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Section I. Executive Summary 
 

The United States Postal Service Office of Inspector General (OIG) has a research team that 
considers opportunities for the United States Postal Service (Postal Service) to address 
challenges in a dynamic communications marketplace. The subject of this report by a Panel of 
the National Academy of Public Administration (the Academy)1 is a White Paper2 issued by the 
OIG on June 20, 2013 entitled Public-Private Partnerships: Best Practices and Opportunities for 
the Postal Service (the White Paper). The Panel’s report (the report) responds to the OIG’s 
request to the Academy to evaluate this White Paper.3 

The OIG briefly described the intent of the White Paper during a meeting with the Panel: 
provide a short, high-level, initial survey of public-private partnerships (PPPs) that identifies 
potential partnership opportunities for the Postal Service and suggests best practices to guide a 
future strategy in this area. The Panel not only believes that the White Paper satisfied these 
aims, but also commends the OIG for taking steps to invest its research resources on innovative 
opportunities that present themselves by means of PPPs. The White Paper contributes to an 
important dialogue focused on PPP application to Postal Service operations, particularly by 
means of selectively addressing experience of foreign operators, and by recommending specific 
areas for Postal Service application. These applications include fleet management, real estate 
management, and digital platform solutions. The Panel notes that there are several PPP-
structured transactions that have already been implemented within the Postal Service. 

Perhaps in part due to its brevity and general-level focus, the Panel believes that the white 
paper does not discuss some important topics that merit attention. At the outset, this Report 
describes three fundamental challenges that the Panel deems to be important when 
considering PPPs in the Postal Service context: 

 Risks analysis for each of the proposals;  

 Legal and political constraints to their implementation; and  

 Uncertainties surrounding the Postal Service’s ability to continue to operate under its 
current business model.  

The Panel contends that the enthusiastic endorsement of PPP opportunities in the White Paper 
might well be tempered as a result of considering these factors. 

The Panel generally agrees with the White Paper’s recommendation that the Postal Service 
could benefit by establishing a team to specialize in PPPs. This report identifies the Panel’s 

                                                           
1
 The National Academy of Public Administration is an independent, non-partisan, and nonprofit organization 

chartered by Congress with over 750 Fellows. A three-member Panel of Academy Fellows prepared this paper with 
support of an Academy Study Team. Biographical information is provided in Appendix B. 
2
 The OIG White Paper can be found in Appendix A. 

3
 During the course of their research, the Study Team interviewed several individuals. All interviews are conducted 

off-the-record and not for attribution. The list of those interviewed is provided in Appendix C. 
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concerns about implementation details around this central recommendation in the White 
Paper (Section III: Creation of a Public-Private Partnership Office). 

In responding to the OIG’s request to evaluate specific applications of PPPs in real estate, fleet 
and digital products management, the Panel raises several additional concerns relevant to PPP 
implementation (Section IV: Selected Areas for Public-Private Partnership Application). 
Nonetheless, the Panel agrees that there is merit in further assessing PPP opportunities in these 
areas with respect to cost-cutting and revenue generation. 

The report’s conclusion (Section V) contains suggestions for areas worth further study as the 
OIG and others consider more detailed analysis of potential PPP application by the Postal 
Service. This section also contains a summary of the Panel’s high-level findings. 

The Panel believes that the OIG’s work in this field is timely, important, and potentially 
profitable as the Postal Service works diligently to address its many challenges. This White 
Paper represents a strong initial step, but more work needs to be done that investigates further 
the risks, constraints, and uncertainties that would likely accompany PPP implementation 
efforts by the Postal Service. Specific business lines that might benefit from PPPs may not be a 
new concept to the Postal Service, as it already has years of experience engaging in 
partnerships. Even so, the White Paper contributes quality ideas that have potential for 
profitability in the medium to long-term, and the Postal Service would be well-served in 
developing more detailed case analyses to investigate this potential. 
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Section II. High Level Issues 
 
The White Paper focuses on PPPs that have been conducted by federal and state governments, 
as well as by foreign postal operators. While the White Paper proposes a number of potential 
initiatives for the Postal Service involving the use of PPPs,4 it does not fully address the issues 
that could hinder implementation. The Panel recommends attention be given to a number of 
overarching issues, including: 

 An accurate identification and assessment of the risks involved when considering and 
entering into PPPs; 

 Consideration of the legal and political constraints that exist, which in some cases differ 
from those in foreign environments; and 

 Recognition of the uncertainties surrounding the future role of the Postal Service and 
how these might impact PPP implementation. 

By focusing on such issues, the White Paper would provide analytical context needed to assess 
how the Postal Service might use PPPs as part of an overall strategy to potentially increase 
revenues and lower costs. 

RISK IN IMPLEMENTING PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

The Panel notes the absence of a discussion surrounding the inherent risks in implementing 
PPPs given the Postal Service’s troubled financial situation. Given the fact that PPPs are 
complex, long-term, contractual commitments, a thorough risk evaluation is required before 
entering into any agreement to avoid risk of lock-in and premium costs. The White Paper would 
also benefit from analysis of important PPP risk elements such as risk-sharing, operational risk, 
capacity risk, stakeholder risk, and implementation risk. In addition, further discussion focusing 
on Value for Money analysis, including lifecycle cost projections as a demand-side risk, would 
enhance this discussion. 

The White Paper’s omission of a risk discussion is further compounded by its strong sense of 
optimism and the absence of examples where PPPs have faced difficulties. The Panel has 
concern that this “optimism bias” does not fully contend with the complexities of PPP 
structures and acute financial challenges facing the Postal Service. For example, the Panel 
noted that the White Paper appears to discredit unsuccessful PPP experiences when it states: 
“Some high-profile PPPs around the world...have allegedly turned out to be poor deals for the 
public” [emphasis added]. Similarly, the Panel notes a reference in the final sentence of the 
White Paper, which calls for a “centralized PPP office to champion and standardize best 
practices...” [emphasis added]. Rather than being a “champion” to drive PPP solutions, this 
office might best serve the Postal Service’s interests by prudently applying a PPP solution where 
most appropriate, to fit the Postal Service’s business and mission profiles and risk tolerances. 
The Panel urges that any PPP office actions be characterized as both innovative and practical. 

                                                           
4
 The White Paper uses the term PPP to cover a wide range of agreements, including standard contracts for 

service, real property leases, asset divestures, sale-leasebacks, etc. 
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The Panel is reluctant to assume that discussion of PPP successes by foreign postal operators, 
specifically those involved with transportation and real estate, have direct application with the 
Postal Service. While all postal operators have similar operating imperatives, the Panel believes 
that there are sufficient differences between foreign operators and the Postal Service—in 
operating scope, legal environment, and political landscape—to embrace the utility of these 
examples.5 

LEGAL AND POLITICAL CONSTRAINTS 

The Postal Service, a regulated federal monopoly, operates within a complex web of legal and 
regulatory requirements. Given the important role that Congress and the Postal Regulatory 
Commission (PRC) play in overseeing the Postal Service’s activities, the Panel believes that the 
viability of the White Paper would be enhanced by referencing this matter more directly. While 
a sensitive topic to address, the realities exist and have impact on how PPPs might be 
implemented, and for what purpose.6 

The Panel also believes that the White Paper lacks sufficient discussion of the impact that 
postal stakeholders have and the political impact that they can exert. Given that Postal labor 
unions handle the majority of Postal Service operations, including mail collection, handling, and 
processing, these groups have potential for impacting PPP consideration and implementation. 
In their report, authors of the White Paper propose two types of PPPs: cost-reduction and 
revenue generation. Cost-reduction measures, such as fleet management and/or real estate 
management, may be opposed by labor unions because these PPPs would likely lead to an 
increase in contracted-out labor.7 Conversely, should the Postal Service attempt revenue-
generation PPPs, such as digital solutions, the Panel believes the labor unions might support 
and benefit from such plans as long as they are not seen as a means of labor substitution. Other 
stakeholders, such as related businesses and postal competitors, might support cost-reduction 
measures that provide business and competitive opportunities, and oppose revenue-generation 
PPPs that results in the Postal Service entering into new, competitive markets or otherwise 
gives the Postal Service a competitive advantage. 

UNCERTAINTIES SURROUNDING THE POSTAL SERVICE 

The Postal Service’s current financial concerns and resulting uncertainties about its future 
cannot be overstated. The Panel believes that addressing PPPs will require most private 
companies and the Postal Service to seek clarity around two fundamental areas of ambiguity 
with respect to the Postal Service moving forward, both which have relevance to prudent 
project evaluation. 

                                                           
5
 Density of population and scale of investment both work to the benefit of posts in Europe. The United States, 

conversely, has a significantly less dense population, which makes delivery more labor-intensive. 
6
 This point regarding the impacts of outside bodies was addressed in footnote 51 of the White Paper as noted by 

the following sentence: “If stakeholder views [Congress, PRC, and/or constituents] are going to influence strategic 
decisions, then a realistic approach to real estate management [an example of a PPP] should take this into account. 
7
 In a hypothetical fleet management PPP, the Postal Service would likely sell their delivery fleet to a private 

company which would then lease back newer vehicles to the Postal Service at a premium cost. In this example, 
delivery vehicles would be managed by a private company instead of by Postal Service employees. 
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New offerings of products and services. Statutorily, the Postal Service faces product 
restrictions; it may not offer new “non-postal products.”8 A PPP opportunity might be bound by 
such restrictions and serve to modify potential for creative private sector innovation and 
exploitation of perceived market opportunities. 

Defining the Universal Service Obligation (USO). Broadly outlined in a number of statutes, the 
USO includes uniform pricing, delivery frequency, and quality of service for every Postal Service 
customer. There is some risk that the USO might be amended by Congress, and this could have 
a material impact on how the Postal Service operates. Both the Postal Service and private 
companies may deem the uncertainties around the USO as reason to be cautious in entering 
into a long-term PPP. 

With declining volumes, aging infrastructure, and unknown levels of Congressional involvement 
and intent, private partners may be reluctant to invest significant capital into an industry with 
such an uncertain future, potentially leading to shorter contracts. 

  

                                                           
8
 Postal Accountability and Enhancement Act of 2006; P.L. 109-435. 



 

11 
 

Section III. Creation of a Public-Private Partnership Office 
 

The White Paper proposes a “central, high-level PPP office” to serve as a common repository 
for PPP best practices, and to monitor current and potential new PPP opportunities. According 
to the White Paper, this PPP office could add value because some PPPs can differ from 
traditional contracts, and the Postal Service has been slow and bureaucratic in reaching deals. 
Creating a PPP office within the Postal Service would allow potential partners an entry point 
into the Postal Service, in addition to serving as the source of expertise to foster these future 
partnerships. 

The Panel agrees with the White Paper’s position that adequate resources and expertise are 
required to properly assess, procure, implement, and monitor PPPs. However, the Panel 
disagrees with the notion expressed in the White Paper that such an office should “champion” 
PPPs in the Postal Service. The Panel’s reluctance to embrace the White Paper’s decision to use 
the term “champion” stems from its concern that the newly-created PPP office will be 
incentivized to endorse a PPP structure when another partnership or acquisition arrangement 
may be more appropriate. Instead, the Panel believes that decisions about PPPs should be 
based upon careful assessment of opportunities and risks in the environment in which the 
Postal Service operates. 

While a single office9 may be beneficial, the Panel is not persuaded that this structure is the 
best way for the Postal Service to address all elements and phases of potential PPP agreements. 
The Panel sees merit in greater consideration given to identifying an optimal location(s) for 
such an office and is convinced that reporting to Postal Service executive management is 
important. The White Paper does not discuss possible drawbacks to establishing a single office 
to handle all PPP matters, and does not assess options for locating responsibilities for various 
PPP-related functions in one or more Postal Service offices, including those already existing. 
Such an assessment may lead to an organizational scheme that more effectively promotes and 
protects the interests of the Postal Service, rate payers, and citizens. 

                                                           
9
 In response to a draft of this report, the OIG provided the following comment:  “In regards to the creation of a 

PPP Office, we believe such an office would support functional areas which handle the negotiations and 
implementation of PPP agreements. The PPP office would gather and disseminate best practices and serve as an 
initial point of contact for potential partners who need to initiate contact. There may already be areas of the Postal 
Service that have some experience in negotiating such agreements (Supply Management, Strategic Alliances, etc.), 
but we believe there is a lot of value to having a centralized office that can coordinate with functional areas, build 
knowledge, etc. We did not want the reader to assume that the office alone would negotiate/handle all PPPs.” 
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Section IV. Selected Areas for  

Public-Private Partnership Application 
 

The White Paper focused on three potential areas for PPP application:  

 Transportation; 

 Real estate; and  

 Digital innovations 

The authors of the White Paper call these areas “high value opportunities.” The Panel evaluates 
each of the three in this section. 

TRANSPORTATION 

The Panel agrees with the White Paper’s argument that PPPs (which in this instance means one 
or more sale-leaseback transactions) have potential application to how the Postal Service might 
achieve its goal of completing a fleet modernization program.10 That said, the Panel notes the 
following concerns as potential hindrances for establishing such a program. First, substantial 
financial risks related to the uncertain future of the Postal Service may prompt reluctance 
amongst private businesses to partner with the Postal Service. The second factor, perhaps the 
key determining factor in a sale-leaseback PPP, is marketability of the Postal Service’s aging 
fleet and whether a private sector entity would purchase thousands of delivery vehicles that 
are well overdue for maintenance and replacement. Third, there may be reluctance on the part 
of private sectors partners to enter into a long-term contract that has a high likelihood to see a 
decreasing fleet size due to lower mail volumes and increased concentration of delivery 
points.11 Thus, given the delivery fleet’s age, steady decline in mail volumes, financial 
challenges, a challenged economic profile, and overall uncertainty surrounding the long-term 
future of the Postal Service, there is ample reason to be circumspect about how a sale-
leaseback transaction might come together. The White Paper might be enhanced by addressing 
some of these issues that offer a more realistic operating context. 

REAL ESTATE 

The Panel concurs with the White Paper’s conclusion that PPPs have application to advance real 
estate management goals, bearing in mind that PPPs are contracts that have important and 
different characteristics than standard contracts: PPPs are typically long-term and involve more 
shared financing and risk-management. The Postal Service has long used PPPs in its effort to 

                                                           
10

 The Postal Service was scheduled to replace a large portion of its fleet in the mid-2000s, but did not have the 
financial capital to perform this overhaul. It is comprised of 213,000 vehicles, making the Postal Service fleet the 
largest civilian fleet in the world. 
11

 In order to manage costs, the Postal Service requires new delivery points to be in cluster boxes or curbside. With 
respect to cluster boxes, fewer delivery vehicles will likely be required. 
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either monetize retail space overcapacity (through a contract with CBRE)12 or to expand its 
retail footprint and share requisite risks with private partners.13 Given the chronic drop in mail 
volume and financial challenges, it is clear that the Postal Service can use real estate 
management PPPs to achieve its goal to reduce fixed costs, preserving as much value as 
possible, and doing so strategically. 

There are, however, several cautions that require comment. Particularly, in connection with 
monetizing overcapacity of the Post Office network, significant legal and political constraints 
might stifle the potential contributions stemming from a private partner’s market reach and 
expertise. With respect to Post Offices, there are prescribed legal criteria to which the Postal 
Service must adhere in order to close any of its 26,755 Post Offices.14 Impacted communities 
may challenge Post Office closures by filing a complaint to the PRC, which has authority to rule 
on these complaints. In addition, the threat of a Post Office closure in a particular community 
sometimes prompt constituent complaints to a member of Congress, who may use the 
substantial leverage of their office to persuade or cajole the Postal Service into changing 
network plans.15 Notwithstanding the financial distress it faces, the Postal Service was 
successful in closing only 172 Post Offices during FY 2011 (less than 1 percent of all Post 
Offices), thus indicating a constraint to market-driven PPPs in this area of Postal operations. 
Even so, the Panel sees value in PPP application in this area of operations. 

With respect to processing facilities, of which the USPS had 417 at the end of FY 2012, the 
Postal Service faces no legal criteria that might impact actions to right-size its network. 
Nonetheless, there are political and labor-related constraints that temper the prospects for PPP 
success. Postal Service plans to consolidate processing facilities inevitably face stiff community 
and employee resistance, sometimes leading to Congressional efforts to advocate for their 
constituencies notwithstanding imperatives of overall network consolidation strategies and 
financial constraints that can be addressed by the action. Aside from these constraints, the 
Panel recognizes the importance of Postal Service network consolidation as an important 
means to address its financial challenges, and sees the potential for profitable application of a 
PPP structure in this operational sphere. 

 

                                                           
12

 CPUs are noted as an effective adaptation of the PPP structure to both expand retail footprint and share risks 
with private sector partners. With respect to real estate management, in July 2011, the Postal Service awarded 
CBRE Group Inc. (CBRE) a contract to serve as the Postal Service’s exclusive real estate agent to provide strategic 
corporate real estate solutions nationally. According to the 2012 10-K filings by the Postal Service, its real estate 
inventory includes 8,606 facilities. 
13

 Contracted Postal Units (CPUs) and Village Post Offices (VPOs) are supplier-contracted or supplier-leased sites 
operated by a supplier to provide a wide variety of postal services. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) 
reported (GAO 13-41) that there were 3,619 CPUs, and the 100

th
 VPO opened in December 2012, according to the 

Postal Service VPO web site. 
14

 “Post Offices” is a defined term; not all of the 31,857 postal retail offices have that title—some are postal 
branches and annexes; statistics taken from 2012 USPS 10-K. 
15

 The Panel understands that Members of Congress have an obligation to respond to constituent concerns. 
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DIGITAL INNOVATIONS 

During 2012, the Postal Service created a special group, named Secure Digital Solutions, to lead 
digital product development. While strategy and product development is in their early stages, 
the Panel agrees with the view of the White Paper that there may be opportunities for PPPs to 
have application in this emerging business line, generating new revenues with respect to 
intellectual property partnerships. The Panel also finds merit in evaluating market demands for 
secure messaging and identity authentication, and that the Postal Service might be positioned 
to provide such services because of their federal status and the fact that the Postal Inspection 
Service has a law enforcement function. 

As the Postal Service considers PPPs in this new and emerging market, the Panel recommends 
that three principles guide its decision-making. First, the Postal Service must remain focused on 
its core mission. To that end, it is essential that the digital platform be addressed in a balanced 
manner that does not contradict its primary mission: to deliver paper mail. Second, a dynamic 
and highly-competitive private corporate industry already provides an array of products and 
services in this market segment. It will be challenging for the Postal Service to compete 
effectively with private sector companies in this area because it is not engaged in this market, 
and thus may not be cognizant of the threats from substitutes and rivals. Third, given the fact 
that the Postal Service is an independent executive branch establishment of the federal 
government, the Panel agrees that there should be scrutiny and limits placed on its activities in 
this business segment in order to avoid unfair competition with private providers, especially 
with respect to non-monopoly services. The Panel contends that there are merits to evaluating 
whether the private sector can offer these products, and, if so, whether the Postal Service 
should nonetheless compete in that space if the activity does not interfere with its core 
mission. 
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Section V. Conclusion 
 

In the course of its evaluation of the White Paper, the Panel recognized that there are a number 
of fundamental areas that would benefit from further examination. Amongst many possible 
candidates for further research, the Panel recommends the following: 

 Evaluation of risks connected with PPPs; 

 Potential role of the PRC and Congress in PPP development; and 

 Merits of the creation of a PPP office and alternative organizational arrangements to 
effectively analyze PPP opportunities and implement promising PPPs. 

The Panel believes that the White Paper is a commendable initial review of PPPs and their 
potential application to the Postal Service, but the enthusiasm conveyed in the White Paper 
obscures the fact that many PPPs are less than successful. The Panel thus focuses on topics that 
the White Paper does not address—key elements of risk, political and legal constraints, and 
future uncertainties surrounding the Postal Service. The Panel recommends that these issues be 
given greater scrutiny in future study. 

The Panel agrees that there is merit to prudently applying PPP models to Postal Service 
operations. PPPs should be used as policy instruments that facilitate the Postal Service’s 
adaptation to a changing environment characterized by declining consumer demand, shifting 
political priorities, and increased market competition and collaboration. To that end, a team 
within the Postal Service, such as a PPP office, with specialized expertise as well as recognized 
authority could make an important contribution to future transactions in this area. This team 
should focus initially on real estate and fleet management, and digital solutions. 

In the midst of the well-directed creativity and optimism evidenced in this White Paper, the 
Panel urges the Postal Service to remain focused on its core mission and diligently analyze the 
costs and risks of potential PPPs. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

16 
 

Appendix A: OIG White Paper 
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Appendix B: Panel and Study Team 

PANEL 

 
F. Daniel Ahern Jr., Chair*—President, Clarus Group. Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Former 
positions with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts: First Assistant Inspector General for 
Management, Office of the Inspector General; Deputy Inspector General; Principal 
Management Analyst; Senior Management Analyst; Consultant, Department of Community 
Affairs. Former Associate Legislative Analyst, Joint Legislative Office and Review Commission, 
Commonwealth of Virginia. 

A. Lee Fritschler, Ph.D.*—Professor, School of Public Policy, George Mason University. Former 
Vice President and Director, Center for Public Policy Education, The Brookings Institution; 
President, Dickinson College; Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department 
of Education; Director, Center for Public Policy Education, The Brookings Institution; Chairman, 
U.S. Postal Rate Commission; Dean and Professor, College of Public and International Affairs, 
American University. 

David Van Slyke, Ph.D.*—Professor and Louis A. Bantle Chair in Business and Government 
Policy, Department of Public Administration and International Affairs, The Maxwell School of 
Citizenship and Public Affairs, Syracuse University. Former Associate Professor, Department of 
Public Administration, Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, Syracuse University; 
Senior Research Associate, Campbell Public Affairs Institute; Faculty Member, Transnational 
NGO Project, Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs; Visiting Faculty Member, Maastricht 
Graduate School of Governance, Maastricht, Netherlands; Assistant Professor, Department of 
Public Administration and Urban Studies, Andrew Young School of Policy Studies, Georgia State 
University; Director, Nonprofit Studies Program. 
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STUDY TEAM 

 

Joseph P. Mitchell III, Ph.D., Director of Project Development—Dr. Mitchell leads and manages 
the Academy’s studies program and serves as a senior advisor to the Academy’s President and 
CEO. He has served as Project Director for past Academy studies for the Government Printing 
Office, the U.S. Senate Sergeant at Arms, USAID/Management Systems International, the 
National Park Service’s Natural Resource Stewardship and Science Directorate, and the USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. During his more than 10 years at the Academy, Dr. 
Mitchell has worked with a wide range of federal cabinet departments and agencies to identify 
changes to improve public policy and program management, as well as to develop practical 
tools that strengthen organizational performance and assessment capabilities. He holds a Ph.D. 
from the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, a Master of Public Administration 
from the University of North Carolina at Charlotte, and a BA in History from the University of 
North Carolina at Wilmington. He is currently pursuing a Master of International Public Policy 
with a concentration in American Foreign Policy from the Johns Hopkins University School of 
Advanced International Studies. 

Roger E. Kodat, Senior Project Coordinator—Mr. Kodat is a financial professional and Principal 
of The Kodat Group LLC, with offices in Herndon, VA. He brings 20 years of commercial and 
investment banking experience with JPMorganChase, both in the US and Europe. He was 
appointed by President George W. Bush in 2001 to serve as Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Treasury, responsible for Federal Financial Policy. Some of his tasks at Treasury during six years 
in office included: rule-making and oversight of Federal loan and loan guarantee programs; 
managing the Federal Financing Bank (a $32 billion bank at that time); and preparing legislation 
to reform the US Postal Service. Recent assignments include regulatory review of a large 
mortgage lender and Project Director for the National Academy of Public Administration, a 
Congressionally-chartered independent think tank located in Washington, DC. Mr. Kodat holds 
a BS in Education from Northwestern University and both an MBA in Finance and MA in Political 
Science from Indiana University. 

Jonathan W. Wigginton, Research Associate—Mr. Wigginton joined in the Academy after 
having spent time as a research volunteer at the Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of 
American History. While at the Academy, Jonathan has worked on a number of studies 
including the Revenue and Job Impact Analysis of the FBI Headquarters Relocation, and the 
United States Postal Reform Study. He helped lead the Memos to National Leaders project 
which culminated in spring 2013, and helped launch the 2013 Edition of the Survivor’s Guide for 
Presidential Appointees. Jonathan currently serves as the Content Manager for the Academy’s 
homepage, while also working on the FEMA Flood Mapping Interagency and Intergovernmental 
Coordination Study. Jonathan holds a BA in History from the University of Mary Washington. 
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Appendix C: Individuals Interviewed 
 

Boon, Hans—Consultant, World Bank Group; and the African Union Commission. 

Campbell Jr., James I.—Consultant, Postal Policy. 

Chenok, Daniel J.—Executive Director, IBM Center for The Business of Government. 

Decorla-Souza, Patrick—Manager, Office of Innovative Program Delivery at Federal Highway 
Administration. 

Ducasse, JP—Consultant, Postal Marketing and Strategy. 

Dzuray, Emil J.—Director of Strategic Development, United States Postal Service. 

Hedlund, Karen J.—Deputy Administrator, Office of the Administrator, US Department of 
Transportation, Federal Railway Administration. 

Kessler, Fred W.—Attorney at Law, Nossaman LLP. 

Kubayanda, Michael M.—Public Policy Analyst, Office of Inspector General, United States Postal 
Service. 

Marsh, Bruce—Director, Risk Analysis Research Center, Office of Inspector General, United 
States Postal Service. 

Nolan, John M.—Former Deputy Postmaster General. 

Norment, Richard—Executive Director, The National Council for Public-Private Partnerships 

Savini, Domenic N.—Assistant Director, Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board. 

Smith, Ren—Attorney at Law, Nossaman LLP. 

Thompson, James F.—Deputy Special Representative for the Global Partnership Initiative, U.S. 
Department of State. 
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