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The National League of Postmasters is The Education Organization.  
That education must include Legislative awareness. The purpose of this weekly 
column is to bring that awareness to all our members on a diversity of topics. 
Do Not Mail: Let’s really put this movement into perspective. Honestly it has 
targeted the ultimate demise of the US Postal Service. Not so much in direct 

terms of course, but by proxy playing upon the emotional impact of saving the 
trees and our environment for our children’s children’s future. Who could ever 
oppose something so noble sounding? Unless you truly take an objective look 
at the means to which those ends do not even apply. What does THAT mean? 

Well that’s like saying because pollution can kill you, you should hold you 
breath so you won’t die. Of course you will suffocate and still die but that’s an 
unintended consequence. So what if “ that”  solution doesn’t address the real 
problem. For Do-Not-Mail advocates, it’s their agenda that’s the single most 

primary objective, no matter what!  
 

“ Do Not Mail : Agenda Over Solutions”   
 

The  group Forest Ethics has been one of, if not, the leading advocates of Do-Not-Mail and 
while their intent may be considered noble their data and the information that they claim as fact 
is either seriously flawed or spun in such a way that one commentator described it as           
"Eco -Terrorism". Let me clearly say that I am not stating that, but I do have serious doubts 
about  their "facts" regarding the environmental impact of mail due to the paper usage and   
subsequent "deforestation" which I WILL say is simply NOT true.  

Most paper used in the direct mail marketing comes from two sources: the by-products of    
lumber production. That is, the waste such as bark and sawdust or wood that can not be used for 
lumber production, from legitimate and highly regulated logging. Now keep in mind "lumber" 
is our most ecological building source being natural, renewable and totally non-polluting.     
Advertising mail is not printed on velum or high quality paper because it would simply be too 
costly. Hence the need for the lowest cost source base, which as it turns out comes from the 
lumber waste or dare I say "recycled" logging materials.  
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The other source are trees grown specifically for making paper. That is, the fast growth Poplar 
or other such trees in fields where they are cultivated, grown harvested and then replanted. 
What the common person would call a "crop" and in fact that is exactly what it is: a tree crop 
grown for production of paper. I have even personally seen these great tree farms out in the  
Pacific northwest.  

Now I come from Nebraska; an agricultural state that depends upon it's economy for the most 
part from corn production. The last few year's that production has been aided by the ethanol 
industry due to the manipulation in the high price of oil. But I must ask where is Forest Ethics 
when it comes to "saving the corn"? 

Don't they realize that millions if not BILLIONS of cornstalks are being wiped out EACH and 
EVERY year by massive harvesting! Dare I say "decornstation". This time of year as I drive 
past thousands of acres of Nebraska's fields I see the  barren land that has been laid to waste by 
the corn combines I have never seen one of these defender's of the environment attempting to 
adopt a corn field. Nor, have I yet to find one Forest Ethics advocate, or even  Leonardo       
Dicaprio (one of their celebrity spokesmen) chaining themselves to a cornstalk. Where is the 
one brave soul who will, like a scene from Tiananmen Square, stand up before the combines in 
the corn field to show their true support and commitment to stopping this ongoing travesty?  

Because I won't, it isn't and anyone with common sense knows that I'm being facetious   
to make a point. That being that the trees being used to make the majority of direct mail       
advertising are not coming from the pristine forests as claimed by the Do-Not-Mail advocates. 
But in fact from crops and the waste by products, BOTH of which in fact AID the                
environment. Where is that consideration? If Do-Not-Mail is truly and unthinkably successful 
what is the environmental impact of taking away the need for  trillions of oxygen producing 
trees?? How about the trillions of tons of un-recycled waste by products. Not to mention the 
economic impact of lost revenue, jobs and a nationwide ripple of business shutdowns??? Is 
that what we really want in an economy already on the down hill slide. To be pushed by      
Do-Not-Mail below the bottom of the charts.... into the abyss!!  

Alright enough hyperbole. Let's keep our perspective and honestly look at what needs to be 
done. Top of the charts is a real emphasis on recycling. Better address listings is another. And 
in deference to the Forest Ethics position the entire industry's balanced use of non-virgin fiber 
source and FSC certified materials.  
 

The employment impact is definitely NOT hyperbole . Upper most in every level of govern-
ment official's  mind should be what drives their position or dare I say what it is that funds 
government: TAXES! Unemployed people do not pay taxes! Legislator's need to understand 
Do-Not-Mail is going down the path of crippling their own ability to do their jobs.  As I've 
stated before Do-Not-Mail is the   equivalent to "throwing the baby out with the bath water." 
In fact more than that the ripple effect tosses the whole concept of bathing and hygiene out the 
window and then what do we become: France? Seriously more trees are used in the production 
of toilet paper. But, trust me I'm NOT going to down that road in this  discussion. 
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OK, I've had some fun while sprinkling in honest perspectives on this subject. None the less 
the receding has been provided more objective information and    researched than some one 
time "Growing Pains" child star's endorsement. Good intentions are one thing but IN-
FORMED empirical perspective needs to be what drives legislative actions.  


