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BEFORE THE 
POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 
 

Inquiry Concerning City Carrier Costs 

: 

: 

: 

Docket No. PI2017-1 

 

 
MOTION OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE, INC. FOR 

ISSUANCE OF INFORMATION REQUEST TO 
THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

 
(June 22, 2017) 

United Parcel Service, Inc. (“UPS”) respectfully requests that the Presiding 

Officer issue an Information Request to the Postal Service to obtain answers to the 

appended questions.        

In Docket No. RM2015-7, the Postal Service submitted Proposal 13, a costing 

model for city carrier street time.  UPS filed initial and reply comments, which proposed 

an alternative approach to cost attribution that would evaluate all Postal products in a 

single model, relying upon operational data collected in the ordinary course of business.  

In Order No. 2792, the Commission stated that “the UPS approach holds the potential to 

remedy many of the measurement problems that arise from the use of separate models 

for parcel delivery.” See Dkt. No. RM2015-7, Order No. 2792 at 65 (Oct. 29, 2015).  

Given existing limitations in the Postal Service’s volume data for parcels, 

collections, and accountables, however, the Commission approved Proposal 13, while 

acknowledging that the UPS approach warrants further consideration.  The Commission 
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directed the Postal Service to “collect the information needed to determine whether a 

single model could produce improved estimates of variability.” Id.  The Commission 

specifically directed the Postal Service to explore the steps required to capture accurate 

daily letter route volumes of collection mail, in-receptacle parcels, deviation parcels, and 

accountables mail.  The Commission also directed the Postal Service to address the 

feasibility of updating the cost model used to assign the costs of Sunday delivery hours 

and parcel routes. See id. at 66.  More recently, the Commission opened this docket to 

obtain an update on the Postal Service’s efforts.   

The first set of questions proposed by UPS (Questions 1-7) address whether the 

Postal Service has taken steps to collect the missing categories of data as part of its 

standard route evaluation process.  In its reply comments dated March 4, 2016, UPS 

explained that “it would be a major step forward for the Postal Service to begin 

gathering counts of collection volumes, accountables, and parcels as part of its ordinary 

route evaluation process, conducted approximately once every three years for each 

route.”1  These questions also seek more detail on how the Postal Service maintains 

Form 3999 data which may be relevant to assessing the utility of that data in a cost 

attribution model.   

The second set of questions (Questions 8-13) seeks information that will help 

evaluate whether the missing data for the single model of city carrier street time can be 

obtained from the Postal Service’s Delivery Operations Information System (“DOIS”) 

dataset.  While these questions may arguably be included within the broader set of 

                                                           
1 United Parcel Service, Inc.’s Reply to Response of the United States Postal Service to 

Commission Order No. 2792, Dkt. No. RM2015-7 (Mar. 4, 2017), at 9. 
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questions the Commission itself posed to the Postal Service, UPS believes it may be 

useful to pose these questions at this level of specificity.   

Question 14 pertains to the Postal Service’s efforts to update its Special Purpose 

Route costing model.  It asks for specific detail on a study that the Postal Service 

undertook regarding its Special Purpose Route cost modeling.   

Finally, Question 15 is intended to confirm what appears to be a significant issue 

with the Postal Service’s current implementation of Proposal 13.  Under Proposal 13, 

the Postal Service creates “cost pools” for “IR Parcel Delivery” and “Parcel/Accountable 

Delivery and Travel”, which were calculated using data from the March-April 2014 

special study, with an adjustment based on Form 3999 data.  It appears, however, that 

the Postal Service has continued to use those same percentages from 2014 in its city 

carrier street time modeling every year since, despite evidence that the percentage of 

city carrier street time spent on package delivery activities has grown since 

2014.  Indeed, a comparison of Form 3999 data filed in the 2016 Annual Compliance 

Report docket with the Form 3999 data used in Proposal 13 shows that the percentage 

of total street time made up of “Parcel/Accountable Delivery and Travel” has increased 

by more than 32% since Proposal 13 was filed.  The failure to use this more recent data 

appears to attribute costs to market dominant products that should instead be attributed 

to competitive products.  Question 15 seeks to confirm the methodology used by the 

Postal Service to update the cost pools for package delivery activities since the 

adoption of Proposal 13.     

As the Commission has observed, the Postal Accountability and Enhancement 

Act “relies on public transparency . . . to achieve its goal of Postal Service 
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accountability.”  Second Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to Establish Procedure for 

According Appropriate Confidentiality, Order No. 194, Dkt. No. RM2008-1 (March 20, 

2009) at 2.  Answers to these questions would support the important goal of facilitating 

potential improvements in the Postal Service’s measurement of attributable costs.  

Respectfully submitted, 

UNITED PARCEL SERVICE, INC., 

 

By: _/s/ Steig D. Olson___________________ 
Steig D. Olson 
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP 
51 Madison Ave., 22nd Floor 
New York, NY 10010 
(212) 849-7152 
steigolson@quinnemanuel.com  
 

Attorney for UPS 
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PROPOSED QUESTIONS: 

1. Please explain whether the Postal Service has taken any steps to 

gather counts of collection volumes, accountables, and parcels as part 

of its ordinary “Form 3999” route evaluation process.  If the Postal 

Service has taken any such steps, please report on its progress.  If the 

Postal Service has not taken any such steps, please explain. 

2. Please identify the average time between the Postal Service’s periodic 

evaluations of a given route in the “Form 3999” route evaluation data 

system and describe any factors that cause this time to change. 

3. Please specify how many route evaluations were performed in 

calendar year 2016. 

4. Please provide the distribution of the number of route evaluations by 

month and explain the rationale for any notable seasonal patterns in 

this distribution.   

5. Please describe the Postal Service’s data retention policy with respect 

to “Form 3999” data.  In particular, does the Postal Service retain data 

from route evaluations prior to the most recent evaluations, and for 

how long?   

6. In Proposal 13, the “Form 3999” database that was extracted for the 

purpose of cost pool formation consisted of route evaluations for 

140,357 city carrier routes.  This data was subsequently subjected to a 

cleaning process, by which route evaluations were dropped if they met 

one or more of the following conditions: (1) the evaluation was done 

prior to 2009; (2) the evaluation reported data that were captured on 

Sunday; (3) the evaluation reported a negative value for one or more of 

the directly attributable street time activities; (4) the evaluation reported 

gross street time of over 12 hours; or (5) the evaluations reported 

negative gross street time.  These exclusions left a total of 139,867 
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useful route evaluations.2  “Form 3999” data appears to have 

subsequently been used as part of the process of cost pool formation, 

as reported in ACR2015 and ACR2016.3 

a. Please confirm that a similar “Form 3999” data extract underlies 

the street time proportions reported for ACR2015 in cells 

C10:C18 and H11:K14 of the [I-CS 6&7 FACTORS NEW] tab in 

“I_FORMS-Public-FY15.xlsm” in USPS-FY15-32. 

b. Please confirm that the same data cleaning process described 

in the R2015-7 Report was used before the calculations 

generating the numbers in these cells were performed.  If not 

confirmed, please describe any differences. 

c. Please confirm that a “Form 3999” data extract similar to that 

described in the R2015-7 Report underlies the street time 

proportions reported in ACR2016 in cells C10:C18 and H11:K14 

of the [I-CS 6&7 FACTORS NEW] tab in “I_FORMS-Public-

FY16.xlsm” in USPS-FY16-32. 

d. Please confirm that the same data cleaning process described 

in the R2015-7 Report was used before the calculations 

generating the numbers in the cells referred to in “c.” above 

were performed.  If not confirmed, please describe any 

differences. 

7. The RM2015-7 report states that of the “Form 3999” extract used in 

Proposal 13, only the 112,972 route evaluations taken in either 2012 or 

2013 were used in constructing the cost pools.4   

a. Please confirm that this subset of data was used in calculating 

the numbers presented in cells H11:K14 and C11:C17 of the [I-

                                                           
2  RM2015-7 Report, pp. 9-10. 
3  See USPS-FY15-32 and USPS-FY16-32. 
4  RM2015-7 Report, pp. 14-15. 
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CS 6&7 FACTORS NEW] tab of the 

"I_FORMS_Proposal_13.xls" file in USPS-RM2015-7/1. 

b. Please confirm that the dates of these 112,972 route 

evaluations ranged from January 1, 2012 to June 3, 2013. 

c. Was the “Form 3999” data ultimately used in updating the City 

Carrier cost pools in ACR2015 subject to a similar date range 

limitation?  If so, please provide the date range of the route 

evaluations that were ultimately included in that portion of the 

calculations underlying cost pool formation that relied on “Form 

3999” data. 

d. Was the “Form 3999” data ultimately used in updating the City 

Carrier cost pools in ACR2016 subject to a similar date range 

limitation?  If so, please provide the date range of the route 

evaluations that were ultimately included in that portion of the 

calculations underlying cost pool formation that relied on “Form 

3999” data. 

8. Please identify all of the products to which Intelligent Mail package 

barcodes are applied.  

a. For each product identified in Question 8, please indicate 

whether Intelligent Mail package barcodes are applied to all 

pieces or to only a subset of pieces. If Intelligent Mail package 

barcodes are applied only to a fraction of the pieces, please 

describe the circumstances, characteristics or situations that 

determined whether an Intelligent Mail package barcode is or is 

not applied. 

b. For each product identified in Question 8, please indicate for the 

most recent period for which data are available the percentage 

of parcel pieces containing an Intelligent Mail package barcode. 
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c. Please describe the process for handling parcels that do not 

have an Intelligent Mail package barcode. 

9. The Postal Service stated in its Response to Order No. 2792 that “Mail 

collected by city carriers from customer receptacles, as opposed to 

street letter boxes, is not currently recorded by any of the Postal 

Service’s operational systems.”5  Please explain whether it would be 

feasible to record mail collection volumes on the Mobile Delivery 

Devices employed by the Postal Service. 

10. Please provide the total number of Mobile Delivery Devices (MDDs) 

that the USPS has currently deployed. 

a. Approximately how many city carrier routes employ MDD 

technology on a daily or near-daily basis? 

b. Approximately how many city carrier routes do not employ MDD 

technology on a regular (daily or near-daily) basis? 

11. Please provide a list of the data elements captured by carriers using 

the MDDs. 

12. Please describe the organization of the computer file or files generated 

per time period from MDD scans. 

a. Is there one file per time period, or multiple files? 

b. Is there one record per parcel, or one record per scan? 

c. Please indicate the record length, in bytes, of each file 

generated from MDD scans. 

d. Please indicate the approximate number of records generated 

per month from MDD scans. 

13. The Postal Service stated in its Response to Order No. 2792 that in 

order “to gain a sense of the accuracy of the PTR designation, the 

Postal Service plans to compare the relative shares of in-receptacle 

                                                           
5  Id. at 9. 
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and deviation parcels from PTR with the relative shares from the City 

Carrier Cost System (CCCS), which currently records in- receptacle 

and deviation parcels on each city carrier test.”6  Was this comparison 

done?  If so, what were the results? 

14. The Postal Service Response to Order 2792 at 19 states that the 

Postal Service is “investigating the feasibility of using operational data 

to estimate variability equations for LDCs 23 and 27,” and that the first 

step is to attempt to “match relevant work hours from [Time Attendance 

Collection System] with corresponding volumes extracted from 

[Product Tracking and Reporting].”7  Please discuss the results of your 

investigations in this study, and its potential role in updating the city 

carrier Special Purpose Route cost model.  

15. The RM2015-7 report describes how, in the process of calculating time 

proportions for cost pool formation, the percentages of street time 

associated with package delivery (derived from the Package and 

Accountable Field Study conducted in March and April of 2014) are 

scaled up by the ratio of total street time to attributable street time 

(calculated using the aforementioned “Form 3999” extract data, after 

the cleaning described above in question 6).8  As illustrated in Table 7 

of the RM2015-7 study, the Package and Accountable Field Study 

found that 3.84% of street time was devoted to in-receptacle package 

delivery, and that 4.71% of street time was devoted to deviation parcel 

delivery.9  Please refer to: the “I-CS 6&7 FACTORS NEW” tab of the 

“I_FORMS_Proposal_13.xls” file in RM2015-7/1; the “I-CS 6&7 

FACTORS NEW” tab of the “I_FORMS_Public-FY15.xlsm” file in 

USPS-ACR2015/32; and the “I-CS 6&7 FACTORS NEW” tab of the 

“I_FORMS_Public-FY16.xlsm” file in USPS-ACR2016/32. 

                                                           
6  Response of the United States Postal Service to Commission Order No. 2792, 

Dkt. No. R2015-7 (Feb. 16, 2016), at 8. 
7  Id. at 19.  
8  Id. at 17. 
9  Id. 
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a. Please confirm that the 3.84% and 4.71% figures derived from 

the March-April 2014 study were also subsequently used in 

calculating the share of street time devoted to In-Receptacle 

Parcel Delivery and Parcel/Accountable Delivery and Travel, 

respectively, in ACR2015 and ACR2016. 

b. Please confirm that, in terms of the Street Time Proportions for 

these two types of parcel delivery that were used in Proposal 

13, ACR2015, and ACR2016, the only variation is due to the 

Form 3999-derived ratio of total street time to attributable street 

time. 

c. Please confirm that the percentage of directly attributable street 

time spent on Parcel & Accountable Delivery as calculated from 

the “Form 3999” data increased from 4.63% as of Proposal 13 

to 6.15% as reflected in the ACR2016 report. 

d. Please confirm that despite this 32% increase in the share of 

directly attributable street time spent on Parcel & Accountable 

Delivery (deviation parcels), the share of city carrier street time 

used by the Postal Service that forms the deviation parcel cost 

pool in ACR2016 (5.40%), is virtually identical to the 5.39% 

proportion identified in 2014 and used in Proposal 13.   

e. Please explain why the Postal Service has not updated the cost 

pool used for parcel delivery to incorporate the increase in the 

percentage of city carrier time spent on package delivery 

activities since 2014. 

 


