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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SHAH    
 
OCA/USPS-T1-9  
 
The following refers to your response to APWU/USPS-T1-3[c]. 
a. Please explain what the acronym PSFR refers to.  Include in your 
 response a description of the types of data contained in the PSFR data 
 source and provide a sample copy of the report. 
b. Please explain what the acronym EOR refers to.  Include in your response 
 a description of the types of data contained in the EOR data source and 
 provide a sample copy of the report. 
c. Please explain what the acronym TIMES refers to.  Include in your 
 response a description of the types of data contained in the TIMES data 
 source and provide a sample copy of the report. 
d. Please provide a copy of the reports generated by PC Miler for each of the 
 ten sites specified in this docket. 
e. Please provide the most recent copy of the Service Standard Directory 
 you are referring to in your response. 
 
RESPONSE 

a. Postal Service Financial Report.  This report was an internal management 

reporting system that contained revenue and expense data by Area. It  

compared actual data versus the financial plan and versus same period 

last year. These comparisons where shown on a current accounting 

period basis and on a year-to-date basis.  A sample page is attached.  

Beginning with FY 2004, the PSFR was discontinued and the Financial 

Performance Report (FPR) became the new internal management report. 

The FPR contains revenue and expense data by revenue and expense 

line at the National level, not by Area. The FPR compares actual data 

versus the financial plan and versus same period last year. These 

comparisons are shown on a current month basis and on a year-to-date 

basis. The FPR also contains information on capital commitments.      

 



RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SHAH    
 

Response to OCA/USPS-T1-9 (continued) 

b. EOR – End of Run.  An EOR report would show the throughput for a 

 particular piece of mail processing equipment at a particular mail 

 processing location, such as an Optical Character Reader, for a particular 

 operation (outgoing primary sortation, incoming secondary sortation, etc.). 

 A report would indicate the number of pieces read, the number of pieces 

 sorted to various bins, the number rejected, the amount of time for the 

 machine run, etc.) 

c. The Transportation Information Management Evaluation System contains 

 data regarding surface transportation trips: arrival times, load/unload 

 times,  types of mail, types and number of containers, etc.  A sample sheet 

 is attached. 

d. PC Miler is an off-the-shelf software application used by the Postal 

 Service to estimate drive times and distances between locations.  No 

 print-outs of the figures reflecting the distance between the consolidated 

 and the gaining facilities that would have been generated and examined in 

 connection with those 10 AMPs reviews were preserved.   

  Consol   Gaining   Miles  

 Monmouth NJ  Trenton    49 

    Kilmer    27.2 

 Waterbury CT  So. Conn   20.7 

 



RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SHAH    
 

Response to OCA/USPS-T1-9 (continued) 

 Consol   Gaining   Miles   

 Pasadena CA  Industry   24.1 

     Santa Clarita   34 

 Greenburgh PA  Pittsburgh   36.4 

 Olympia WA   Tacoma   29.3 

 Bridgeport CT  Stamford   21.2 

 NW Boston MA  Boston   6.5 

 Kinston NC   Fayetteville   96.7 

 Marysville CA   Sacramento   43.9 

 Mojave CA   Bakersfield   62.8 

 
 
f. A copy of the FY 2006 Q1 Service Standards Directory is provided in 

 USPS Library Reference N2006-1/2.  There were no changes 

 implemented for Q2.







RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SHAH    
 

OCA/USPS-T1-11 

Has the Postal Service performed an END or AMP analysis of part or all of the 
facilities and network in Figure 2? 
a. Assuming that your answer is “yes,” please provide the analyses and 
 conclusions.  Please identify and quantify cost savings and service 
 changes. 
b. Assuming that your answer is that the analysis is currently ongoing, 
 please provide information on the extent of the study, details of the study, 
 and expected findings and conclusions. 
c. Assuming that your answer is “no,” please explain why no study is being 
 conducted and the extent to which you believe that such a study would or 
 would not be applicable to enhance efficiency in the Postal network. 
 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
(a-c)  
 
The Postal Service is using the END model and the AMP process to assist in 

determining the potential roles of existing facilities in the future mail processing 

network.   END modeling suggests possible outcomes that can then be 

considered and analyzed through mechanisms like the AMP review process.  It is 

this review process that leads to decisions about whether many current mail 

processing facilities, such as those depicted in Figure 2, should be retained as 

part of the future network and what their functions should be.   Like any other 

mail processing plants in the network, the facilities depicted in Figure 2 are 

candidates for AMP review as a part of the END initiaitve.  Presumably, their time 

will come.  It would be imprudent to try to predict or guess what the results of 

those studies could be.   

 

 



RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SHAH    
 

RESPONSE to OCA/USPS-T1-11 (continued) 

It is expected that the future mail processing network will evolve to a state where 

there will eventually be approximately 70 of the Regional Distribution Centers 

depicted in Figure 3 located throughout the continental U.S., each of which is  

connected to a variety of subordinate or related facilities.  Further review is 

necessary before the Postal Service can be certain of all potential RDC locations 

or what roles will be played by the facilties depicted in Figure 2.   As described by 

witness Williams (USPS-T-2), numerous facility-specific AMP feasibiltiy studies 

will be conducted during the next several years to determine their roles and 

relationships.  Some mail processing functions are expected to shift to different 

locations in many cases.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 


