beginning.
From the enumeration of the division directors' titles in the Bureau of
Pacilities, you can see we have the responsibility for obtaining the
,elements of the modernization program.

The Bureau of Facilities is deeply involved because this Bureau has
the responsibility for obtaining buildings and mail-handling equip-

ment, vehicles, and computers; it awards and administers contracts
.and turns over procured items to the operating people. We do not quite
-lose contact after we turn equipment and space over to the operating
people in that we have a continuing maintenance responsibility for

:the space and equipment of the Department.
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THE OPART4'1ENT PUNS TO /NVISIV.88/11/ON /N
MOPERN/ZAT/ON DURING FY 1968-/974.. .
-SPACE'

149 Federal Construction Projects
7 Major Leased Facilities
8 GSA Multiple-use Federal Buildings
5 Major Extension and Modernization Projects

Providing49.3 mil lion square feet of new space
Costing$1,700million ($1,500 million-Federal; $200 million-Private)

-MAIL-HANDLING SYSTEMS 
690 Fixed Mechanized Systems

1,450 Pieces of Non-fixed Mechanization
Costing 4 580million

-VEHICLES
150,000 for Carrier Motorization
26000 for Bulk Transfer
2,000 for other use

Costing S450million

-DATA PROCESSING 
225 Post Offices in the Postal Source Data System-
7 Postal Data Centers and Headquarters Facility

Costing MO million

1 Does not include minor Federal Building Improvements,minor lease and rent projects

The program is far reaching and expensive, requiring an invest-ment of nearly $3 billion for the period from fiscal years 1968 through1974. This chart (see above) shows the extent of our plans formodernization and provides a background against which to evaluate
and consider more specific aspects of the program. To meet critical
space needs, we are planning 169 major facility projects which will
provide 49.3 million square feet of new space.
We expect to acquire some 2,100 fixed mechanized systems and itemsof nonfixed mechanization, over 175,000 vehicles, and to significantly

expand our data processing capability. This is an ambitious program,
but one which is very much needed due largely to our failure to plan
ahead in these areas during years past.
Mr. WILSON-. May I interrupt at this point ?
Mr. O'MARRA. Yes, sir.
Mr. WiLsoN. On the space program you show seven major leased

facilities. Is this a departure from what the policy has been, to lease
only buildings of 50,000 square feet or less?
Mr. O'MARRA. I am going to explain the policy for you a bit laterif I may, sir.
Mr. WILSON. All right.
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS STILL REFLECT A
LOW LEVEL OF CAPITAL INVESTMENT...

PISCAL YEAR

1966

1967

1968

1969

TOTAL POD
OBLATIONS(O00)

6,738,558

6,177,333

6,5i6,225

7,297,710

ACTUAL CAPITAL
INVESTMENT (000s) PERCENT

105,481 1.84kJ

136,409 2,21

221,575 3,20

250,000 3,43

'Average rate for years 1958-1965 is 2.22%

Mr. ()MARRA. This chart (see above) shows the relationship of
capital investment to total Department obligations for fiscal years
1966 through 1969. The total of $250 million in investment funds
granted to the Department during this current fiscal year amounts to
3.4 percent of anticipated Department obligations, which is a sub-
stantial increase from the fiscal 1966 level of 1.84 percent. Neverthe-
less, this is a very modest amount when you consider that the Depart-
ment failed to invest on any substantial level in past years, as indi-
cated by the average rate, shown in the footnote, of 2.2 percent for the
years 1958 to 1965. Yet the level of the investment now in space and
mechanical equipment determines the extent to which the Department
can effectively improve its productivity and handle the volume of mail
expected in future years. Preliminary estimates for 1970 show an
encouraging increase in investment outlay, but this amount is subject
to forthcoming evaluation by both the Bureau of the Budget and the
Congress.
It is precisely this kind of investment, new space, mechanized mail-

processing equipment, vehicles, and the computer and computer-
related pieces of equipment that will determine in future years the

. ability of the Department to improve service and to improve its pro-
ductivity. So these are developments directly in the interest of service
to our patrons and cost to our customers.
I came into the Post Office Department out of the Bell Telephone

• System, a large nationwide organization comparable in size employee-
wise to the postal service. The Bell System has somewhat higher reve-
nue than the postal service, but annually over the last 10 years, 30 to
35 percent of revenues was invested in plant and equipment by the Bell

• System. And this 30 to 35 percent compares with the peak of 3.4 per-
cent that the Post Office Department arrived at in fiscal year 1969.

20-795,-68-2
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THE VOLUME OF NIL PROCESSED 410/4NIC/ILLY WILL

4801/T DOUBLE BY FY lg72

FUNCTION
UNITS

INSTALLED

FY 1968
POST

OFFICES
PERCENT

OF VOLUME
UNITS

INSTALLED

FY 1972
POST

OFFICES
PERCENT

OF VOLUME

MAIL PREPARATION SYSTEMS
Culling and Facing Conveyors
Facer- Cancellers
Stacker-Feeders

684
360
348

682
197
197

39.2

834
754
698

832
283
283

84.91,392 879 2,286 1,115
MULTIPLE POSITION LETTER SORTERS 137 65 31.1 289 103 65.2
SACK SORTING SYSTEMS

Multi-slide Sack Sorters 2 2 29 27
Non-fixed Sack Sorters 5 5 28 28
Fixed Sack Sorters 80 55 145 103

87 62 58.6 202 158 85.0
PARCEL SORTING SYSTEM

Multi-slide Parcel Sorters 13 1 I 73 60
Fixed Parcel Sorters 92 31 197 55

105 42 44.1 270 115 73.5

We'd next like to show you the items of capital equipment in some-
what more detail. This chart (see above) presents a picture of our-
overall mechanization program. It indicates that we expect by 1972
the volume of mail processed mechanically to about double as the
result of the acquisition of mail processing equipment planned during
that period of time.
By 1972 we anticipate having over 3,200 pieces of fixed and non-

fixed mechanization in our system. This has implications not only from.
a funding and procurement standpoint, but from a maintenance stand-
point as well, because the equipment is becoming increasingly
sophisticated.
I would like to look now, if you will, at another chart which pre-

sents a picture of our space plans for the current 5-year period. (See.
below.)

FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION 0 PROVIDE TOR SPACE MODERNIZATION NEEDS .
POSTAL PUBLIC BUILDINGS 

Projects requiring Construction funds 
Purchase 
Required Funds (000's)

Site and Design 
Construction 
Purchase 

LEASED-MAJOR FACILITIES 
Projects 
Annual Rent (WOO's) 

LEASED-MINOR FACILITIES 
Projects 
Annual Rent (S000's) 

FY 1%8 FY 969 FY 1970 -972 TO-I-AL

2` 3 85 90
21 21

$15,124 $17,867 $161,107 $194,098
34,876' 32,133 646,420 713,429
--- --- 77,004 77,004

12 1 5 18
s8,897 $785 $ 3,0 74

,
$ 1 2,754

1,038 1,050 3,300 5,388
$10,202 $10,749 $ 38,700 $ 59,6 51

1 Morgan Station project to be funded in FY 1969
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We plan to award construction contracts for some 90 federally con-
structed buildings and consider the purchase of 21 buildings currently
leased.
Mr. Chairman, you raised the question about this shift from Federal

construction to leased construction, and I think the figures reflect the
shift. If you go down to about the middle of the chart where we show
the lease projects planned, you note we had 12 in fiscal 1968 and the
figure drops off to one anticipated in 1969 and five over the next 3-year
period.
We are making this kind of change and just a little bit later I want

to discuss the policy and 'funding implications. The major use of our
leasing authority will be for the smaller minor facilities, and you will
note we anticipate approximately 1,100 such projects each year. These
projects are handled in our regional offices. At headquarters, we handle
the major facilities program and minor facilities of less than 50,000
square feet are generally handled in the regions. We have made some
exceptions to this policy and delegated slightly larger facilities to the
regions; but in those instances, little or no fixed mechanization was
involved.
I mentioned that in the past not enough attention was paid to de-

velopment of the postal plant and its equipment on a level that would
correspond to the size and scope and responsibility of the Post Office
Department. I think the point can be demonstrated by some of the
material on the next couple of charts.

CRITICAL SPICE NEN 1 BE NET WITH THE NEW 1V1969 PROJECTS
A 5.3 million square feet space deficiency between existing and operational
.requirements

Under 100,000 square feet   5 Projects

Over 100,000 and under 250,000 square feet  10 Projects

Over 300,000 square feet   7 Projects

A projected 13.4 billion piece increase in mail volume 20-years after move-in date
Under 350 million pieces   11 Projects

Over 350 and under 1,000 million pieces   8 Projects

Over 1,500 million pieces   3 Projects

Replacement of facilities that are between 26 and 83 years old
Under 30 years   4 Projects

Over 30 and under 50 years   9 Projects

Over 50 years  6 Projects

18 existing split operations to be replaced by a centralized facility

19 plants are Sectional Centers serving 1,259 Satellite Offices

In the fiscal 1969 program, we asked funds for 22 new major facility
projects. This chart (see above) indicates that these ,projects alone
will provide something over 5 million square feet of space to meet
deficiencies that exist today between our existing space and the space
operational requirements dictate.
Seven of these 22 projects, for example, meet a space deficiency of

over 300,000 square feet.
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We expect the increase in mail volume in these 22 facilities, 20 years
after move-in day, will 'be some 13.4 billion pieces of mail. This is
what we have to equip these facilities to be able to handle as we look
to the future. 
The age of the existing buildings being replaced is interesting. The

age ranges between 26 and 83 years, the age of the existing facilities
being replaced. Memphis is the oldest of this group.
There are five offices in the group that are over 55 years old and

each one of these is, of course, a major mail processing plant in our
system.
Another way to look at our existing space needs is to realize of the

20 largest post offices we have today, five have been replaced in the last
8 years and the average age of the remaining 15 postal plants is
40 years. They were designed and built at a time when you could not
anticipate the mail volume that would exist today and mechanization
was not even thought of. These buildings are crowded, the working
conditions of employees are not what they should be, and in many
instances the buildings cannot be mechanized because we do not have
either the ceiling height or the floor loading capacity, which means
we have to remain with a manual type operation.
The point in mentioning this to you is to show that even without

the higher demands we see on our service in the future through in-
creasing mail volume, we would still have a very sizable capital invest-
ment job to do just to bring obsolete facilities up to date.
These outlays are also profitable investments for the Department.

This next chart (see below) analyzes the savings that we expect to

AN INVESTMENT OF e69 MILLION WILL S'AVE ,k376'
MILLION OVER THE LIFE OF THE MO/LIT/ES

Savings obtained through more economical operation by replacement of
existing facilities with new postal plants1

Under $10 million   7 Projects
Over $10 and under $25 million.   7 Projects
Over $25 and under $ 75 million .   4 Projects
Over $75 million   4. Projects

Difference in cost between Federal and Lease Construction 1
Under $5 million   11 Projects
Over $5 and under $15 million .   8 Projects
Over $20 million   3 Projects

1 Based on a 40-year useful .building life for the 22 new FY 1969 Projects

realize from these same 22 projects which are a part of the moderniza-
tion program.



9

The first group of savings are calculated on the basis of the cost of
present operation versus the cost of operations after occupancy of the
new facility. All such savings are present-valued so we can make a
comparison with planned investment. Seven of these projects, over
the 40 year useful life of the buildings, will save less than $10 million
while four projects will each save over $75 million in reduced operating
costs during their useful life.
The second group of savings on this chart compares the cost of Fed-

eral versus lease construction. Anticipated rent payments were present-
valued at 4.5 percent over 40 years and then compared to the amount
of investment we would make under postal public buildings. It in-
dicates that the difference in cost, again over the life of these buildings,
on three projects is over $20 million and on eight projects between $5
and $15 million, thereby favoring the Federal ownership of these
large facilities.
Again capital investment, here in space, is profitable to the Depart-

ment. 
Turing now to another portion of our modernization program, this

chart ( see below) depicts the procurement schedule in support of our
carrier motorizat ion program.

IN TWO YEARS, WE WILL COMPLETE NE CARRIER MOTORIZATION PROGRAM
LEAVING ONLY lefal/REMENTS FOR VEHICLE RE REPLACE/WEN;

NEW SERWCE AND OBSOLESCENCE. . .
CALENDAR

YEAR
DEOVERED

1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973

200
3,548

FY 1968

2

1,000

Ns3 

800
1,350

FISCAL YEAR PROCUREMENT
Y 1969 FY 1970

M V NS M V

716
6,444

26 646
2,586'4000

6,000
860
1,290

NS

5,684
8,535

FY 1971
VH NS

210 2,300

FY 1972
VH NS

275 2,450

Total of New
Requirements 6,398 10,418

Replacements 5,000 9,993

Total Carrier
Motorization
Program 11,898 20,411

1 7or Carher Motorization 2 To RepiaceVehicle Hire

26,369 2,510 2,725

12,938 14,290 19,825

39,907 16,800 22,550

3 For New Service

As you know, we have been over the past several years converting
foot routes to motorized routes and we hope to substantially complete
this program in fiscal 1970. We are going to constantly have a require-
ment for vehicles in support of new service as population continues to
grow and the suburbs expand to create new mail routes. In addition,
as the size of our fleet grows, the need for replacement vehicles in-
creases. For example, in fiscal 1968, we required 5,000 vehicles for
replacement purposes. If you look at fiscal 1972 and the Congress
does fund this kind of program, we will need 19,825 vehicles just
for replacement.
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In this area savings on vehicles are good investments for the
Department. As an example, on the 10,418 new vehicles for carrier
motorization in fiscal 1969, we expect, after payment for the vehicles,
a net saving of $15 million.
The last of the specific capital investment areas I would like to

touch on, is covered on this chart (see below). Here is a long-term view

AN EXPANDING DATA PROCESSING SYSTEM IS PLANNED TO MEET
GROWING MANAGEMENT :ADMINISTRATION, BUDGET AND

ACCOUNT/NO REQUIREMENTS. . .
The Department has or will have funded,as of:

AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING
7, 1955 195 1972 PROJECT OR EQUIPMENT

75 75 175 Pose Offices with Postal Source Data Systems

7 7 7 Postal Data Centers

1 1 Large scale computer

158 335 935 Microfilm Viewers and Printers

2 44 Optical Character Recognition Devices

of our plans in the data processing area. For example, our postal
source data system could expand to 175 offices by fiscal 1972. We are
expanding the system on an incremental basis and only after we have
fully implemented the first 100 offices will we study the next group
of offices in which the system might be extended. This approach is
necessary to satisfy ourselves that this is a wise and prudent investment
of funds for the Post Office Department.
As of now we have our six postal data centers and the data

processing center in the headquarters. This year we do have funds for
buying a new large-scale general purpose computer and some associ-
ated equipment. This is going to cost us $6.8 million. While this com-
puter will have the capacity for many functions, we have identified
three projects, transportation scheduling, writing of money orders,
and personnel records for data processing. On those three functions
alone, which do not begin to use up the capacity of this computer, we
expect to pay for the computer and its equipment and realize a net
saving over a 5-year period of close to $6 million. There Will be
additional savings as additional jobs are programed for this same
computer and we have already offset the computer costs by charging
them to these three projects.
That is a view of what our program is today and looks like in the

years ahead in the capital investment area.
I would like now to turn to the second area that I wanted to cover

briefly. That is, how this program is accomplished.
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As we all know, the program just does not happen. It requires
good planning, constant direction, and execution. It also takes the
talent, skills, experience, and knowledge of many professional people
experts in operational requirements, in engineering, in real estate
transactions, in procurement and in contract administration. We are
fortunate to have talented people in these activities.
To execute this program requires money, money to get these people

and money for the capital items involved. The Department is funded,
as you know, through eight separate appropriations.

This next chart (see below) shows the four appropriations that

SUPPORT Of THE MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 18 ACCOMPLISHED
THROUGH FOUR INTERRELATED APPROPRIAT/ONS...

FISCAL YEAR 1969 DOLLARS

4,
NEW

SUPPLIES OPERATING PLANT MECHANIZA- POSTAL
AND PUBLICAND

SERVICES SUPPLIES
4

T ION
PROJ ECTS

EQU I PMENT BUILDINGS

r - 
SUPPLIES,

SERVICES, RENTALS,
PARTS FOR
EQUIPMENT

AND VEHICLES

BUILDING
IMPROVEMENTS,
MECHANIZATION,
VEHICLES, ADP
EQUIPMENT

NEW
FEDERALLY

CONSTRUCTED
FACILITIES

SITE
4
ACQUISITION

FUNDS

REIMBURSE-
w

MENTS

BUILDING
OCCUPANCY

NEW
AND IMPROVED

LEASED
PAU LITI ES

IMPROVED POSTAL SERVICE

----- EXPENSE

- INVESTMENT

are the responsibility of the Bureau of Facilities. These four appropri-
ations relate to our maintenance of existing facilities and our capital
investment program.

Last year Congress divided "Building Occupancy" and "Postal sup-
plies" into two separate appropriations. These are shown in the
dashed lines on the chart—building occupancy and supplies and
services. These are the expense appropriations. We need funds in
"Building occupancy" to meet prior year contractual obligations. This
is the account with which we pay the rent, and it is the account
through which we pay for the utilities consumed in the operation of
our buildings. So this is not capital investment, but current ex-
penditures.
In the "Supplies and services" appropriation, likewise an expense

appropriation, we purchase the supplies and services that are con-
sumed in our day-to-day activities in processing the mail.
The inner blocks show the two appropriations which are our in-

vestment appropriations. They are shown in solid lines—Plant and
Equipment and "Postal public building" appropriations. The funds in
these two accounts make up the Department's capital investment
program.
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We have shown some lines here to indicate to. you that all of these,
appropriations are interrelated. For example, we will buy items in

i 
.

the plant and equipment account, items of machinery and postal
equipment that do require an expenditure from the supplies account
in order to keep them going. We also buy items in the plant andequipment account that will go into new postal public buildings,,federally owned buildings, or in leased building that we now occupy.
These accounts, then, do not stand on their own, but rather there are.programs which weave through two or more of them.
We assemble our requirements in these accounts by gathering in-formation from the other bureaus in the Department. To give yousome idea of the relative magnitude of these individual appropri-ations, for the current fiscal year we have $110 million in "Supplies-.and services", $200 million in "Plant and equipment", $50 million in"Postal public buildings", and $210 million in the "Building- occu-pancy" account, for a total of $570 million for the Bureau's four

appropriations.
Each year in making up our budget request, we do try to make a,judgment on what the appropriation level should be, and how much.of the needs I have outlined to you are reasonable to try to meet inthe upcoming year. Likewise, we look at our own ability to executeth program for which we are asking funds; for example, the funding.schedule that is required by the nature of our construction businessis taken into account. We will only ask for funds for buildings that:we are going to expend in that specific fiscal year. We will usually getsite and design funds in one year and ask for construction funds inthe following fiscal year.
I would like to show you on the next chart (see below) our trackrecord, if you will, in executing the modernization program. Our'committees have expressed in past years some discontent, and naturally -so, when the Department failed to obligate the funds that were ap--

IN Fa& YEARS 1966and 1967, WE ACCOMPORED
THE PROCRA/149 YOU AMOR/ZED...

THE MODERN IZATION PROGRAM
PLANNED ACTUAL
FY 1966 F? 966
(40OO's) ($000's)

Lease of Specially Constructed Facilities .107,005 105,437

Modernization of Federal Buildings 17,833 14,775

Mechanization of Mail-handling Systems . 25,323 29,053

Motorization of Carrier Routes 12,378 17,921

Automation of Data Processing  4,764 2,857

PLANNED ACTUAL
F? 967 FY 196
(4000's) (4000's)

11'7317 115,006

12416 16,939

21,218 25448

20,290 21,209

36,417 35433
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propriated in that session. We are glad to be able to show you through
these charts that we have obligated the appropriated funds since
fiscal 1966.
Mr. Scow. Mr. Chairman
Mr. WILSON. Mr. Scott.
Mr. Scow. I commend the chairman for arranging for this meet-

ing and Mr. O'Marra being here with his staff. But you talk about
the programs that you have constructed and I am concerned about
the relationship between this subcommittee and the Department be-
cause Mr. Coffman was up here and we were asked to extend, as we
did, the lease-purchase law. We were told that the subcommitte would
be consulted, that our views would be considered, and yet when it
was contmplated that the facility at the National Airport would
be expanded I offered objection to this, the then chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. Pool, objected to it, but the Department went right
ahead as if we had not interposed any objection at all.
How can we bring a better relationship with the Department? We

made the suggestion that consideration be given to Dulles Airport.
That is in my district. Are you familiar with that?
Mr. UMARRA. I am, and we did look carefully at that, Mr. Scott.

Our problem today in that one particular instance you cite is that
we require the facility at the location where the mail is being received.
I can assure you that when and as Dulles Airport handles significant
mail, the Department will be interested in a facility at Dulles. Our
putting the facility there at the moment would not help the Depart-
ment in handling the mail.
Mr. Scarr. As I understand, you are modernizing the facility at

National Airport and there are many in the Congress that do not want
to see this airport expanded. This is a controversial matter and you
got in on the side of expanding the National Airport when it is al-
ready overcongested. I did not feel? and I say this in all sincerity,
that the Department gave due consideration to my views on this or
the views of the chairman of this subcommittee. And if this continues
to happen, certainly I will offer an amendment to the bill when it
comes up again so that the Department will not have this freedom.
I think it should have it, but at the same time I think it should pay
some attention to this committee and to the members of the
subcommittee.
Mr. 011ARRA. I wholeheartedly agree with you on that, sir.
As I recall, our commitment at National is a 5-year commitment, a

commitment of the Post Office Department which certainly gives us
the utmost flexibility with respect to a shift from National. When a
facility is required at Dulles, constructed and in being, the Depart-
ment should be able to reduce operations at National.
Mr. Scam When we were considering this Mr. Coffman, who was

then the Acting Assistant Postmaster General, assured the committee
and the members that the Department would be very hesitant to take
any action that the subcommittee did not agree with. Yet there was
not 1 day's delay in this.
Mr. COFFMAN. I would like to comment on that, Mr. Congressman.
As you know, the statute which was passed and under consideration

at that time, required that 30 days before we enter into a contract for
a leased facility of 20,000 square feet or more, we were required to

20-795-68 3
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file a report with the committee in each instance. In this instance we
we did file such a report. In my testimony I said we would be concerned
about individual requests and we would be very concerned about com-
mittee action with respect to those reports.
What we had in this instance, as I read the record, was your own

individual objection to the facility, and we took it into account very
carefully.
Mr. Scow. You also had the chairman's objection.
Mr. COFFMAN. I understand the chairman sent your objection on

to us. But to capsule it, we received no resolution of the committee on
this matter and of course that would be a very serious consideration
to us. I am not attempting in the least to say we were concerned with
your opposition; we were. We attempted to deal with it. Mr. Batrus,Assistant Postmaster General for Transportation, wrote an explana-tory letter, but we tried to explain we were simply trying to provide
space for the quantity of mail that was there and nothing else. We werenot getting into the dispute between National and Dulles Airport.
Mr. Scorr. Let me see if I understand.
In order for the committee to be effective in controlling this, then

the committee must adopt a resolution rather than for a member ofthe committee or the chairman of the committee to contact you byletter. Before you folks would be persuaded it would take a committeeor subcommittee resolution. Is that it?
Mr. COFFMAN. I cannot answer in those specific terms. Certainly,as I said and as we did in this case, we are concerned about anyobjection and especially from a member of the committee who isreviewing our report. We felt we dealt with your objection fairlyand reasonably.
Mr. Scow. Did you delay it a day?
Mr. COFFMAN. I do not recall whether we delayed it a day. It wasdelayed after the time we had authority to enter into the transaction,I know_, but I do not have the timetable in front of me.
Mr. Scow. I just want the record to show that I do not feel properconsideration was given to this matter and when the Departmentcomes back before this committee if I am a member of the subcom-mittee, that will be brought up again.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. Scott, I would like to assure you it is my inten-tion, as chairman of this committee, to maintain a very close rela-tionship with the Bureau of Facilities and to certainly attempt toallow every member who has a legitimate question about any facilitythat is being proposed to have his case heard.
I would agree, however

' 
that I think the most effective way for us

to have some influence on the Department would probably be to pass
a committee resolution. Apparently this was a matter you and Mr.Pool had discussed and I appreciate the fact that he did forward yourletter and apparently expressed his interest in your complaint to thePost Office Department.
In line with this. I would like to ask you, Mr. O'Marra

' 
what con-trol you do have in the Department over what planes deliver themail in the Washington area? Do you have any choice as to whetherit goes to Dulles or National Airport, or is this tied in with the air

pattern and the flights by the various companies?
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I would hope, too, along with Mr. Scott, we could utilize Dulles
more than we have because this is where we have the room, and I think
it was intended to be this way. I can also appreciate the fact that at the
time the decision was made, perhaps you had to go where the activity
was.
Mr. O'MARRA. This question would be more properly answered by

the Bureau of Transportation, but from my knowledge of it paid sub-
ject to correction, we do not of course control a vast amount of mail
that moves on commercially scheduled flights. The Department does
have some control in the air taxi areas where we can by contract
arrange a flight to cover service between locations where suitable
commercial service is nonexistent. The Department does have control
in that area. But again, based on my limited knowledge, I do not feel
that the situation that exists today between National and Dulles falls
into that latter category.
The large carriers are handling the mail; they are landing at

National Airport and that is where we have to be able to receive and
handle the mail. We felt the short-term nature of our lease—and let
me just verify that.
Mr. COFFMAN. It is 5 years.
Mr. O'MARRA. Did recognize Mr. Scott's and other interests and we

were not tying ourselves to National Airport for a long period of
time. We do have leasing authority up to 30 years, but we did use 5
years in this instance.
Again, I would like to assure Mr. Scott that just as promptly as

there is mail to handle at Dulles, the Department will be interested
in establishing a facility at Dulles. We also hope it grows because we
can see the same advantages that you see.
Mr. SCOTT. Might I add, Mr. Chairman, this Government has a

$110 million investment at Dulles. It was constructed with Govern-
ment funds. I have talked with a number of pilots and they are con-
cerned about congestion at National Airport; some Members of Con-
gress are likewise. There is a difference of opinion as to whether it is
a dangerous situation at National and I would hope the Department
would take this into consideration.
Mr. O'MARRA. Yes, sir.
Mr. WILSON. As you well know, the FAA did want to decrease the

activities at National. It was because of congressional pressure that
they did not discontinue some flights. I can certainly appreciate the
problems that Federal agencies have in trying to satisfy all Congress-
men. Mr. Scott, as you may know, it was the FAA's hope that they
could divert all jet flights to Dulles, but the strong Illinois delegation
had a great influence on the final decision not to divert such flights
to Dulles.
Probably the Bureau of Facilities is caught in the same type of

controversy between two or more Members of Congress. They would
like to be able to satisfy all Congressmen to the best of their ability,
yet they have to make the decision one way or the other, and someone
is going to be disappointed.
I would again repeat, however, I certainly agree we should utilize

Dulles more than we have done and I am sure this is your intention.
Mr. Scow. Just one further word and Twill quit.
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This is still under consideration by a hearing officer of the CivilAeronautics Board. They are trying to get a recommendation fromthe Department of Transportation so they can reschedule the flights.I have no doubt they will be rescheduled and the Department mightwell be aware of this.
Mr. O'MARRA. If they are, we of course will be handling the mailand need a suitable facility that will be something beyond what wepresently have at Dulles. And we will take steps to get it.
Mr. COFFMAN. I want to reinforce that. As you perhaps know, wehave a facility at Dulles where we handle a substantial quantity ofmail, more than you might expect us to be handling there, but it hasjust about reached capacity with the mail now being handled. In thiscase, it would look like an increase in mail would indicate a largerfacility. We now occupy a building that was originally built in con-nection with the airport.
Mr. WILSON. Thank you very much for helping to clear up thisproblem.
Mr. O'MARRA. Yes, sir.
The purpose of this chart is to point out that, for example, in theareas of mechanization in the mail handling system in fiscal 1966 and1967, we not only committed our funds requested and planned for thispurpose, but were able to commit some additional funds diverted fromother purposes.

ACTUAL PERFORMANCE AND PLANS' (CONT'D)...

TI-IE MODERNIZATION
PROGRAM

PLANNED ACTUAL PLANNED
P/1968 FY 1968 P/1969
(000's) (s000's) ($000's)

LEASE OF SPECIALLY
CONSTRUCTED FACILITIES

MODERNIZATION OF
FEDERAL BUILDINGS

MECHANIZATION OF
MAIL-HANDLING SYSTEMS

MOTORIZATION OF
CARRIER. ROUTES

AUTOMATION OF DATA
PROCESSING

132,231 126,881 150,665

41,855 44,678 17,000

65,029 60,242 65,465

25,477 25,465 47,541

4,779 9,746 10,520

This chart (see above) shows our record for fiscal 1968 and whatwe plan to do in each of these areas in fiscal 1969. The point I wish toleave with you is that we take into account, in asking for funds, ourability to properly manage the expenditures of funds and we have hadin the years shown here the ability to accomplish our program.
We have two examples of the planning and management techniquesthat we used in accomplishing our programs. I would just like tomention them briefly.
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We have what we call a F—ACT—S system in the facilities area.
This system involves computer storage of many items of informa-
tion on our 27,000 leased facilities, our 3,000-plus federally owned
facilities and over 2,000 new facilities in some stage of development.
We can generate management information reports that we need, fore-
cast our requirements for rent, project utilities cost, and so on, based
on the bank of information on existing facilities.
On our facilities in process we have stored milestone information

on all size facilities. As you know, the bulk of our program numeri-
cally is in the regions. We can produce management information on the
status of each facility in process so that our regional managers and
supervisors are able to measure how effectively the real estate offices
are performing.
For example, we know what should have been accomplished in an

accounting period, and the computer can tell us just what was accom-
plished. So this F—ACT—S system has two purposes;  information stor-
age on existing facilities and a technique to producedata for planning,
reporting, and management control purposes on work in process.
Mr. WILSON. In connection with the computer program, is the De-

partment dealing with any particular computer company at this time,
or do you allow all companiess to bid on a proposed program? What is
the procedure you follow?
Mr. ()MARRA. I will have to say that I do not know the answer to

that, but I would be very happy to get it for you unless someone here
on the staff has it.
Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I believe I might clear that up. We

are dealing with the Control Data Corp. with respect to the major
part of procurement of ADP equipment, to the extent that they have
a $33 million equipment contract for the postal source data system.
I understand that the method used in awarding that contract was

what I believe can accurately be described as competitive negotiation.
That is, the various ADP companies who were interested made pro-
posals to the Department, which were evaluated and the award then
made to the company which could produce the desired equipment
at the lowest price. This was the method used in awarding the contract
to Control Data Corp.
Mr. WiLsoN. Thank you.
Mr. (YMARRA. Another management technique the Department uses

in the procurement area is one we call Project Speed. This is a very
significant management tool for a complex program. We have assigned
for all major items of procurement, key milestone dates for accomplish-
ing necessaary procurements and have identified the various offices
and bureaus within the Department that are responsible for accom-
plishing that milestone. Again, this is a computer-oriented technique.
Any time we wish to know the status of our programs, we can get in-
formation from the computer which tells us what we accomplished on
time, what we have missed, and who missed it. We are then in a posi-
tion to immediately speed up the program.

Incidentally, we have distributed this schedule to all prospective
suppliers of our equipment. They find the document extremely useful
because it programs our procurement action over the course of a
year. It gives them an overall picture of our requirements, rather than
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learning of them as the individual items are put out for bids. Our
bidders can then schedule their own in-house activities to be in the
most favorable position to bid on Post Office Department procurement
when the date for those bids arrives.
Mr. Scow. Mr. Chairman, let me ask, on your contract when it

is for construction of a facility or architects, of any general nature,
where you enter into agreement, do you give consideration to trying to
get people from the States where the facility will be, or do you just
go anywhere in the country?
I have had some architects, as I recall, that made inquiry about this

and some other people that come by the office and have indicated that
they felt that Virginia people should get Virginia work. I am wonder-
ing: about this.
Mr. O'MARRA. The selection of architects is a responsibility of the

Bureau of Research and Engineering. I would ask Dr. Packer to
comment on that if he would.
Mr. PACKER. Mr. Scott, we make it a policy to select an architectural

and engineering design firm from the community where the postal
facility will be located. The only exception is when the community
does not have an adequately qualified firm. We make a very pains-
taking and careful evaluation of the background, talents, capabilities
and kind of people a firm has, and invariably we select the best quali-
fied local firm for the job.
Mr. WILSON. Incidentally, Mr. Scott, Dr. Packer and his group

will be with us tomorrow to give US a complete rundown on their
procedures.
Mr. SCOTT. I did not mean it in any critical sense at all. I was just

asking for information because I have had that question posed to me
by a number of people, saying that people living in Virginia did not
want the Washington firms, just across the river but still competitors,
and they felt Virginia work should go to Virginia firms. I feel sure
that happens in all of the States, not just my State.
Mr. WiLsoN. I can see where there could be some problems between

Virginia and Washington firms, because the Washington firms' em-
ployees probably reside in Virginia. I can assure you that in working
with both Mr. O'Marra's bureau and Dr. Packer's bureau, on the
modernization and new facilities program that has been taking place
in California, I have witnessed the most careful and proper methods
of handling the problems involved. Also, if you have any architects
that you want to be included on a list, Dr. Packer's department will be
happy to receive them and give any architect consideration who may
not previously have done Federal work. They do this in a most fair
manner from what I have been able to determine. It is a very fine
system and the best man usually gets the job.
Mr. SCOTT. Let me assure Mr. O'Marra I have no intention of recom-

mending any particular person to any particular job. That is certainly
the Department's function, but I had had this question posed to me a
number of times.
Mr. (YMARRA. Yes, sir.
Mr. Chairman, we have in the record a chart (see p. 19) covering
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the development of a postal public building and some explanatory
notes. I would like in this area to comment only very briefly at this
time if I may.
The development of a new major facility is perhaps the most in-

teresting and dramatic feature of our capital investment program,
iand we n the Department have been seeking ways to speed up this

total process. I know in our dealings with the Members of Congress 
ithey often wonder why the process s so lengthy, what is going on, and

why it does take so long. We have attempted here in this chart to lay
out the chronology and explain step by step the principal milestones
in completing a major facility, and also to point out the wide variety
of problems we can run into at any key step along the way.
With your permission, I would like to leave this in the record and

be responsive today or any other time to any questions that might come
up as a result of this statement.
I would like to go to the last area that was mentioned earlier to be

covered and that was the area of special problems (see below) . Here

XPEGY,41 PROBLIkkr...
- Policy of Lease vs. Federa I Construction
- Appropriations Cycle

• Annual Funding
• Competition for available funds
• Length of the budget cscle

- Maintenance Support
- Limitations on Personnel

I can respond to the question you raised, Mr. Chairman, on the shiftin policy from Federal to lease construction.
I also believe that the method we will use in acquiring major facilitiesis one that is going to require some very close attention in the forth-coming fiscal year.
If I can recite a little bit of history, in 1963 studies conducted by theGeneral Accounting Office, the Bureau of the Budget, and the PostOffice Department indicated that with respect to larger facilities, par-ticularly those with mechanization, indicated that it was more eco-nomical to federally construct the building than to lease them (seep. 21) .
The primary reason for the difference in cost between the two al-ternatives lies in the fact that a leased building, because it is privatelyowned, pays local real estate taxes. The Post Office Department,through the rent stream, is, of course, paying such taxes, and thesetaxes are often very substantial. In some cities they run as much as
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ME PACE PROBLEM MUST gE SOLVED...
POLICY 

-Major Facilities are generally more economical if Federally constructed

-Minor Facilities are generally more economical if lease constructed

-Project specifications dictate lease or Federal alternatives irrespective of size

OBJECTIVES 
-To initiate all projects included in the fiscal year request

-To keep overall project on schedule

TECHNIQUES 
-Use of site account on initial actions
-Fund critical actions from appropriated Postal Public Building resources

-Request additional funding of projects in subsequent years

EXAMPLES 
FUNDING SCHEDULE (o00's)

PROJECT FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970 

- Atlanta, Georgia 1,800 (Site) 1,500 (AE,E) 35,544 (Construction- 1971)
-Tucson, Arizona 192 (A&E) 200 (Site) 5,588 (Construction)

$1 a square foot. In virtually all cases taxes will add 20 to 30 percent
to the ultimate cost of a building when you are looking at the total
term of the lease.

In. the face of these facts and increased congressional interest, the
Department decided in 1966 to change its policy and attempt to con-
struct most of its major facilities as Federal buildings. The General
Services Administration cooperated with us to the extent that they
delegated to the Post Office Department the authority to construct
buildings "primarily for postal purposes." With this delegation of
authority, we started on this program in fiscal 1968 by seeking $55
million in funds for what we call postal public buildings. These are
federally owned buildings constructed through the Post Office Depart-
ment. This Postal Public Buildings appropriation request was cut to
$30 million by the Congress. This cut did not hamper the program
substantially because most of the major facilities of Department in-
terest in fiscal 1968, as you will recall from an earlier chart, were
leased facilities and had been developed to the point where a lease
construction award was ready to be made in fiscal 1968. Rather than
start the cycle all over again and delay the buildings to get them under
the Federal construction program, these projects continued as lease
facilities.
To execute our new policy of Federal construction in fiscal 1969,

the Department requested $88,300,000 from the Congress for Postal
Public Buildings. This was subsequently cut to $50 million.
We have a revolving fund of more than $30 million which was re-

lated to our lease construction program. This money was used to
fund site acquisition and design costs, so that when we went out for
bids on the lease construction program, every bidder knew the pre-
cise site and its costs and had complete and final working drawings.
produced by the architect against which he could bid. This put all
bidders on an equitable basis for bidding, and was the only way we
could properly evaluate a bid. Because we have this site fund. the.

20-795-68 4
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cut of some 43 percent, or $38 million, out of our $88 million requestwill not seriously affect the program and the corresponding projectsin fiscal 1969.
What we are doing in effect in obligating the $30 million-phis inthat site fund to keep our projects on schedule. But once obligated,unless that site fund is reimbursed, we do not have the money to ac-commodate another significant cut in postal public buildings pro-gram. Therefore,

i
while it is a revolving fund, it will not continue tobe one unless t is reimbursed. We have, then, the $50 million in ap-propriated funds to keep the program on schedule this year, and the$30 million-plus in the site fund that we are committing. We don'tlike to have to commit the fund in this way. but we need the facilitiesand it is the only way we can keep our facilities, project by project,from being delayed another year.

If there is a sharp curtailment of funds in the next fiscal year wewill be faced with the situation—since we will have no funding al-ternative as the site fund is committed—of whether in the absenceof capital funds the Department must revert to the leasing programfor the construction of major facilities. We recognize that lease con-struction does cost more in the long run than Federal ownership, butwe also recognize that proceeding on a lease basis is cheaper thancontinuing to operate our existing facilities, which either cannot bemechanized, are in the wrong location for today's transportationmode, or operationally we are split up in three, four, or five separatelocations with very high daily shuttle costs between those locations.We are going to be faced with that decision if sufficient capital fundsare not avilable to fund the postal public buildings program. That ispolicy and problem area No. 1. I think it will be getting some atten-tion in the course of the next year.
The second problem area is our appropriations cycle.
Mr. DANIELS. Before you get into that, Mr. O'Marra, may I aska question, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. WILSON. Yes, Mr. Daniels.
Mr. DANIELS. On the $30 million site fund that you just spoke about,with that money you go out and locate a site and if you deem it advis-able to acquire it you proceed to do so ?
Mr. OMARRA. Yes, sir.
Mr. DANIELS. And do whatever is necessary to prepare that land forbidders to construct the building. Now, in that event, would the build-ing belong to the Post Office Department or would you enter into alease with the contractor constructing the project?
Mr. ()MARRA. If it is a lease construction project, one of the obliga-tions of the successful bidder is to Nay that site from the Department.The Department, rather than owning it, merely controls it. In that case,it has an option to purchase the site and that option is turned over tothe successful bidder. It then becomes his site, as likewise the buildingon it which we are going to lease is his building.
Mr. DANIELS. In so doing, he reimburses the fund for what it costthe Government to acquire that site?
Mr. O'MARRA. That is true.
Mr. DANIELS. So the money comes back into the fund?
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Mr. ()MARRA. Yes, on lease construction.
Mr. DANIELS. What has been your experience with reference to the

amount of money expended each year in entering into such acquisitions

and in negotiating leases?
Mr. ()MARRA. As far as the adequacy of the funding?
Mr. DANIELS. Yes.
Mr. O'MARRA. The fund has been adequate. We have not had, to my

knowledge, any instance where we could not acquire a site, hire an ar-

chitect, and thereby delay the project. So the site fund has served the

Department extremely well. It has been made up each time because

the successful bidder reimburses us for the site and reimburses the

Department for the architectural fees. These are terms in our specifica-

tions that he knows he has to meet..
Mr. DANIELS. Assuming you have $30 million commencing with

fiscal 1969, which began this past July 1, and you entered into lease

arrangements, how much would you anticipate spending this year and

how long would it take to get that money back into the fund?
Mr. ()MARRA. For leasing arrangements for major facilities2 we

would need very little because of our policy shift. We show, I believe,

in our program for fiscal 1969 one building that we plan to lease that

would be a major facility. There are certain circumstances where the

only way we can proceed with a major facility is on the lease basis.

An example is at an airport where we cannot own the site. The air-

port authority would not sell us the site but is willing to give the

Department a ground lease for a long period .of time. We would use

that ground lease, then, to go into. a lease construction project even

though it might be a major facility. We have to be at the airport but

we cannot own the property. Instances of this type will continue. We

need enough in the site fund to take care of this kind of exception

under the new Federal construction policy and to take. care of o
ur

smaller regional projects where we are talking about very small sites

and little or no architectural expenses. This year we have prov
ided

enough in the revolving fund so we won't get ourselves caught in
 a.

funding predictment. This takes very careful management to make su
re

that we have funds on hand, from reimbursemetns, at the time nec
es-

sary to meet new commitments.
We have one other alternative that helps us. We can often get

 a 1-

year option on a site which permits us to buy at a specified purcha
se

price. The option to exercise purchase in effect gives us control of th
at

site for a year without having to pay out the money for the sit
e. If

within that 1-year period we could complete a lease construction pro
j-

ect or contract, the Department never has to buy the site becaus
e the

successful bidder then exercises the option and we did not tie up
 any

Department funds in the transaction. We follow that practice t
o the

maximum extent that we can. We think that what we have done wi
th

the site fund in this current fiscal year is proper and that it is goi
ng to

keep the projects in our program on schedule. What we are concern
ed

with is our ability to restore the $30 million from appropriated fun
ds

in our next request for postal public buildings. The point is, unless 
we

do so restore the revolving fund these 'amounts are not then availab
le

for anything else in future years. These funds have been committed
 to
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certain projects and will remain committed unless they are restored.We think it is important to restore the funds. We think it is also im-portant to fund our total postal public buildings program. I *demon-strated earlier the savings to the Department as a result of the newmechanized facilities. I also mentioned previously our increasing mailvolume. I think the Bureau of Research and Engineering is going tomention that also. We have a bigger job facing us in the future. Andwe did not do the job in the capital area we should have done in thepast.
We are not even where we should be to adequately do the job by to-day's standards, much lesss prepared for the future. When you aretalking about capital investment, I would much rather be sitting heredescribing programs to you which show how we are were equippingourselves to handle what the public expects of the Post Office Depart-ment 10 years from now. What I am really doing is telling you we arenot equipped to do the job for the public that we should be doingtoday.
We are trying to find ways to do a good job of improving service,but we don't have the facilities. Our employees are not the beneficiariesof the kind of working conditions they are entitled to today. When Isay "entitled to" I am talking about conditions comparable to whatyou would find in other industry. We just don't have them.Due to shifts, for example, in our transportation requirements, ourfacilities are in locations today that are the wrong locations. To benext door to the railroad terminal used to be the best location for thePost Office, or even sitting right, over the tracks. That is not true today.So we are incurring considerable expense, that is, the American publicis incurring significant expense, in moving mail from where our PostOffice is today to where the transportation is.
It makes sense, and there are savings as well, in getting the facilitieswhere they should be, modernizing them and mechanizing them at thesame time. This is the kind of program we foresee, but it is going totake dollars at a time when I know capital dollars are scarce. For ex-ample, in the next item on the chart, the competition for capital funds,we recognize that in our system the Bureau of the Budget as well asthe Congress has to weigh our capital requirements against the capitalrequirements of other agencies and other programs. Frequently we donot get what we require. But this does not lessen the needs of the PostOffice Department.
We still have a volume of mail to handle and we continue to see in-creasing volumes in the future. So our job still has to be done whetheror not capital funds are made available. This again immediately raisesthe question of not getting the capital funds. And changing the policyback to lease construction for major facilities; in the long run, this isstill cheaper than doing nothing, which is what you are faced withwithout. capital funds. We also have annual funding problems on cer-tain of our funds, particularly in the fixed mechanization area, asshown on the chart (see p. 25). This fixed mechanization is goinginto buildings, as well as other nonfixed mechanization. The buildingfunds are no-year money. The plant and equipment money that coversthe mechanization is annual money. We do run into scheduling prob-lems. If we cannot make a construction award in the intended fiscal
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TWO-YEAW PROGRAM /N FIXED MECHANZATION
/VRIES OBLIGATION OF FUNDS...

OBJ ECT1VES 
-To determine the most effective and economical decision on basis of need and resources

-To maintain progress in support of the modernization program

TECHNIQUES 
-Rank addition and alteration projects by priority

-Establish plans which exceed financial resources

-Budget new systems procurement with construction

EXAM PLES
-Budget request
-Mechanization requirements

FY 1968 FY 1969
(6000 s) ($000 s) 

52,215 49,155
53,605 53,155

year and it slips into the following fiscal year, the Department loses

the mechanization money because it. is annual money. So that is one
other problem in the appropriations area.
A second one, as I mentioned earlier, is the competition for available

funds. It is very understandable. Someone has to assign priorities and
make choices, but we are in a period in the Department's history where
we haven't accomplished the capital investment job in the past and
more is required of us in the future. We do, therefore, require a large
amount of funds on a current basis.
A third problem is the length of the budget cycle. Over this 18-

month period we try to make long-term plans and often needs arise,
after the cycle has started, that. were not anticipated at the time the
budget was put together. As an example, the Department for several
years has spent approximately $40 to S42 million for Federal building
improvements. Our plant and equipment appropriations were reduced
this year from $225 to $200 million. It was determined to take the re-
duction of $25 million out of the $42 million we had scheduled for Fed-
eral building improvements. This left us with $17 million for this pur-
pose. We do have a sizable backlog of Federal building improvement
projects that need attention, but between the time we prepared the
budget in the summer of 1967, and the receipt of funds this past July,
three new needs for Federal building improvement money had
developed.
The first of these new needs was promoted by acceleration in the

shift from movement of mail by rail storage cars to piggyback by rail,
which meant that many of our existing facilities had inadequate plat-
form and dock space, parking and maneuvering areas. They did have
railroad sidings but those cars weren't coming in any longer. The
piggyback mail handled by rail was being delivered by trader truck.

So we faced in a short period of time a serious need for funds for
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modification of our buildings to extend platform, loading areas, park-ing and maneuvering areas, needs which at the time the budget wascompiled were not quite in the picture, or fully anticipated. The second
need was dramatically called to our attention as a result of the firein Morgan Station in New York in December. This was the need to
improve our fire protection equipment and facilities. Until the Morgan
Station fire the Department's record had been extremely good in this
area. As a result of this incident, the Bureau of Research and Engi-neering is developing plans to improve fire protection. This called formore Federal building improvement money than had been provided.
Finally, a third need involved the conversion in the type of deliveryvehicle from the three-wheel mailster to four-wheel vehicles. This
development again forced a review of existing platform, parking, and
maneuvering space because of the larger size vehicle involved.
These are three examples of change in the postal service that re-

quired modernization funds and whose precise definition and need arose
subsequent to the original budget presentation.
With once yearly funding it isn't always possible to ideally match

approved resources; that is, approved funds, with your highest priority
needs.
One last point in the problem area. I hope in talking about capital

equipment and dollars I have not neglected to emphasize the fact thatour human resources are most important to all—those of us in the
Bureau of Facilities, the other Bureaus at Headquarters, and in theregional offices—who are engaged in the capital investment program.
Maintenance support is an example of the need for personnel which
are dramatically with the new buildings and new types of equipment
coming into the postal service. The Department has to meet this main-
tenance need because nothing is quite as useless as inoperableequipment..
Likewise, with the shift in policy from lease to Federal construc-tion, we have not correspondingly augmented our Realty Division

personnel complement. This one small but significant shift places anentire new order of magnitude on the headquarters staff because ouroperations with Federal construction are much more detailed and
regulated and there is much more reporting required than under the
prior lease construction program.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. O'Marra, under what conditions, if any, would youlease. a major facility while you were still operating under this current.policy? Are there any situations where you might have to do this?
Mr. 0*MARRA. Where we could not own the land that we want—and I cited an airport example—where we can make a very favorableland purchase on the condition that we put up a building that will beleased and where the economics, as a result of the land purchase, dictatethat this makes sense for the Post Office Department and the Govern-

ment because we are saving more in the cost of the land than whatthe taxes will amount to over the period of time. Mr. Coffman, can youthink of any others?
Mr. COFFMAN. The other big category is the one we have mentioned,the situation that arises when you cannot fund public buildings. Thenyou have to seriously consider whether you should do without or

whether you should go for the more expensive lease facility.
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In response to what Congressman Daniels had asked, after we ac-
quire a site and hire an architect with revolving account funds, then
we would have a choice as to whether to go with the leasing project.
This alternative we know would certainly reimburse the fund, because
we are going into the private sector and the funds are there or they
cannot bid. Their bid is even bonded for that purpose. Or, we have
the choice of going into the public building program, a course of action
which we have decided to do in large measure, as pointed out by
Mr. 0Marra.
Then we would use the appropriated funds to reimburse the revolv-

ing fund. But if you do not get the appropriated funds, then the
revolving fund is depleted and cannot be used further and your
projects stop.
If we are sharply curtailed in funds for bulidings in fiscal 1970,

having used up the flexibility offered to us by the revolving fund in
having purchased sites and employed architects with those funds, we
are then unable to reimburse it and we are stopped. We would then
have to consider using the lease program much more so than we
we have. We would have to consider reverting substantially to this
approach. We are not attempting to say here and now that we have
made any decision but that is one of the very important problem areas.
Mr. DANIELS. DO you think $30 million is an adequate sum of money

to have in that revolving fund or should it be increased?
Mr. COFFMAN. If we can get good appropriations, Congressman

Daniels, it should be adequate. On the other hand, if we continue to
have problems, the increase in that fund offers increased flexibility to
us and is helpful. We did increase it some last year, about $2 million,
by utilizing excess funds available in our building occupancy account.
Mr. DANIELS. Is there any limitation imposed by law on the amount

that shall be held in that fund?
Mr. COFFMAN. I know of none.
Mr. OMARRA. I was mentioning our personnel resources to execute

the program we have today and the program of the future. Our Bu-
reau of Research and Engineering is growing. It is at an early stage
in development. As they grow, we need to implement the fruits of
their work. We need to get their ideas and models translated into
hardware on a large scale for the Department's use.
So if we are going to adequately take advantage of the output of the

Bureau of Research and Engineering, we need to be equipped with
personnel to do just that.
At the moment, in the face of this large-scale program, we are faced

with the necessity to reduce our personnel complements at headquarters
and in our regional offices, as a result of the personnel limitation that
accompanied the tax increase bill.
I am saving here that this does not help us carry out the Post

Office's modernization program because the kind of people I have been
talking about you find in headquarters and in the regions. Congress
wisely exempted our field forces from this personnel limitation in the
interest of providing mail service. That was necessary. The failure to

iexempt management n the Post Office Department in the areas I am
talking about does make it difficult to carry out a large-scale postal
modernization program. We are still going to do the best we can to

carry it out.
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Mr. WILSON. I couldn't understand, at the time we were holding
hearings and considering the bill that exempted the Postal Depart-
ment from the manpower cutbacks, why we didn't include the entire
Postal Department. We removed from the exemption the regional
offices and the headquarters here in Washington.
While attending the national convention for the National Associa-

tion of Letter Carriers, I listened to the distinguished Senator from
Texas, Mr. Yarborough, and gathered from his comments that he per-
sonally got that bill through and was responsible for it. But I couldn't
understand, with all of the work he did in getting that bill through
personally, why he exempted the regional offices and the headquarters
here in Washington. I admonished him a little bit when I made my
remarks, for taking personal credit for the bill because, as I reminded
the letter carriers, there are two committees, one in the Senate and one
in the House, and each did a major job in trying to accomplish our
goal of exempting the Post Office Department. And, then I told them
that the House version of the bill exempted the entire Postal Depart-
ment. I don't know what the reasons were for not including this, unless
someone was mad at someone in some region in Texas.
Mr. CrMARRA. I don't know, sir. We are going to need, as I hope I

have demonstrated, people to execute these programs and while we
have experienced funding limitations, we hope these will be sur-
mounted. We also need the personnel limitation surmounted because
we would want to continue to program, manage, and utilize effectively
the funds that Congress has appropriated and directed us to use. This
is going to take some execution on our part. We need the resources to
so execute them.
Mr. WILSON. As a result of my remarks, I assume that I had better

not, in the near future, sponsor any bills that come before the Senate
committee.
Mr. O'MARRA. Sir, that concludes my testimony. I have tried to show

you the scope and magnitude of our program, to tell you how we are
carrying it out and to highlight some of the problem areas as we see
them. I do want to say again we appreciate the concern of this com-
mittee in this area which we think is a most vital area for the Post
Office Department, now and for the future.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. O'Marra, how many congressional committees do

you have to deal with in getting authorization and appropriation of
funds at the present time?
Mr. COMARRA. On our postal public buildings we deal with the Pub-

lic Works Committees in the House and the Senate. We need to get our
prospectuses for these buildings approved by those committees before
any funds can be appropriated for any of these projects.
We deal with those committees through GSA because GSA has the

public buildings program authority and we are operating under a
delegation from GSA in this area. We do testify before those com-
mittees and answer questions about our individual projects.
Of course, we deal with the appropriation subcommittees in the

House and the Senate, and the legislation subcommittees. We occa-
sionally are called before the Government Operations Committee.
Mr. WiLsoN. Of course, I recognize the Public Works Committee

has had this responsibility through the years and it is one of their
delegated authorities. I think it is unfortunate, however, that this
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committee, which handles the legislative matters with the Post Office
Department has not had a stronger voice in the building program.
It seems to me that it only makes good sense that since our com-

mittee deals with the Department in all other matters we certainly are
closer and more knowledgeable of the facilities and modernization
programs than any other committee in the Congress.
I don't know that any changes can be made; in fact I would doubt it.
I want to commend you, Mr. O'Marra, for this fine statement. It

certainly has brought us up to date with respect to the problems you
are facing and with the excellent work that has been done by your
Bureau in preparing for the needs of the Post Office Department.
I recognize, just as all other Members do I am sure, that the biggest

problem you face is trying to maintain a schedule. You talked about
planning a facility, from the time you start it until the time you are
ready to use the facility, over a 4-year period. Now, you cannot plan
properly under the present system where the Appropriations Com-
mittee has to deny you funds—not because they don't want to give
them to you but because of world conditions or other matters—which
interferes with your desire to proceed in a businesslike manner.
I am introducing a bill today which, unfortunately we will not be

able to have hearings on by the end of this year. But, I am introducing
it anyway for the sole purpose of allowing the Post Office Department
to study it, and for other Members to study it to see if it may not be a
partial solution to the funding problems you face. I think Dr. Packer's
bureau is entitled to many more times the amount of money that they
are able to get each year.
You came out of private industry, Mr. O'Marra, and you know

what 'Western Electric, the Bell System, budgets each year for research
and engineering in order to try to keep pace with the growing needs
that they have in business. Business would be completely unable to
keep pace with their needs if they had to use the funds that we make
available to a business such as the Post Office Department. I doubt very
much whether the Kappel Commission report will be adopted by Con-
gress in its entirety. Congress is not willing to give up something that
they control, and there are good reasons why they probably should not.
There are parts of the report, however, that merit serious considera-

tion. One of these parts I have included in the legislation I will
introduce.
My bill would create a new authority that would raise and supply

capital funds to the Post Office Department for the purpose of financ-
ing its capital building program. The administrator would be the
Postmaster General who would hold all powers and duties and func-
tions of the authority which would be exercised by the authority. The
administrator would appoint an executive director for a term of 5
years who would serve at the pleasure of the administrator. This
authority will raise capital funds by floating bonds in the same man-
ner as the method used by the TVA. These funds would be given to the
Post Office for Post Office Department needs for building and modern-
ization of new facilities. The Post Office Department would still ad-
minister the building program. This is the main difference between
my bill and the recommendation of the Kappel Commission. I think
it is a compromise that Congress might give serious consideration to
and one that would certainly, if we were able to adopt it, solve the



problems that you people have in trying to adopt a program and then
be able to proceed with it in an orderly fashion.
As I say, we cannot hold hearings on this, this year, but it will give us

something to talk about and think about. In the event I am back here
in January I will reintroduce it for serious consideration in the 91st
Congress.
In the meantime, we would appreciate any suggestions or recom-

mendations that the Department may have in connection with this

Are there any questions by members of the subcommittee?
Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to apologize to the

Assistant Postmaster General O'Marra and Mr. Coffman for being
late for this hearing this morning, but I want to assure you that it was
not due to a lack of interest. It was due to the fact that I had an
executive session of the Subcommittee on Retirement, Insurance, and
Health Benefits, and we reported out another bill this morning.
So I am pleased to have heard part of your testimony.
Mr. O'IVIarra, perhaps you can answer this question: How many

it offices and post office facilities do you have in the United States,
spread throughout the whole length and breadth of the 50 States that
you deem obsolete, substandard, and should be replaced with modern
up-to-date buildings as well as equipment?
Mr. ()MARRA. I do not have it in number of facilities, Congressman

Daniels, but the Bureau of Operations has determined that of our
existing 140 million square feet of space, 45 million square feet is
obsolete.
Mr. DANnms. That is approximately one-third.
Mr. O'MARRA. I would suspect that that one-third is in the larger

and older Federal buildings, so it wouldn't be one-third of the space
obsolete in terms of number of facilities. Our space is concentrated. Of
our 140 million square feet of space, 58 percent of it is in our 27,000
leased facilities and 42 percent of it is in our 3,000 Federal buildings.
As the Federal buildings represent the larger buildings, I would
suspect that the bulk of the 45 million square feet, of obsolete space is
in that type of building. It might involve only, for example, 5 percent
of the number of our facilities, although it is one-third of our space.
Mr. DANIELS. What would you estimate it would cost to modernize

those 45 million square feet?
Mr. °MARRA. To replace that 45 million square feet we probably

would spend $30 per square foot, so we are talking about $1,350 mil-
lion for buildings. We would then have to equip that space. I would
say that we are not talking about quite as much in the way of equip-
ment in terms of dollars, but I think you are looking at something in
the order of $2 to $2.5 billion.
Mr. DANIELS. How much was appropriated last year for construc-

tion purposes?
Mr. 0'1VIAnz.k. $50 million for postal public buildings, which is Fed-

eral construction, and of course rent to cover some lease construction
in minor facilities.
Mr. DANIELS. You are talking about this $50 million?
Mr. ()MARRA. For Federal construction.
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Mr. DANIELS. Has the Post Office Department done much construc-
tion work in the past 10 years?
Mr. O'MARRA. In the lease program 
Mr. DANIELS. I am not talking about the lease program but the

actual construction of post offices.
Mr. O'MARRA. No, sir. Our construction work, as distinguished from

GSA, really began with fiscal year 1968, the first year we had authority
to construct our own space.
Mr. DANIELS. That was the year 1968?
Mr. O'MARRA. 1968; yes.
Mr. DANIELS. What do you have on the drawing boards today in

the area of construction?
Mr. O'MARRA. In the area of construction we have approval for

three awards which we can make this year. We should make awards
next year as these will be ready and will require some significant
construction dollars. I mentioned this year we can only make three
awards out of the $50 million appropriated funds. Then, of course,
we lack site and design money on some additional projects, as well.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. Daniels, chart No. 5 in the report which Mr.

O'Marra presented gives the construction space modernization needs
by year.
Mr. DANIELS. I won't consume much more time. I will take the op-

portunity to read and study your report. If there are any questions
that come to mind I shall get in touch with you.
Mr. O'MARRA. Yes, sir.
Mr. DANIELS. Thank you very much.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. Scott?
Mr. Scow. I would compliment the Chair again for calling this

meeting, and compliment the gentlemen for being here. I think, how-
ever, we have just sort of scratched the surface. I would urge the
chairman, if it appears practical to him, to have similar meetings
about twice a year, or something like this, because if the Congress is
going to exercise any legislative oversight of the Post Office Depart-
ment I feel we need to get together about twice a year. A formal state-
ment is fine, but I think we need this exchange between members of
the subcommittee and people in control in the executive branch.
Thank you again, gentlemen, for being here.
Mr. O'MARRA. Thank you.
Mr. WILSON. I certainly appreciate that comment, Mr. Scott. I

agree, too, that we should have as close a liaison as possible with the
Bureau of Facilities and the Bureau of Research and Engineering,
and that we should know what their plans are because this makes it
easier for us to intelligently comment about post office matters on the
floor when problems come up and when we are talking about appro-
priation matters.
I think that it is extremely valuable for all of us to have this type

of information and the opportunity to ask questions about it, to pro-
ceed as we have done today. It might be helpful to you gentlemen, also.
Thank you very much.
Dr. Packer, would it be better for you to start your part of this

tomorrow? We only have about 15 minutes left. Will that fit into your
schedule?
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Mr. PACKER. We have about 40 minutes of presentation prepared.
We can go on now, if you wish, or tomorrow morning.
Mr. WILsoN. Why don't we do it tomorrow morning, because I

think the continuity of it is important and I know it is going to be an
extremely valuable contribution to the hearings. I hope, Mr. Scott and
Mr. Daniels, it will be possible for you and other members of the
committee to be with us tomorrow because when we hear from Dr.
Packer we get right down to the original planning and the scientific
approach to the problems of the Post Office Department.
We look forward to your contribution tomorrow, Dr. Packer.
Are there any other questions or comments that anyone has to make ?

If not, the subcommittee will adjourn, to resume tomorrow.
(Whereupon, at 11 :43 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene

at 10 a.m., Thursday, September 26, 1968.)
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTAL FACILITIES AND MODERNIZATION

OF THE C0M3fITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE.
Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:08 a.m., in room
210, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Charles H. Wilson (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.
Mr. WILSON. The meeting will come to order.
I want to thank you, Dr. Packer, and the representatives from your

Bureau who are with you today to present the testimony. I would
also like to thank Mr. O'Marra for the fine presentation he made
yesterday and the contribution that was made to our hearings.
It is my understanding, Dr. Packer, that you will probably de-

vote some of your testimony this morning to supplementing what
Mr. O'Marra had to say. Then we also would like to have you get
into some of your R. & D. work, if you could, and give us some informa-
tion about the programs you are working on and the hopes that you
have for the R. & D. and scientific mechanization of our postal
facilities.
If you will introduce the people who are with you and then proceed

in your own fashion.

STATEMENT OF LEO S. PACKER, ASSISTANT POSTMASTER GEN-
ERAL, BUREAU OF RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING, ACCOM-
PANIED BY PAUL G. HENDRICKSON, DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS;
PETER C. HYZER, DIRECTOR OF CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING;
RICHARD W. HARRIS, INDUSTRIAL ENGINEER; ALVIN P. HANES,
CHIEF, INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING; AND JAMES L. COLE, DEP-
UTY DIRECTOR, RESEARCH AD DEVELOPMENT

Mr. PACKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am very pleased to introduce my associates from the Bureau of

Research and Engineering. On my right, Mr. Paul G. Hendrickson,
who is Director of Operations. He is responsible for administration,
management, and program control in the entire Bureau. He has a
varied management background in private industry. He is doing an
absolutely indispensable job in making this Bureau a businesslike
operation.
Mr. Hyzer, on my left, is Director of Construction Engineering.

Mr. Hyzer is a graduate of the U.S. Military Academy, has a master's
degree in civil engineering from MIT, and is a retired general officer

(33)
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in the Army Corps of Engineers where he was responsible for some ofthe largest and most complex construction programs in the country.We are very fortunate to have a man of such caliber responsible for avital part of our Bureau.
Mr. Hanes is Director of Industrial Engineering. He has a longcareer in varied engineering activities, graduate studies in civil andindustrial engineering. He is building our industrial engineeringcapabilities with great energy and great enthusiasm.
Mr. Cole, second on my left, is Deputy Director of Research andDevelopment. I am sorry that Dr. Reilley, Director of Research andDevelopment, is not able to be here today. He had a surgical opera-t ion last week and is now recuperating.
Mr. Cole is a graduate engineer and has a distinguished career inmanagement and organization of techncial activities in the militarysector. He will very ably represent our R. & D. activities.
Mr. Harris is a graduate industrial engineer who works for Gen-eral Hyzer in the management and control of our several hundredconstruction engineering projects. He will make the principal pres-entation in the construction engineering area.
What we would like to do this morning, Mr. Chairman, is to giveyou an overview of our work in very general terms.
Now, it is quite obvious that with research and development beingresponsible for some 350 projects and 200 industry contracts, wecannot give you a project-by-project review. Industrial engineering,which is a small but growing organization, is responsible for 50projects. Construction engineering under Mr. Hyzer has some 500individual projects of various sizes and degrees of complexity.
So we will not attempt to delve deeply into any specifics, but try-to provide for you a review of what we think is important and sig-nificant and of interest to this committee. We also are aware thatwe testified before this committee on May 23, 1967, and had the priv-ilege of presenting at that time our plans and our programs, ongoingand for the future.
I think we have considerable additional progress to report at thistime. I would like to proceed with the presentation, emphasizing firstconstruction engineering, in order to provide continuity with Mr.O'Marra's presentation yesterday.
So we will spend the first half, approximately, of our presentationin the area of engineering support for the major facilities programwhich is the responsibility of the Bureau of Facilities under Mr.O'Marra.
I will return after this presentation to talk at further length aboutour research and development and our industrial engineeringactivities.
Now, with your permission, we will proceed with Mr. Harris.Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, this portion of the presentation is whatthe Bureau of Research and Engineering does to support the postalmodernization program. It is an explanation of how the programis derived and here are some charts which illustrate what the scope ofthe program is and how it will be implemented.
The program starts by defining the mail volume, which is a resultof personal income and population growth.
Here you can see where we are today and how the mail volumehas grown and is projected to continue to grow.
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From the mail volume projections we are able to develop our space
requirements, mechanization requirements, personnel requirements,

both at headquarters in the planning area and in the field as far as
manning the post offices is concerned, and the funding that is required
to support the program.
The space requirements are derived from the Bureau of Operations.

They establish the plan, provide it to us, and we in turn are responsible
for costing the facilities and for the mechanization in support of the
program.
Then all other bureaus will be responsible for developing the per-

sonnel and funding requirements.
From the mail projections, the Bureau of Operations establishes a

5-year space program. What I would like to try to explain here is
approximately where we are today where we have approximately 100
million square feet of space that is adequate. This is the area which
Mr. O'Marra discussed yesterday where we have inadequate space and
here is our deficit in space at the present time.
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In other words, we have almost a double program. One program isto try to make up the space which we do not have now to operate sat-isfactorily to make up the space or to replace the space which is un-satisfactory and then to maintain an ongoing program which willsatisfy the increase in mail volumes.
Now, in addition to the new space required to satisfy the increasein mail volumes, we will also be experiencing between 6 and 10 percentobsolescence each year. In other words, facilities—because of increasedmail volumes—will have to be replaced. So it is almost a doubleprogram that we are working on at this time.
As far as the scope is concerned, in order to get on top of the pro-gram we have approximately $300 million required during the next5 years in the area of fixed mechanization equipment. Fixed mech-anized equipment is that equipment which is installed in a post officewhich is custom designed and satisfies a particular requirement.
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This $300 million is divided into two segments, approximately $200
million required for new equipment, new systems, and approximately
$100 million required to modify or to alter the systems which we cur-
rently have in operation required by the changing mail volumes and
the changing mix in the mail.
There will be approximately $55 million required during the next

5 years for nonfixed mechanized eciuipment. Nonfixed equipment is
equipment which can be moved within a facility or between facilities.
This is noncustomized, it is standardized and can be used for the same
end product in any facility. ii
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To give you some kind of an understanding of the scope of the pro-

gram, this top curve defines the total volume of mail which is capable
of being machine run in the mail preparation area. These projections
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being developed by the Bureau of Operations do not represent the
total volume of mail but just that which is capable of being machine
run. Here we show what the program is and what our goals are for
satisfying the problem of trying to mechanize the preparation of
letter-sized mail.
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The top curve represents the volume of first-class letter mail which
is capable of being handled by letter sorters. Here again, this is not
the total volume, but just that which is economical to process. The
bottom curve is the goal which we anticipate reaching in order to
mechanize this particular operation. To explain why the lower curve
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does not ever reach the top curve, there are certain times during the
day when letter sorters, because of their capacities, are not used to
process low volumes of mail, although we might have them available
within the facility. This again represents the volume to be machine
handled.
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Here we have an example of what we are going to do in the area

of parcel post mechanization where we are having parcel post sorting
systems installed. The top curve represents the total volume as pro-
jected during the next 5 years, capable of being machine handled,
the bottom curve being the goal of the program that we are currently
planning to satisfy.
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This is the nonpreferential sack mail which is handled by mechani-
zation. The top curve is the total volume and the bottom curve a goal
which we are striving toward.
Now, personnel requirements in support of this program are devel-

oped by each participating bureau, and the people who are involved
in this are the Bureau of Operations, Bureau of Transportation, Bu-
reau of Facilities Bureau of Research and Engineering, and the
regional counterparts of these organizations.
Manpower availability in any one of these five organizations estab-

lishes the rate of project development. This further explains, I believe,
what some of your points were yesterday on the manpower problem
in the various organizations.
As an example, the Bureau of Operations has not received any addi-

tional personnel in their planning organization in the last 3 years.
The Bureau of Transportation has not increased their personnel level
in the area of planning project development in the last 3 years. It ismy understanding that the Bureau of Facilities has only increased
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their personnel 15 percent since 1961 in the planning area. The only
reason that they have been able to continue to satisfy the requirements
of the program is because of the heavy use of their regional personnel.Research and Engineering has received some positions but not suffi-
cient to maintain the program level. We have been able to maintain
this program level, however, by contracting packages of the designout, and having the projects maintained on schedule in this manner.
The regional people; we have not been able to obtain any regionalcounterparts of personnel in the last 2 years.
Now, all of these particular organizations at the present time arejust about up to their maximum workload, and any increase in work-load is going to start resulting in some program lag.
Just briefly, the funding requirements again are jointly developedby all participating bureaus. The Bureau of 'Operations defines theprogram, we cost the program, we provide the program cost elements

to the Bureau of Facilities and they, in turn, establish the
appropriations.
To explain to you something about our workload: We have here achart which represents three things; one, the starts which we have

experienced in the Bureau. This includes the new construction, cost ofmechanization, modification jobs, and so forth, represented in dollars.
We try to weigh our workload by dollar value of projects. This cyl-
inder through the center here, this pipeline, indicates the volume of
work which we have in-house during each of the fiscal years. The
bottom line here, these cylinders, represent what is coming out of the
pipeline. I think it is quite apparent here that although we start many
jobs here in the area of 1968 and 1969, this vcilume of work or the
completions are not actually recognized until we get downstream.

Design, which is quite heavy through the period of 1969 and 1970,tapers off and is equal to the construction workload in 1972. 1973.and 1974.
Here again, this only represents known work today. Normally, eachyear more known work or emergency type efforts arise which changethese levels of requirements for personnel.
Now, at this point, if there are no questions, I believe Mr. Hyzer will

continue. Mr. Hyzer.
Mr. HYZER. I would like to carry on Mr. Harris' extension of Mr.

O'Marra's remarks of yesterday.
Construction engineering is responsible for the design of buildings

and mechanization, both new facilities and modifications, moderniza-
tion of old facilities. We also supervise the construction to assure com-
pliance with our contract requirements.
Mr. WiLsoN. I wonder if you could tell us where Facilities ends

and you start, or where you start and end, and Facilities start.
Mr. HYZER. Mr. Chairman, it doesn't work that way. There is no

starting and ending, really, in the procedure. We have certain func-
tional responsibilities, but throughout the process all the bureaus are
involved.
I guess, briefly, the Bureau of Operations establishes the require-

ments, they are responsible for operating the mail and post offices. So
we must work very closely with the Bureau of Operations throughout
the whole procedure.
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The Bureau of Transportation moves the mail between post offices,

so they are very interested in our dock facilities, truck terminals, loca-
tion of facilities for transportation networks, and so forth. Mr.

O'Marra is Chairman of the Major Facilities Review Committee that

coordinates and funds the whole program. They handle the real estate

activity, procure the sites. The Procurement Division procures con-

tracts for mechanization. The Realty Division is the contracting

agency on our architect-engineer design contracts and construction

contracts, whether they be on a leased facility or postal public

building.
The Maintenance Division, of course, is interested because they

maintain the facilities after they are in operation.
Now, various other' bureaus are also involved to a lesser degree; but

the coordination responsibility is in the Bureau of Research and Engi-

neering-Construction Engineering, in that we work with the other

bureaus during the planning and development phase. We have the

technical responsibility for the design—working with the other

bureaus on both buildings and mechanization—and then during the

construction phase we monitor the contractors or the lessor to assure

we get what we ask for.
I think that covers, in a nutshell, the interchange or coordination.

Mr. WILSON. You were going to proceed on something else.

Mr. HYZER. I just covered our responsibilities.
Now we are looking toward the future. We have a tremendous pro-

gram but we must somehow build, install better machines in better

buildings, quicker and at less cost. Our goals for the future are really

to do this to the best of our ability, and we are doing it in four areas.

In design we are doing it by better management internally and better

coordination with the other bureaus, principally through Mr.

O'Marra's Major Facilities Review Committee. We are using com-

puters to a much greater extent, particularly in our design of process

machinery systems. We are using models as an engineering tool and

also as a training device. We are making greater use of architect-

engineer firms in the design aof buildings, and now in the mechaniza-

tion area, of process machinery.
Dr. Packer has been prodding us toward greater professionalism

in our design, to consider the total environment, the esthetics, the

working conditions and to provide flexibility, so that we can change as

new requirements are established.
In the construction field we have a problem, particularly in coordi-

nation of the building construction and mechanization installation

under separate contracts. We hope to combine these contracts at least
on a trial basis. We are using the critical path method as a means of
control. We have an Installation Liaison Division which works with

the local postmaster and his operating and maintenance people to pro-

vide a better transition between the manual handling in the old post

office and the mechanization of the new post office.
In the technology area we are working in four areas. I have a new

Assistant Director for Construction Technology. We have a small

Research Division that has been working for almost 2 years now build-

ing up a program not on basic research, which is accomplished in

research and development, but trying to handle our day-to-day con-
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struction problems; better materials, better procedures, better con-struction methods.
We have a Standards Division which is standardizing on the goodthings which we have accomplished so we have less and less customdesign for each post office.
We have a small value engineering group which is just gettingstarted trying to apply the procedures developed in industry and theDepartment of Defense, to make things more functional and at lesscost.
Finally, we have an evaluation group which goes into post officesabout a year after occupancy to find out what our mistakes were, tofind out what the good things were, so that we can incorporate theminto future designs.
In other words, they feed back the lessons we have learned to design,construction and other technology staffs.
Now, for the future I think decentralization is one of the majormethods of accomplishing an expanding program. Some of us believe

that most of this work shouldn't be done here in Washington, it shouldbe done in the field. As you know, we have 15 regional offices. Each
has an engineering branch. Their capability has been quite limited,
as Mr. Harris pointed out, particularly due to lack of adequateman-
power because of the personnel restrictions by Congress.
However, we are trying to improve their capability by many means.

Our standards program, of course, will be a big help to the regions.
We are delegating more work to the regions as rapidly as their capabil-ity develops to handle it and we hope soon to have the regions doinglarger facilities and most of our modification work.
Mr. WiLsoN. You mentioned that some of your design work in-volves a system whereby you won't have to have architects on everyjob, you will have a standard type design. I would imagine you couldonly apply this concept to a certain size of post office. Even now, ap-parently, some post offices under 50,000 square feet are able to be builtwithout having an outside architect.
Mr. HYZER. Not on 50,000 square feet.
Mr. WILSON. Under 50,000 square feet.
Mr. HYZER. The 50,000 square feet is now the cutoff point on a majorfacility which is handled in headquarters. Under 50,000 square feet isgenerally done in the regions. On a test basis we are using architect-engineers working with regional personnel to provide the final plansand specifications. This has worked very well so far.
Generally speaking, the regions make tentative drawings which areturned over to the lessor and then the lessor hires his architect to com-plete the final working drawings and specifications.
Our standards program is making progress. This will help particu-larly the smaller facilities from the layout point of view. We havestandard layouts now. We have just developed them for third classpost offices. In each region they have a standard set of folios for thirdclass post offices. We are now working on sets for second class postoffices which will carry the size up to about 28,000 square feet. Thisshould be accomplished within the next few months.
Mr. WILSON. IS it in your Bureau that you are developing the com-puter systems and data processing, determining to what extent you willuse it, and in what areas you will use it?
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Mr. PACKER. For our own purposes, for engineering calculations, and
for the solution of technical problems we are doing this; yes, sir. De-
partment-wide utilization and application of computers, however, is
in the Bureau of Finance and Administration for accounting, control,
and management purposes.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. O'Marra, in his presentation yesterday, explained 

ithe wide use of computers n the transportation and other areas. I
would imagine this is something you are developing in research and
engineering.
Mr. PACKER. Yes, sir.
Mr. HENDRICKSON. May I speak a moment about this

standardization?
Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.
Mr. HENDRICKSON. I do not want to leave here with the idea that we

are standardizing the exterior design of all these buildings all over
the country. We are talking about the interior of the buildings. Cer-
tainly, we are concerned with the community that we go into. We are
interested in the exterior design. I wouldn't want to leave here with
anyone thinking that every post office would look the same all over
this country. The standardization, as I understand it, is the internal
portion of the buildings, the workroom floor.
Mr. WILSON. Fine.
I can understand how this would be an important thing. You know

that up to a certain size you are going to handle particular types of
things and I can see great use for standardization for a good part of
it. At the same time, I think that the outward appearance of the build-
ings has to fit into the community in which it is being built.
Mr. PACKER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to wind up our discussion

on construction engineering with some comments on the way I see our
progress and our problems and the manner in which we are operating
now, the progress we have made, and what I see in the future.

First, it seems to me that the quality of our contribution to the
major facilities program depends primarily on four things: first, the
quality and the validity of the operational requirements that are pre-
sented to us. Obviously, if these are not valid or if they are excessively
changeable or if they are not rigorous in an engineering sense, then our
design process will suffer in its quality. We are now working success-
fully with the operating people to obtain from them valid and rigorous
requirements. This is a great improvement over past years when this
used to be a serious problem.

Another factor is the quality of our in-house design. Here we are
talking about a professional upgrading of Mr. Hyzer s organization
an effort which I think is showing good progress. In other words, the
klesigners simply have to do a better job than in the past, given the
problems presented to them.
Third, the quality of the architectural engineering firms that we

retain to help us in the detailed design that is the final phase of the
design for mechanization and for construction. Here again I think
we have a very substantial improvement because we have initiated and
are carrying out, I think, very successfully an evaluation procedure
which assures us of good professional design quality in the community
where the post office will be constructed. We visit these firms, we
evaluate them carefully, we talk to their principals and to their officers.
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We look at their background of design and project management ex-
perience, the professional status and stature of their key people, and we
make our evaluation accordingly. Our recommendations have always
been accepted in the past few years. So we are very pleased with the
fact that we can bring to bear the best elements of the engineering and
architecture business; that is, the private sector of the business, to help
us design better post offices.

Finally, and a very important requirement—and Mr. O'Marra men-
tioned this yesterday and talked about it at some length—is the overall
management quality of the entire program, including engineering as
a portion of it. Here we are talking about planning, control flexibility,
decisionmaking, and control of necessary changes. Now, many people
have thought about these problems in the past few years we certainly
have. Others bureaus have also. The top management of the Post Office
Department has. The McKinsey study has examined some of these
problems. The Kappel Commission has thought about these problems
and commented on them, and I think that we are in a state where steady
improvement is being made.
Now, some of the solutions to these problems are obviously not in

our own hands. They are matters for Congress to consider, for example
and Mr. O'Marra and we have mentioned some of them in our
discussions.
I would now like to give you some idea of the strength of our con-

struction engineering activity and its rate of growth, both of which I
think are important.
In fiscal year 1966, construction engineering had 229 people, includ-

ing contract personnel. As you know, we do employ contract personnel
who are not on the Civil Service payrolls in order to iron out the un-
evenness in our workload. We had 229 in fiscal year 1966 and our au-
thorized total strength in construction engineering for fiscal year 1969
is 462, 'better than a doubling of our strength. This is very gratifying.
It means WQ are better able to do some of the new things Mr. Hyzer
referred to that are very necessary to achieve the quality that we are
seeking.
I would like to take a detour for a moment and give you the figures

for the entire Bureau so you can see how we have grown as a Bureau.
In fiscal year 1966 we had some 250 people, total. For fiscal year 1969

we are authorized 671, a very substantial and a very gratifying increase
which we certainly appreciate because it is the action of the Congress
that has permitted this growth to occur.
In fiscal 1966 we had a total appropriation for research, develop-

ment, and engineering of $12 million. This included the payroll costs
for construction engineering, industrial engineering, and research and
development, and research and development contracts, a total of $12
million, which at that time was less than one-quarter of 1 percent
of the total revenues of the Department.
In fiscal 1969, a period of 3 years which I am considering, we have

$35 million for the same appropriation, close to a half percent of
postal expenditures. So we have gone from a quarter percent to a
half percent and we have achieved a growth rate in money and
people exceeding 2 to 1, or better than a 100-percent growth rate in a
3-year period. I think this is a very good record and speaks well for
what can be expected in terms of postal benefits from our work.



47

Mr. WiLsoN. Are you satisfied with the growth? Of course, growth
means nothing unless you are doing something with it. But, do you
feel that Congress is responding properly, or, are we a little slow
yet in recognizing the importance of your bureau?
Mr. PACKER. I think with respect to our Bureau alone we are

certainly satisfied with our growth rate and congressional support.
With respect to the total modernization program of the Post Office
Department, I think I would answer quite differently.
Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WILSON. Mr. Brasco.
Mr. BRASCO. Thank you.
I don't know whether or not any of you gentlemen would be able

to answer these questions. I assume that other departments within
the Post Office would be handling different phases, but I would like
to ask what I consider to be practical questions about the building
of a postal facility.
When you plan a facility, who makes the initial request for the

new facility?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. It is usually requested by the postmaster that

he needs a new post office.
At that point, then the Bureau of Operations will go in and deter-

mine if his request is valid.
Mr. BRASCO. Now, when you say Bureau of Operations—where do we

begin—in Washington or at the local level?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. It is taken up first in the region if it is a small

post office. The regional director will look at it. If he believes it is a
good idea then he will put the question to the Department. The Bureau
of Operations will make the final decision as to whether that post office
will be put on the list to be renovated or replaced.
Mr. BRASCO. When you say a small post office what do you mean

by that? What size are you speaking of?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. This is any size, third class, fourth class, first

class office. It could be 5,000 square feet 
Mr. BRASCO. Is there any cutoff point when you refer to size, either

in actual physical size or in terms of dollars and cents?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. No. We would always come here for final

decision.
Mr. BRASCO. On any size?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. On any size; that is right.
Mr. BRASCO. Who then chooses the location of this post office?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. Then that is a group headed by Mr. O'Marra.
What size post office do we want to talk about?
Mr. BRASCO. Well, that is the thing; I am just asking general ques-

tions. I would like to know from you, when you say it is a large post
office or a small one, what we are talking about?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. All right. Let's talk about both of them. Let's

take a major facility which is a facility above 50,000 square feet.
Mr. BRASCO. Very well. We would call that a large post office.
Mr. HENDRICKSON. We call that a major facility. There is a team

headed by the Bureau of Facilities who will go out into the city and
survey the sites. Those sites are usually recommended by the region.
We have a man on that team, but primarily the Bureau of Facilities
and the Bureau of Operations choose the site. We will certainly go in
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and say that it is going to be very difficult to design, or something
of that sort, but actually the decision is made by the operating people
led by Mr. O'Marra who is the Assistant Postmaster General for
Bureau of Facilities.
Mr. 0'.MARRA. Could I add one point, if I may, for Congressman

Brasco's information?
Mr. WiLsoN. Yes.
Mr. O'MARRA. Before we determine that we need a new facility

we will first examine the existing facility to see if it can be extended
and modernized to meet the current and anticipated operational needs.
If we can extend and modernize the existing facility, if we have the
site required or if we can acquire additional property adjacent to the
existing office at reasonable terms, we will go the extension and modern-
ization route. If we eliminate that possibility, the next question is: Are
there any existing facilities available to the Post Office Department in
the community that we could go into on a lease or rental basis and
satisfy our needs without going into new construction? If we determine
if there is no existing facility that will satisfy our operational needs and
we previously determined we cannot practically extend and modernize
the existing office, then we examine the case for approval of new con-
struction. It is at that point it becomes a possible new construction
project for the Post Office Department. I say "possible" because we al-
ways have more new construction cases than the Department can
possibly approve and handle and fund in any one particular year.
So we are then down to the point of: among this group of new con-
struction projects, which are the ones that have the highest priority?
It is those then that—from an operational standpoint—have the high-
est priority that are incorporated into our subsequent year's program.
We have funds outside the construction program to extend and mod-

ernize, appropriated by the Congress each year. We have funds in
our building occupancy appropriation for rental of existing space if
satisfactory existing space can be found. We also have funds to modify
that space to make it acceptable. Basically, the space is available,
but it would require certain improvements to make it operationally
satisfactory if that is the situation then we can either go in there
and expend our own funds to improve it or get the owner of the space,
according to designs developed by the Bureau of Research and Engi-
neering, to modify his particular property and to recoup the cost in
the rent over the basic lease term. So we have trimmed down pretty
much by going through that process to where when we ask for new
construction from the Congress we really need it. We have exhausted
the other alternatives available to the Department, the other lower
cost alternatives available.
Mr. BRASCO. May I ask this question: How is this then coordinated?

T assume, from my own observations, and from what I know about
the construction situation, that the Post Office has made a determi-
nation that it is cheaper to lease these facilities rather than to build
them with Government. funds and own them outright. Is that correct
or is that not correct?
Mr. O'MARRA. That is correct, with respect to the facilities under

50,000 square feet.
Mr. BRASCO. Under 50,000?
Mr. O'MARRA. Yes, sir.
Mr. BRASCO. Over 50,000, then?
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Mr. O'MARRA. It is cheaper for the Government in the long run,
over the long term, to own these facilities, as I mentioned yesterday,
largely because when we lease a very large facility we take on a
sizable tax burden that is reflected in the rent to us. It is privately
owned property and the owner, of course, has to build into his rental
to us the taxes he must pay on that property. If the Government owns
that facility the Government, not being subject to local taxes, do not
pay those taxes. The reason we are saying over 50,000 square feet is that
we recognize in this area we have got to be able to get the capital to
go into a community and build and own that type of facilities. Now, we
have never been able to get enough capital to take care of the over-
50,000-square-feet area. If you were to ask would this be true, let's
say, of a 40,000-square-foot facility; well, it is possibly true. You do
reach a break point where it 18 no longer true. But it is sort of academic
because we have not been able to get the funds for our major facilities
on a capital investment basis.
Mr. BRASCO. So that, under 50,000, you enter into the lease situation?
Mr. O'MARRA. Yes.
Mr. BRASCO. In connection with that, is there coordination with all

of the bureaus, and, I assume, the Law Department, who would say
draw up the lease that would control for the particular post office in
question?
Mr. O'MARRA. General Counsel is involved in all of our agree-

ments. Now, we do use standard lease agreement forms that they
have approved so that we don't have to clear every single agreement
through counsel, but where there is any deviation we do. All of
the other bureaus are involved in being satisfied with the facility pro-
posed, that it does meet their operational requirements.
Mr. BRASCO. Let me ask the question in this way, and maybe I can

get the answer I am looking for more quickly: I have noticed in New
York we have had an advertisement on a post office in, say, the area
of 30,000 square feet and in one advertisement they are asking for a
20-year lease with x amount of options; in another, the same identical
facility, they are asking for a 10-year lease with 4- or 5-year options.
Apparently they are identical facilities. Now, what kind of reasoning
would control here? I know I am giving you specific cases, and I know
there may be some determining factors surrounding the particular case
which may alter one's decision as to the length of the lease, but they
are both new facilities to be constructed and I cannot conceive that
the Post Office would enter into an agreement of this sort to build
a new facility and then contemplate not staying there more than 10
years.
Mr. O'MARRA. Right. I can answer that generally for you. This is

a matter of judgment. On the smaller facilities this judgment is made
at the regional level, the Bureau of Facilities counterpart there. Gen-
erally, we recognize that the longer the lease term the more favorable
the rental rate will be.
Mr. BRASCO. This is the reason I asked the question.
Mr. O'MARRA. Because we have guaranteed the lessor to amortize

his expense over a longer term. On the other hand, if the local judg-
ment is that we are not certain that that particular location for that
particular office is going to remain for as much as 20 years as the
most desirable location for the office from an operational standpoint,
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we will opt for the shorter lease term because then the Post Office
Department has the flexibility it needs to be able at the end of that
shorter lease term to go to a more desirable location.
If you were in an area that is subject to rapid growth and change,

for example, you can locate a facility today that is best from an opera-
tional standpoint and 10 years from now if you had the choice to make
again you might pick a different location. If you are going into a
community that is very stable, we will generally go for the longer
lease term. If there are a lot of changes going on and a lot of growth,
we will generally go to the shorter lease term.
All we are trying to do in doing that is to protect the Department

from an operational standpoint. We can choose to move at the end of
a shorter lease term. So it is a judgment as to what is going on in that
community and what is apt to go on in the future that is reflected in
the lease term we select. If it is a very small facility, these are the ones
most susceptible to change, most susceptible to growth, exceeding the
capability of the Department. When you get into the major facility
category, where we are putting these in principal communities that
will remain principal communities for a long time, we can lease up to
30 years and we do exercise that 30-year option on the major facilities
and usually include eight 5-year renewal options, so we have really
protected ourselves for a period up to 70 years.
In New York City and the principal cities around the country we

know they are going to stay principal mail-handling locations for a
long time but when you get out into the suburbs in New York City you
have this possibility of wanting to shift locations at the end of 10, 15,
or 20 years. So we compromise. We try to select a term that best fits
that community and will give us the best deal from a rental •stand-
point. It comes out 10 years in some cases, 15 years in others, 20 years
in others, and 30 years in the principal cities of the United States, the
major areas.
Mr. BRASCO. Thank you.
Mr. WiLsoN. I would like to go ahead with Dr. Packer's presenta-

tion. We are going to have to try to squeeze another meeting in here
with military people in connection with military postal facilities with
which we are concerned. We want to give you all the time, however,
that you feel you should have.
Mr. PACKER. I would like to continue with some further remarks.
Mr. WiLsoN. Incidentally, I might say that in the prepared testi-

mony reecived from Mr. O'Marra yesterday there is a chart that shows
the procedure they go through in the development of a major postal
facility. He used one of 300,000 square feet as an example. It answers
a lot of the questions brought up here insofar as what is done and how
you do it in getting these things started.
Dr. Packer?
Dr. PACKER. To continue our discussion of construction engineering,

Air. Hyzer's organization, I think it is interesting to note the kinds of
professional disciplines that Mr. Hyzer needs in order to do his job
properly. I would like to mention a few of the kinds of specialists that
we use in construction engineering. We use operations analysts who
are not engineers but who are postal experts and thoroughly familiar
with postal practices. We use almost all the branches of engineering,
industrial, mechanical, electrical, civil. We use architects, standards
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engineers, value engineers, equipment specialists. We have several fire
prevention specialists who are engineers. We use a number of other
technicians, management specialists, draftsmen, et cetera. So it is a
highly diversified operation and we are bringing it up to a high level
of professional proficiency under Mr. Hyzer's leadership.
We also have a number of new elements in the organization which

have just been started within the last year and a half. They were re-
ferred to previously but I would like to mention them very 'briefly be-
cause I think they are very important.
Our job is not only design, ours is a full responsibility for the total

scope of the construction engineering effort in the postal service. This
function of engineering evaluation that Mr. Hyzer mentioned, I think
it is terribly important because in any technical organization the de-
signers lead a relatively isolated existence. They are on the board,
they very rarely know what mistakes they make or what successful
designs they achieve unless there is a mechanism for bringing it back
to them. So we have an engineering evaluation group that performs
engineering studies of completed building structures and mechaniza-
tion installations of mail pracessing equipment, to evaluate the actual
experience in performance against projected or expected experience
at the time that the design was made. This is beginning to show very
good results.
We have a value engineering group that directs It Department-wide

value engineering program. Value engineering very simply means the
best functional performance for the least cost.
We, as you know, do not have the competitive profit factor in G-ov-

ernment engineering design, and this is our way of introducing those
kinds of motivations to get the best design as well as the best functional
performance at the least cost. We have an engineering standards group
that is growing very nicely which develops construction and fixed
mechanization standards to provide a reasonable degree of uniformity
of design wherever applicable. This will speed up our design, reduce
our costs, and obtain better quality as a result.
We are participating more than ever before in planning and field

surveys. This is something I feel very strongly about because I feel
that engineers should be involved in the initial thinking that leads to
the development or concept for a new facility. Of course construction
research is an activity whereby we maintain a current awareness of
new developments in architecture, in structural engineering, computer
application, mechanization equipment design, materials handling,
communications and so on, all as applied to postal facilities.
Another aspect of the development of our organization is that we

have to reach out for the professional world and make ourselves a part
of it. This has not been the case in past years.
I would like to quote a few examples of ways in which our construc-

tion engineering activity is beginning to relate to the outside world and
these are very important influences on the quality of our work.
We have a Research and Engineering Advisory Council. A part of

tie council, one panel of the council relates directly to architectural and
construction engineering and we have people on this council of the
caliber of the president of one of the largest construction firms in the
country, the dean of engineering of MIT, the vice president and scien-
tific director of International Telephone & Telegraph, and other people
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of similar caliber who advise us as to ways in which we can improve
our work and go into the future with better competence.
We are members of the Federal Construction Council, of the National

Academy of Sciences. We have had meetings with the Construction
Specification Institute, the American Institute of Industrial Engi-
neers. We have a number of members of the National Society of Profes-
sional Engineers, the American Society for Engineering Education,
and we are very active in promoting technical relationships with
foreign postal administrations.
There are many interesting, and, to us, potentially useful contacts

that come through visits to this country by foreign engineers and
postal officials and we reciprocate these visits and enjoy a very cordial
correspondence with these people and continually exchange technical
information.
We gave a presentation recently on invitation of Dr. Hornig to the

President's Science Advisory Committee, for example, and they were
very much interested in our work and some of the problems we face.
We are members of the Consulting Engineers Council and so on. I

could go on, but I won't take the time of the committee.
What I am really trying to say is that we are quite successfully cor-

recting an isolation from the outside world which is characteristic of
design groups and design organizations, particularly in goverrunent
where the profit motive does not provide you with the impulse and the
thrust to maintain current awareness of the state of the art, and the
professionally stimulating things you have available if you just leave
your drafting board and your office and go out and seek them.
We do have some problems, and I would like to mention them be-

cause I think they are important.
We will have this problem always with us, but I think we are making

progress here too. That is the problem of internal communication. We
have this problem within our own Bureau. For example, in the transfer
of research and development results to design engineering, Mr. Hen-
drickson and the other managers in the Bureau have to prod our own
people to release their research and development work and make it
available to the designers to make a timely impact on the postal system.
If we do not persistently do this, we will be researching things for
years and years at a time when the system desperately needs these
improvements.
In turn, we have to prod the designers to use the output of research

and development. We have to get these different kinds of specialized
people to talk to each other because they must depend on each other.
The designers cannot be isolated from the changes that come from
R. & D. and the R. & D. people have to be made to release promptly
their pet projects and make the results available to the designers.
We have problems in coordination with other bureaus which we are

working on as hard as we can. This is primarily the responsibility of
my office.
For example, there has been in the past a policy to use only proven

equipment in post offices, and for very good reasons. We cannot put
untried or experimental equipment into a post office and inflict this,
kind of burden on a postmaster who has to move his mail daily.
On the other hand, we cannot carry that policy far enough to exclude

new equipment or to delay its introduction because if this is carried
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to a logical extreme
' 

some people will always say anything new or

imaginative is not fully proven. We do not have 10 years of operating

experience with the new equipment and therefore we do not want to use

it. So there is a middle ground whereby you can introduce change into

post offices with enthusiastic cooperation of postal managers provided

we engineers fulfill our responsibility and adequately prove out this

equipment before it goes out into the field.
We have a serious problem, and Mr. Hyzer spends a great deal of

his time wrestling with it, in workload continuity, and this, of course,

Mr. O'Marra talked about yesterday. It reflects into our organization

in terms of uncertainty. We cannot plan our funding, we cannot in-

telligently plan our space and our working facilities and our utiliza-

tion of contract personnel and so on.
We have a problem in trying to achieve as quickly as possible atchi-

tectural quality in our construction engineering work, to get the most

creative contribution from the outside firms without tying their

hands. On occasion, architectural and engineering design firms have

complained to us that we give them a design that is so far developed
by our people they cannot adequately utilize their own esthetic and
creative capacity. Maybe this is true and we are sensitive to this, and
of course from time to time we do get complaints about the appearance

of a post office and the general architectural integrity.
Mr. WILSON. In connection with that, Dr. Packer, the procedure is:

after a site has been selected and purchased, then your Bureau does

preliminary design work in order to establish specifications and things
of this sort. Then you send this to the architect who is finally selected
for the job, is that right?
Mr. PACKER. Yes, sir.
Mr. WiLsoN. How much time generally elapses between the actual

purchase of the property and the site selection, and when you have
completed this preliminary work? I guess it depends upon the size of
the job.
Mr. HYZER. It varies considerably. I would say a 1-year minimum.
Mr. WILSON. A 150,000-square-foot post office?
Mr. HYZER. I would say 2 years. Actually, they run a lot more than

that on the average, but we could crank it through all of the steps
in less than 2 years.
Mr. WILSON. On your preliminary design?
Mr. HYZER. Yes, sir; up to the award of the AE contract. We try

to give the architect engineer say a year on the smaller ones, a little
less; on the larger ones considerably more than that.
We are starting out AE contracts now which we hope to advertise

next fall, a year from now.
Mr. WILSON. Let me give you a specific case. The new proposed

preferential mail center in Los Angeles will be an $8 million facility.
Once the site is selected there, you would say it would probably be
1 or 2 years before you are ready for even considering A & E?
MT. HENDRICKSON. No sir. As soon as the site is selected, it would

not be 2 years. It can be as little as 6 months. It is according to what
chances we have taken along the way. We do take some chanoes and
try to push some of these programs. If we have the site controlled in
our own mind, then we can go ahead up to a point. But we do stop
if we do not have it totally under control. After it is under control,
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usually it would take not more than a year before we would select an
A & E. Then the A & E. would take approximately on a building of
that size about 1 year to design.
Mr. HYZER. In Los Angeles we are still in the 929 stage, which is

the form the inspectors fill out with the basic data.
I would say with a large facility of that type we are 2 years away

from architect award. I do not have my schedule. I doubt if that has
been scheduled out to that degree. Do you know, Dick?
Mr. HARRIS. That is about right.
Mr. HYZER. We have not selected a site yet.
Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Congressman is asking about the length of

time involved after the land has been purchased.
Mr. HYZER. Normally the land is under control of the Bureau of

Facilities before we award an A. & E. contract. The site may be selected
a year or more ahead of that.
Mr. WiLsoN. Then of course you are at the mercy of the the funding

too.
Mr. HYZER. Yes, sir.
Mr. WILSON. I ou can only ask Congress for funds when you reach

a certain point, I suppose, in the development.
Mr. HYZER. Yes.
Mr. WILSON. I think Mr. Brasco has a question about it.
Mr. BRASCO. Over and above that, I understand that the new facility

coming in Brooklyn, which you would consider a large facility, is
somewhere in the area of $36 million or something like that for con-
struction. Is there any target date for commencement of work?
Mr. HENDRICKSON. If you do not want to be specific, yes. Just talking

in general about any program, you have to get a certain place before
we can program it all the way through. To say there is a program on
this specific project at this time would be doubtful. Whenever we get
certain things accomplished then we can program the whole thing out.
Mr. BRASCO. You see, this is a part of an overall picture. Nothing is

contemplated at this particular time in terms of scheduling other than
the fact there is going to be that kind of installation in Brooklyn.
Mr. HENDRICKSON. I do not know which one you are talking about.
Mr. HYZER. As I recall, we do have a facility planned for Brooklyn.Perhaps Mr. Coffman knows. It has not been scheduled out as far asI know.
Mr. (YMARRA. One of our problems, Congressman—you will recog-

nize this—we are having difficulty putting together a site of the sizerequired for that large facility in Brooklyn.
Mr. BRASCO. My question was in terms of timing. I assume therecan be no timing until you solve the problem you were talking about.Mr. (YMARRA. We are hopeful of having Brooklyn programed andfunded for site and design in our fiscal 1970 program. We originallyhad it targeted for the tail end of fiscal 1969, but the site problem issuch that we cannot control the site in fiscal 1969 and we will requirethe funds now in fiscal 1970 on the control of the site. As it was broughtout, we really cannot award an A. & E. contract, even though in-houseengineering work can be going on, and have him start work unless wecan say it is definitely going to be on this specific site. Otherwise weare wasting A. & E. money.
Mr. BRASCO. SO there is no site?
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Mr. COMARRA. There is no site at the present time, but we are work-
ing on lining up the site, and in many of these sites we run into prob-
lems that we have 70 or 80 or 100 parcels involved putting together
the post office site, and we have to go through a long condemnation
procedure, for example. We have to negotiate with each owner, the Jus-
tice Department requires that we enter into individual negotiation
before we file condemnation. When we have this many people to negoti-
ate with, this slows up your ability to go ahead.
Mr. BRASCO. This is the problem. There is very little land available.

I know.
Mr. HYZER. To carry on from a scheduling point of view, we estab-

lish the site requirements and give them to Mr. O'Marra but 
Mr. BRASCO. Once the site is located you come in?
Mr. HYZER. On a facility of this magnitude, we cannot go ahead

with design until we know what the site is going to be. This would be
wasted engineering efforts. Once he gives us a site then we can pro-
ceed with our design schedule.
Mr. WiLsoic. I am sorry we get into these parochial matters. I

brought it up first and I want to apologize. These are things we can
probably check out with you directly. We are probably going to have
to proceed with our other hearing.
Would you like to wrap your presentation?
Mr. PACKER. Yes, sir I think I can in 5 minutes.
Mr. WILSON. Proceed.
Mr. PACKER. I think it is an interesting fact that the regional

engineering branches in our postal regions have approximately 10
times as many projects as we do in headquarters and provide approxi-
mately the same amount of postal space per year as we do in head-
quarters. Therefore, it is quite natural that we should be concerned
with an upgrading of their effectiveness and competence as we are
concerned with our own Bureau.
Under Mr. Hyzer's direction we have a small organization that

is working toward an improvement of engineering functions which
are primarily facilities and postal space oriented in the region. We
are trying to achieve improved quality of architecture, better control
of construction, better competence of these groups. We are not yet
fully satisfied with the professionalism of these engineering groups
at the present time. Improvement of regional competence will give
us many benefits in the future, certainly a more favorable reaction
from the public on completed post offices, higher standards of design
and more economical maintenance, fewer litigations and misunder-
standings and all the difficulties that you get into if you do not have
the highest level of competence in the regions. And we are very con-
cerned about the fact that the Congress has not permitted the regions
to grow, and this has hurt engineering effectiveness in particular.
I would like to conclude with just a few remarks as to what we see

in the future. I think that would wind up our discussion of construc-
tion engineering.
In the future we see progress in modular design for subsystems.

By that I mean we will see modular design elements in air condition-
ing, heating, lighting, windows, floors, conveyors, structural elements,
doors, traffic control, and so on. We will see more selective standardiza-
tion of smaller office design. Better layouts, better use of space, more
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adaptability to change because need for change will be upon us
much more so than in the past.
We see better and closer relationships between research and con-

struction engineering and between our bureaus and other bureaus
in the Department that are involved in the facilities program. We
certainly hope to see more effective regional engineering operations.
We are looking forward to better management and better planning
within our own Bureau and we are going to use systems engineering
in construction more and more.
Those are my projections, those are some of the objectives toward

which we are working. These are the ways in which I see the problems
and the hopes in construction engineering in our Bureau, Mr. Chair-
man, and I would like to reserve for some future time our further
discussion of industrial engineering and research and development.
Mr. WILSON. I want to thank you very much, Dr. Packer.
I am very well aware of the outstanding job you and your associates

are doing in the Bureau of Research and. Engineering and the great
contribution you have made to the modernization of our postal sys-
tem. Too few people in our country are aware of the work that is
actually being done in this field.
We, as Members of Congress, get complaints from people about

the deliveries of mail and so forth. I think the people get more for
their money in the Post Office Department than any other branch of
Government, but nevertheless, we have to make them aware of the
scientific approach you gentlemen are taking, and what you are doing
to help modernize the postal system. We are very happy for this
opportunity to meet with you and hope perhaps next spring we can
have you with us again to bring us up to date. I do not know how
many changes there will be then. But, I hope you are all still with us
and can come back so that we can proceed in an orderly fashion.
Unless there are further questions or comments, we will adjourn

this portion of the meeting. Thank you very much.
(Whereupon, at 11:22 a.m., the committee adjourned the open

session.)
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