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Executive Summary
This report presents the results of ICF's review of the USPS Internal Service Performance
Measurement (SPM) for Quarter 3 (Q3) of fiscal year 2017 (FY17). ICF completed a similar
compliance analysis for Quarter 1 (Q1 ) of FY17. This follow-on report presents the results of a
compliance analysis for Quarter 3 of FY17 of a redesigned set of audit measures designed to
assess the accuracy, reliability, and representativeness of the sampling performance.
USPS continues its migration to the internal Service Performance Measurement (SPM) system,
which enhances service performance measurement. Internal SPM provides comprehensive,
consolidated data collection and monitoring of the main performance metrics. Unlike the old
system of sing le piece measurement that relies on human interaction for recording when mail
enters the mail stream and when it is delivered , Internal SPM provides barcoding-based random
scan selection and sampling diagnostics on all mail. This new technology replaces the use of
seeded mail to represent the full mail stream. Furthermore, Internal SPM utilizes census data for
mail classes that utilized a manual seed ing/recipient approach before, vastly increasing the
volume in measurement and therefore the value of the diagnostics and scores available to the
field on a daily basis.
For FY17 Q3, similar to the FY 17 Q1 analysis, ICF evaluated the accuracy, reliability, and
representativeness of the sampling by assessing a redesigned set of 26 audit measures to
perform the analysis. The original set of measures were redesigned based on lessons learned
from the initial analyses, a review of the 2015 GAO report, and interviews w ith USPS staff.
USPS provided information about each of the 26 audit measures, including the general criteria
used to evaluate each measure; however, ICF used these criteria to develop more specific rules
for evaluating compliance. ICF reviewed audit information to determine compliance with each
measure and developed methods to examine the information provided by the USPS SPM team .
For the FY17 Q3 analysis using the redesigned audit measures, ICF classified 14 measures as
achieved, 10 measures as partially achieved , 1 measure as not achieved, and 1 measure as not
applicable
Table ES-1 below summarizes the results of the compliance analysis.
Table ES-1. Audit Compliance Review Summary
Measure

Phase

Audit Subject

1

First Mile

Is First Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

2

First Mile

Is First Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

Audit Criteria.

FY17 Q3
Result

Procedures for sampling should be
written and training provided to
employees responsible for performing
samolina.

Achieved

There should be processes to identify
anomalies between expected and
actual number of scans based on the
collection box density.

Partially
achieved
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Measure

3

4

5

6

7

8

Audit Subject

First Mile

Is the collection box
density data accurate and
complete?

Density tests should be performed on
every active collection point annually
and data collected should accurately
reflect the volume in the boxes during
the testing period.

Achieved

Last Mile

Is Last Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

Procedures for sampling should be
written and training provided to
employees responsible for performing
sam lin .

Achieved

Last Mile

Is Last Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

There should be processes to identify
anomalies between expected and
actual number of scans based on the
expected pieces in inventory.

Achieved

Reporting

Are reporting procedures
and requirements
established and being
executed per design to
produce accurate results?

Reporting requirements should be
documented and align with regulatory
reporting requirements.

Partially
achieved

Reporting

Are reporting procedures
and requirements
established and being
executed per design to
produce accurate results?

Exclusions. exceptions, and limitations
should be documented in the Internal
SPM system and the final reports.

Not
applicable

Reporting

Do non-automated
exclu sions and special
exceptions (e.g ..
curtailments. local
holidays, non-certified
mail, proxy data. special
low volume exclusions)
create unbiased
performance estimates?

Documented approval process should
exist and be followed for all
manual/special exclusions and
exceptions and for adding and/or
changing exclusions or other business
rules.

Achieved

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which imputed
results are used within the quarter.

Achieved

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which proxy
results are used within the quarter.

Achieved

9

First Mile

10

First Mile

11

Last Mile

, 1/
~ICF

F~~:u~3

Phase

Is use of imputations for
FM Profi le results limited
to provide FM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?
Is use of proxy data for
FM Profile results limited
to provide FM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?
Is use of imputations for
LM Profi le results limited
to provide LM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?

Audit Criteria.

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which imputed
results are used within the quarter.
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Measure

Phase

Audit Subject

Audit Criteria.

FY17 Q3
Result

12

Last Mile

Is use of proxy data for
LM Profi le results limited
to provide LM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?

13

Reporting

Are changes to SPM
documented and available
for reference?

Program and SPM changes are
documented in an Internal SPM
repository for reference.

Achieved

14

Reporting

Are changes to SPM
documented and available
for reference?

PRC Reports denote major
methodology and process changes in
quarterly results.

Achieved

15

Reporting/
Processing
Duration

Does the Internal SPM
system produce reliable
results?

For each product measured , the ontime performance scores should have
margins of error lower than the
designed maximums for the quarter.

Achieved

16

Reporting

Do processes exist to
store and maintain official
results reliably?

Processes should be established for
storing final quarterly results

Achieved

Reporting

Does the schedule allow
for the production of
reliable quarterly results
given data and system
constraints?

All critical defects and data repairs
should be completed for the quarter
prior to finalizing results. All data
loading, ingestions, associations,
consolidations. and aggregations
should be completed.

Achieved

First Mile

Do the sampling results
indicate that all collection
points were included
(districts, ZIP codes, box
types. box locations)?

Across the year, more than 90% of
boxes should be selected for sampling
at least one time.

Partially
achieved

First Mile

Are the sampling
response rates sufficient
to indicate that nonresponse biases are
immaterial? If not, does
the data indicate
differences in
performance for underrepresented groups?

Most response rates should exceed
80% at a district level.

Partially
achieved

17

18

19

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which proxy
results are used within the quarter.

Achieved
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Phase

Audit Subject

Audit Criteria.

FY17 Q3
Result

First Mile

If the sampling response
rates do not meet the
district threshold, does the
data indicate differences
in performance for underrepresented groups?

Coverage ratios should meet
acceptable thresholds at the 3-digit ZIP
Code levels for districts with poor
coverage.

Partially
achieved

21

First Mile

Are all valid collection
points included in the
collection profile
(collection points, Z IP
codes and collection
dates)?

Most eligible collection points in CPMS
should be measured in the profile.

Achieved

22

First Mile

Are all retail locations
included in the final retail
results for all shapes,
dates. Z IP codes?

Most eligible retail locations should
contribute data to the profile for some
dates and mail types in the quarter.

Partially
achieved

23

Processing
Duration

At least 70% of the volume is measured
for each product.

Partially
achieved

24

Processing
Duration

Most active Z IP codes should have mail
receipts for all products during the
quarter.

Partially
achieved

Last Mile

Are the sampling
response rates sufficiently
high to indicate that nonresponse biases are
immaterial?

Most response rates should exceed
80% at a district level.

Partially
achieved

Last Mile

If the sampling response
rates do not meet the
district threshold, does the
data indicate differences
in performance for underrepresented groups?

Coverage ratios should meet
acceptable thresholds at the 3-digit ZIP
Code levels for districts with poor
coverage.

Partially
achieved

Measure

20

25

26

How much of the volume
is included in
measurement for each
measured oroduct?
Are all destinating ZIP
codes and dates
represented in the final
data?

Based on the redesigned audit measures, we suggest remedies to bring the audit measures into
compliance, including the following (for the not achieved measure):
•

Provide transparent and supported explanations for cases of low compliance for the Last
Mile.

The body of this report provides additional details (including specific metrics for each of the 26
audit measures) and explanations of the compliance determinations; it also provides a
prioritization of the changes we recommend for the short and long terms.
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I.

Introduction

The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) published a report in September 2015 that
reviewed how the United States Postal Service (USPS) measures delivery performance and
how the Postal Regulatory Commission (PRC) uses this information. 1 The GAO report provided
several performance data findings, including:
•

•
•

USPS and PRC reports on delivery performance do not provide sufficient analysis to
hold the USPS accountable for meeting its statutory mission, including insufficient
district-level analysis and a lack of reporting about rural delivery performance.
The PRC has not fully assessed why USPS data are not complete and representative.
Slightly more than half (55%) of market-dominant mail is included in the USPS
measurement of on-time delivery performance.

In response to the GAO report, the PRC requested public comment on the quality and
completeness of service performance data in Order No. 2791 (October 29, 2015). 2 In Order No.
3490 (August 26, 2016), the PRC provided an analysis of public comments received and
required USPS to regularly provide descriptions of methodologies used to verify data accuracy,
reliability, and representativeness for each service performance measure. 3
USPS developed a proof-of-concept audit plan for the Internal Service Performance
Measurement (SPM) System. The audit plan emphasized three audit metrics—accuracy,
reliability, and representativeness—and covered specific products, measurement phases, and
major components of Internal SPM. In the spring of 2017, ICF reviewed Internal SPM results for
Quarter 1 (Q1) of fiscal year 2017 (FY17). This report presents the results of a follow-on
analysis to evaluate the compliance determinations for Quarter 3 (Q3) of FY17 using a
redesigned set of criteria. The following sections detail the results of this audit review and ICF’s
recommendations.

II.

Evaluation Approach

ICF followed GAO standards for government auditing throughout the audit process, including
those outlined in GAO’s Government Auditing Standards: 2017 Exposure Draft. Our audit
review focused on measurement results for the following products:
•

•

Domestic First-Class Mail
o Single-Piece letters and cards
o Presort letters and cards
o Single-Piece and Presort flats
USPS Marketing Mail

1

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Actions Needed to Make Delivery Performance Information
More Complete, Useful, and Transparent, September 2015, http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-15-756.
2 Postal Regulatory Commission, Notice Establishing Docket Concerning Service Performance
Measurement Data, October 2015, https://www.prc.gov/dockets/document/93660.
3 Postal Regulatory Commission, Order Enhancing Service Performance Reporting Requirements and
Closing Docket, August 2016, https://www.prc.gov/dockets/document/96994.
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•
•

o High Density and Saturation letters
o High Density and Saturation flats
o Carrier Route
o Letters
o Flats
o Every Door Direct Mail-Retail flats
Periodicals
Package Services
o Bound Printed Matter flats.

“Standard Mail” was renamed “USPS Marketing Mail” in January 2017.
The audit evaluated each of the following phases of internal measurement:
•
•

•

•

•

First Mile: The time between the deposit of mail into a collection box or at a retail unit,
for instance, and the first processing on postal equipment.
Processing Duration: The time between initial processing and final processing for
single-piece mail, and the time from the start-the-clock event (e.g., acceptance at a
business mail entry unit) through final processing for commercial mail.
Last Mile: The time between final processing and delivery for both single-piece and
commercial mail.
Scoring and Reporting: Review of Internal SPM processes for calculating service
performance estimates and producing reports of market-dominant product performance
scores.
System Controls: Review of business rules and administrative rights within the Internal
SPM measurement processes and data recording and operating procedures for Postal
personnel executing measurement processes.

The purpose of the audit is to ensure the accuracy, reliability, and representativeness of the
sampling methodology and execution. These terms can be defined as follows:
•
•
•

Accuracy: The closeness of computations of estimates to the “unknown” exact or true
values.
Reliability: The reproducibility and stability (consistency) of the obtained measurement
estimates and scores.
Representativeness: How well the sampled data reflects the overall volume.

“Bias” combines accuracy and representativeness by evaluating the extent to which the
performance estimates from the sample data tend to over- or under-estimate the volume
performance for all USPS mail.

1.

Compliance Approach

This section presents the approach that ICF followed to conduct the audit compliance review to
evaluate the accuracy, reliability, and representativeness of the sampling. Specifically, ICF
examined data and information describing 26 audit measures that are designed to ensure that
the sampling is being conducted appropriately. USPS provided information about each of the 26
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audit measures, including the general criteria used to evaluate each measure; however, ICF
used these criteria to develop more specific rules for evaluating compliance.
The audit metrics are based on the following questions:
•
•
•

Does the Internal SPM system produce results that are accurate?
Does the Internal SPM system produce results that are reliable?
Does the Internal SPM system produce results that are representative?

Following these high-level questions, the audit plan provides sub-questions and sub-subquestions about specific Internal SPM processes to be examined. The audit criteria are used in
answering sub-sub-questions, audit information to review or assess compliance, and methods
to examine the information provided by USPS. The original set of audit measures was applied to
evaluate compliance in Q1 of FY17. ICF redesigned the set of audit measures based on lessons
learned in the initial analyses, a review of the 2015 GAO report, and interviews with USPS staff.
Appendix A presents the questionnaire. ICF analyzed the compliance for Q3 using the
redesigned audit measures. Table 1 displays the audit questions, criteria, and information used
by ICF to evaluate the compliance of the sampling process.

9

Independent Validation of USPS SPM Audit Design

Table 1. Audit Plan Measures
Measure

Phase

Level 1

1

First Mile

Is First Mile (FM)
data Accurate?

2

First Mile

Is FM data
Accurate?

3

First Mile

Is FM data
Accurate?

4

Last Mile

Is Last Mile (LM)
data Accurate?

Level2

Level3

Are Design (e.g.
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of First
Mile processes
accurate?
Are Design (e.g.
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of First
Mile processes
accurate?
Are Design (e.g.
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of First
Mile processes
accurate?

Do carriers
accurately complete
First Mile sampling?

Are Design (e.g.
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of Last
Mile processes
accurate?

Do carriers
accurately complete
Last Mile sampling?

Do carriers
accurately complete
First Mile sampling?

Is the collection box
density data
accurate and
complete?

Audit Criteria
{Yardstick)
Procedures for
sampling should be
written and training
provided to
employees
responsible for
performing sampling.
There should be
processes to identify
anomalies between
expected and actual
number of scans
based on the
collection box density.
Density tests should
be performed on
every active collection
point annually and
data collected should
accurately reflect the
volume in the boxes
during the testing
period.
Procedures for
sampling should be
written and training
provided to
employees
responsible for
performing sampling.

Audit Information
Validate that the sampling
procedures are up-to-date and
comprehensive.

Validate whether processes
exist to verify the accuracy of
the sampling responses.

Verify that there is a process to
load/use Collection Point
Management System (CPMS)
density data.

Validate that the sampling
procedures are up-to-date and
comprehensive.
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Measure

Phase

Level 1

Level2

Level3

Audit Criteria
{Yardstick)
There should be
processes to identify
anomalies between
expected and actual
number of scans
based on the
expected pieces in
inventory.
Reporting
requirements should
be documented and
aligned with
regulatory reporting
requirements.

Audit Information

5

Last Mile

Is LM data
Accurate?

Are Design (e.g.
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of Last
Mile processes
accurate?

Do carriers
accurately complete
Last Mile sampling?

6

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Accurate?

Are reporting
procedures and
requirements
established and
executed per design
to produce accurate
results?

7

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Accurate?

Are Design (e.g. ,
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of
Reporting
processes
accurate?
Are Design (e.g. ,
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of
Reporting
processes
accurate?

Are reporting
procedures and
requirements
established and
being executed per
design to produce
accurate results?

Exclusions,
exceptions, and
limitations should be
documented in the
Internal Service
Performance
Measurement (SPM)
system and the final
reports.

Validate whether Attachments
A (Exclusion Reasons
Breakdown) and B (Total
Measured/ Unmeasured) are
accurately produced for
Internal SPM .

8

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Accurate?

Are Design (e.g. ,
requirements,
SOPs, business
rules) and
Execution of
Reporting
processes
accurate?

Do non-automated
exclusions and
special exceptions
(e.g. , local holidays,
non-certified mail,
proxy data, low
volume exclusions)
create unbiased

A documented
approval process
should exist and be
followed for all
manual/special
exclusions and
exceptions and for
adding or changing

Review approval process for all
manual exclusions and special
exceptions. Review process
and decisions for any
exclusions to confirm the focus
is on measurement accuracy
and not biased.

Validate whether processes
exist to verify the accuracy of
the sampling responses.

Quarterly verification of
requirements and report
contents should occur.
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Measure

Phase

Level 1

Level2

Level3
performance
estimates.

9

First Mile

Is FM data
Reliable?

Are First Mile
results designed
and executed to
produce reliable
results?

10

First Mile

Is FM data
Reliable?

Are First Mile
results designed
and executed to
produce reliable
results?

11

Last Mile

Is Last Mile (LM)
data Reliable?

Are Last Mile
results designed
and executed to
produce reliable
results?

Is use of imputations
for FM Profile
results limited to
provide FM
measurement that
represents the
district's
performance?
Is use of proxy data
for FM Profile
results limited to
provide FM
measurement that
represents the
district's
performance?
Is use of imputations
for LM Profile results
limited to provide
LM measurement
that represents the
district's
performance?

Audit Criteria
{Yardstick)
exclusions or other
business rules.

Audit Information

Most districts should
have a limited amount
of volume for which
imputed results are
used within the
quarter.

Review the volume of mail for
which imputations are required.

Most districts should
have a limited amount
of volume for which
proxy results are used
within the quarter.

Review the volume of mail
where proxy data are used.

Most districts should
have a limited amount
of volume for which
imputed results are
used within the
quarter.

Review the volume of mail for
which imputations are required.
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Measure

Phase

Level 1

Level2

Level3

12

Last Mile

Is LM data
Reliable?

Are Last Mile
results designed
and executed to
produce reliable
results?

Is use of proxy data
for LM Profile results
limited to provide
LM measurement
that represents the
district's
performance?

13

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Reliable?

Does the Internal
SPM system
produce reliable
results?

Are changes to SPM
documented and
available for
reference?

14

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Reliable?

Does the Internal
SPM system
produce reliable
results?

Are changes to SPM
documented and
available for
reference?

15

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Reliable?

Does the Internal
SPM system
produce reliable
results?

Does the Internal
SPM system
produce reliable
results?

16

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Reliable?

Does the Internal
SPM system
produce reliable
results?

Do processes exist
to store and
maintain official
results reliably?

Audit Criteria
{Yardstick)
Most districts should
have a limited amount
of volume for which
proxy results are used
within the quarter.

Audit Information
Review the volume of mail
where proxy data are used.

Program and SPM
changes are
documented in an
Internal SPM
repository for
reference.
PRC Reports denote
major methodology
and process changes
in quarterly results.

Review documentation of
systems' modifications and
validate availability and
robustness.

For each product
measured, the ontime performance
scores should have
margins of error lower
than the designed
maximums for the
quarter.
Processes should be
established for storing
final quarterly results .

Review statistical precision by
product and reporting level.

Review method and process
changes as well as PRC
Report narratives.

Validate that v ital scoring data
are "frozen" for quarter close
and that these data are
maintained in accordance with
data retention policy.
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Level 1

Level2

Level3

Measure

Phase

17

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Reporting/
Data Reliable?

Does the Internal
SPM system
produce reliable
results?

Does the schedule
allow for the
production of
reliable quarterly
results given data
and system
constraints?

18

First Mile

Is FM data
Representative?

Does the execution
of the First Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?

19

First Mile

Is FM data
Representative?

Does the execution
of the First Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?

Do the sampling
results indicate that
all collection points
were included
(districts, ZIP codes,
box types, box
locations)?
Are the sampling
response rates
sufficient to indicate
that non- response
biases are
immaterial? If no,
does the data
indicate differences
in performance for
under-represented
groups?

Audit Criteria
(Yardstick)
All critical defects and
data repairs should
be completed for the
quarter prior to
finalizing results. All
data loading,
ingestions,
associations,
consolidations, and
aggregations should
be completed.
Across the year, more
than 90% of boxes
should be selected for
sampling at least one
time.

Most response rates
should exceed 80% at
a district level.

Audit Information
Validate that there is a process
to close the quarterly reporting
period to include: 1) Review
outstanding defects to
determine impact or potential
impact; 2) Review completed
data repairs/defect repairs for
comprehensiveness; and 3)
Review data processing
backlogs impacting the quarter.
Across 4 quarters, measure the
total number of collection
points which were selected for
sampling and which resulted in
valid samples to identify
whether there is systematic
non-coverage of boxes.
Calculate sampling response
rate for each district.
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Measure

Phase

Level 1

Level2

Level3
If the sampling
response rates do
not meet the district
threshold, are there
differences in
performance for
under-represented
groups?
Are all valid
collection points
included in the
collection profile
(collection points,
ZIP codes, and
collection dates)?
Are all retail
locations included in
the final retail results
for all shapes,
dates, and ZIP
codes?
How much of the
volume is included
in measurement for
each measured
product?

20

First Mile

Is FM data
Representative?

Does the execution
of the First Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?

21

First Mile

Is FM data
Representative?

Does the execution
of the First Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?

22

First Mile

Is FM data
Representative?

23

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Processing
Duration data
Representative?

24

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Is Processing
Duration data
Representative?

Does the execution
of the First Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?
Do the execution of
the Processing
Duration and
overall
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?
Do the execution of
the Processing
Duration and
overall

Are all destinating
ZIP codes and dates
represented in the
final data?

Audit Criteria
{Yardstick)
Coverage ratios
should meet
acceptable thresholds
at the 3-digit ZIP
Code levels for
districts with poor
coverage.

Audit Information
For district response rates
below thresholds, calculate
coverage ratios for the 3-digit
ZIP codes.

Most eligible
collection points in
CPMS should be
measured in the
profile.

Assemble full frame of
collection points and assess
whether all are represented in
the profile. If not, determ ine the
extent of missing points.

Most eligible retail
locations should
contribute data to the
profile for some dates
and mail types in the
quarter.
At least 70% of the
volume is measured
for each product.

Assemble a full frame of
eligible retail locations and
measure how many have at
least one piece measured
during the quarter.

Most active ZIP codes
should have mail
receipts for all

Take the total measured
volume for the quarter and the
total population pieces for each
product (PRC product reporting
levels) and calculate the
percent of mail in
measurement.
Summarize the final data from
the quarter by destination 5digit ZIP code and product and
assess against the full frame.
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Measure

Phase

Level 1

25

Last Mile

Is LM data
Representative?

26

Last Mile

Is LM data
Representative?

Level2
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?
Does the execution
of the Last Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?
Does the execution
of the Last Mile
measurement
process yield
results that are
representative?

Level3

Are the sampling
response rates
sufficiently high to
indicate that nonresponse biases are
immaterial?
If the sampling
response rates do
not meet the district
threshold, does the
data indicate
differences in
performance for
under-represented
groups?

Audit Criteria
{Yardstick)
products during the
quarter.

Audit Information

Most response rates
should exceed 80% at
a District level.

Measure the last mile sampling
response rate by the district.

Coverage ratios
should meet
acceptable thresholds
at the 3-digit ZIP
Code levels for
districts wit h poor
coverage.

For district response rates
below thresholds, calculate
coverage ratios for the 3-digit
ZIP codes.
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ICF requested data and information from the USPS SPM team to conduct the audit according to
the criteria presented in Table 1.
ICF reviewed the data and information submitted and compared it to the audit criteria to
determine compliance. When the FY17 Q3 data indicated possible issues with accuracy,
reliability, or representatives, additional information was gathered and reviewed. Throughout this
process, ICF documented results and flagged potential issues. After completing the compliance
review, ICF quantified the impact or potential impact of compliance issues, as presented in
Section IV.

2.

Audit Measure Redesign: Review of GAO Report

To help in the development of the redesigned measures, ICF reviewed the 2015 GAO report
Actions Needed to Make Delivery Performance Information More Complete, Useful, and
Transparent. 4 A summary of that report follows in subsection 2.1.
ICF also reviewed the 2017 GAO Exposure Report Government Auditing Standards: 2017
Exposure Draft. This is a letter describing the process used by GAO for revising the
Government Auditing Standards, summarizing the proposed major changes, discussing
proposed effective dates, and providing instructions for submitting comments on the proposed
standards. A summary of that report follows in subsection 2.2. Due to time and resource
limitations, ICF did not follow all the recommendations in detail. However, ICF’s procedures
were designed to meet the most important goal—that of an independent review. The general
procedure was for ICF to design the audit measures and compliance criteria, request summary
data and information from USPS , calculate the measures and their compliance categories, and
prepare a report, including the compliance status for each audit measure and our
recommendations for next steps to address compliance issues.
For the redesign, ICF also held interviews with USPS staff on suggestions for improving and
redesigning the audit measures. Appendix A presents the questionnaire.
Based on the interviews and our review of the previous audit measure analyses, ICF developed
a redesigned set of audit measures and compliance criteria, requested summary data and
information from USPS, calculated the redesigned measures and their compliance categories,
and prepared this report, including the compliance status for each audit measure and our
recommendations for next steps to address compliance issues.

2.1

2015 GAO Report

The 2015 GAO Report reviewed the USPS’s measurement of delivery performance and the
PRC’s use of the information. The 2015 report entitled Actions Needed to Make Delivery
Performance Information More Complete, Useful, and Transparent found that the measurement

4

U.S. Government Accountability Office, Actions Needed to Make Delivery Performance Information
More Complete, Useful, and Transparent, September 2015, http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-15-756.
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of on-time delivery performance had greatly expanded during the preceding nine years yet
remains incomplete. Improving from 16% in 2006 to 55% market-dominant mail was included in
Q2 FY15. The missing 45% of market-dominant mail was excluded due to various reasons such
as missing barcodes. Also, the PRC had not fully assessed why USPS data are not complete
and representative.
The GAO Report recommended that the USPS and PRC take steps to improve the
completeness, analysis, and transparency of delivery performance information and that the PRC
initiate a public inquiry docket to improve data quality and completeness. Furthermore, the GAO
Report criticized the USPS and PRC reports on delivery performance for not including sufficient
analysis on service throughout the nation, only enough analysis as legally required. The GAO
Report highlighted that the national-level analysis does address sub-national trends and
expressed the need for analysis at the district level. Additionally, the GAO Report suggested the
USPS publish not only the most recent quarter’s data but also trend data to improve
transparency to stakeholders. Lastly, the GAO Report identified that the USPS and PRC are not
required to provide, nor do they report, performance information for rural areas. The GAO
Report stated that cost information for the analysis of rural delivery performance would be useful
for Congress.
The USPS and PRC agreed with the recommendations addressed to them but disagreed with
the data “completeness” as outlined by the GAO Report, stating that it conforms to the Office of
Management and Budget’s (OMB) audit standards. The USPS believed that they utilize a
statistically representative sample of the mail applied with weighting formulas. The PRC
accepted the recommendation to hold a public proceeding. The USPS disagreed with the
statement “that they do not include sufficient analysis…to provide service in all areas of the
nation.” The USPS stated that they publish quarterly reports as required, which include data at
the district level. The USPS and PRC accepted the recommendation to improve reporting and
publish trends on www.usps.com. Lastly, the PRC stated that the PRC, USPS, and United
States Senate are working together to resolve issues with the goal of providing information of
rural delivery performance.

2.2

2017 GAO Exposure Report

The GAO’s Government Auditing Standards: 2017 Exposure Draft outlined the Federal
standards for government auditing. It is a letter describing the process used by GAO for revising
the Government Auditing Standards, summarizing the proposed major changes, discussing
proposed effective dates, and providing instructions for submitting comments on the proposed
standards.
Modifications that may affect the audit of the USPS reside under “Chapter 5: Quality Control and
Peer Review.” Modified standards require that the audit organizations:
•
•

Annually obtain written affirmation of compliance with policies and procedures on
independence
Establish policies and procedures designed to provide reasonable assurance

Requirements are added, and guidance is provided for engagement performance,
documentation, and reporting. This includes requirements for policies and procedures pertaining
to the review and supervision of engagement work performed by the engagement team.
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Modifications that affect audit organizations not affiliated with recognized organizations include
the following:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Peer review scope is expanded to include a review of documentation of terminated
engagements if a terminated engagement is selected from the universe of
engagements used for the peer review sample. (para. 5.80)
Peer review scope is expanded to include a review of prior peer review reports, if
applicable. (para. 5.80)
For subsequent peer reviews, the audit organization should obtain a peer review
report dated not later than 3 years and 6 months from the year-end of the previous
peer review. (para. 5.82)
Peer reviews should include a written agreement between the peer review team and
the reviewed audit organization to avoid potential misunderstandings. (para. 5.84)
Peer review team leadership should possess sufficient expertise and position within
the reviewing audit organization that ensures the team’s independence and
objectivity, and leadership also ensures the proper supervision of the peer review
team. (para. 5.87)
Peer review teams should assess the effectiveness of the corrective actions
implemented by the reviewed audit organization in response to any prior peer review
recommendations linked to a deficiency. (para. 5.91)
Peer review reports should include a statement that the peer review was conducted
in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS)
peer review requirements. (para. 5.103)
Audit organizations that receive peer reviews ratings of “Pass with Deficiencies” or
“Fail” should respond in writing to the deficiencies or significant deficiencies and
related recommendations of the peer review team. In particular, concerning each
deficiency or significant deficiency in the report, the reviewed audit organization’s
letter of response should describe (1) the corrective actions already taken, target
dates for planned corrective actions, or both, or (2) why corrective action is not
considered necessary. (paras. 5.106 through 5.107)

Modifications that may affect the audit of the USPS also are addressed in “Chapter 9: Reporting
Standards for Performance Audits.” Modified standards require that the audit organizations
meet the independence requirements for internal auditors.
•

•

•

•

When internal control is significant within the context of the audit objectives, auditors
include in the audit report discussion of how the auditors considered the concept of
accountability for the use of public resources and government authority while
assessing audit risk associated with the internal control. (para. 9.24)
Auditors indicate in their report that the audit did not consider all internal control
components if internal control that is significant to the audit objectives does not
include all internal control components and underlying principles. (para. 9.25)
Auditors report findings of waste when they conclude based on sufficient, appropriate
evidence that instances of waste have occurred that are material, either
quantitatively or qualitatively, and are significant to the audit objectives. (para. 9.32)
Auditors communicate findings of waste in writing to audited entity officials when the
auditors detect potential instances that are not significant within the context of the
audit objectives but warrant the attention of those charged with governance. (para.
9.33)
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III. Audit Compliance Review Results
The following sections present the results of the audit compliance evaluation for FY17 Q3. ICF
followed an evidence-based approach that evaluated whether or not the USPS SPM team
performed the requisite steps to comply with the audit measures developed by USPS and
redesigned by ICF. That is, ICF requested certain data, calculations, and information that would
demonstrate that the audit was performed appropriately. ICF did not, however, perform the audit
measure calculations or alter the audit metrics that were provided. Each section begins with a
summary of the redesigned audit measure for Q3, activities required to conduct the redesigned
audit review, and the requests for information submitted by ICF to the USPS SPM team. Finally,
each section concludes with a determination of achieved, partially achieved, or not achieved for
FY17 Q3 using the redesigned audit measure. Following this review of each measure, we
present a summary of the audit compliance review (see Table 10). Appendix B presents the
redesigned categorization scheme used to determine compliance in Q3.
This audit review was conducted with limited time, which narrowed the amount of data and
information that could be obtained and discussed.

Measure 1: First Mile—Procedures for sampling should be documented and
training provided to employees responsible for performing sampling
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 1 evaluates a component of the First Mile sampling accuracy by analyzing the
design and execution of First Mile sampling. Specifically, it is intended to assess whether the
First Mile sampling procedures are being performed correctly by carriers. To conduct the review
for audit measure 1, USPS must validate that sampling procedures and training materials are
up-to-date and that training sessions are provided to current and new employees responsible for
performing sampling. 5 USPS provides training to employees at the time of onboarding, when
there are significant changes to the sampling methodology, and when sampling improvement
opportunities are identified.
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested schedules and numbers of
participants for the training sessions conducted for the FY17 Q3 data collection phase. In
response, USPS submitted data showing the number of training completions by PFC. The 68
PFCs include the 67 districts analyzed in FY17 Q3 together with the Pacific Area PFC, which
provided only a small amount of data. The training information shows that over 280,000
mandatory trainings (82%) were completed out of over 342,000 mandatory OnRolls across 68
PFCs.
Measure 1 evaluates whether sampling procedures and training materials are up-to-date, and/or
whether, in at least 80% of districts, training is provided to at least 75% of participants
responsible for performing sampling. The sampling procedures and training materials were upto-date. Training completion rates of 75% or higher were achieved in 59 (87%) of the 68 PFCs,
i.e., the 67 districts together with the Pacific Area PFC.

5

The original measure 1 was redesigned to give specific requirements for training completion rates.
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Therefore, audit measure 1 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 2: First Mile—There should be processes to identify anomalies
between expected and actual number of scans based on the collection box
density
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Similar to audit measure 1, audit measure 2 analyzes the First Mile sampling accuracy by
evaluating the design and execution of First Mile sampling processes. Specifically, measure 2
assesses whether the First Mile sampling procedures are being performed correctly by carriers.
To conduct the audit of audit measure 2, USPS must validate whether processes exist to verify
the accuracy of the sampling responses. 6
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested the expected and actual
counts of scans by area and district. For areas/districts in which there are large percentage
differences, ICF requested summaries describing the discrepancies and the potential for bias
due to missing data. In response, USPS provided the FY17 Q3 Sampling Compliance Report
presenting weekly compliance rates over time subdivided by area, district, and 3-digit ZIP code.
The Sampling Compliance Report defines First Mile compliance as cases for which 1) at least
one mailpiece was scanned or (2) the carrier indicated No Pieces to Scan and the minimum
expected density for the collection box is less than or equal to 35, based on reference
information on collection box density. The compliance rate calculation only includes eligible
requests, which are for a specific date and collection box where a sampling request was
generated and triggered by at least one device. The calculation excludes requests where the
address was passed before the carrier got there or where the request was denied because it
was not on the carrier’s route.
The redesigned audit measure 2 evaluates the percentage of districts with all the weekly First
Mile compliance rates being at least 80%, and, in cases of lower compliance, whether reasons
for lower compliance were investigated. Of the 67 districts, 48 (71%, i.e., between 50% and
80% of districts) had compliance rates of at least 80%. Reasons for lower compliance among
the other 19 districts were not investigated.
Therefore, audit measure 2 can be considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 3: First Mile—Density tests should be performed on every active
collection point annually and data collected should accurately reflect the
volume in the boxes during the testing period
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 3 evaluates a component of the First Mile sampling accuracy by analyzing the
design and execution of First Mile sampling processes. Specifically, it is intended to assess
whether collection box density data is accurate and complete. To conduct the review of audit

6

The original measure 2 was redesigned to give specific requirements for the weekly sampling
compliance rates.
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measure 3, USPS must verify that there is a process to load and use Collection Point
Management System (CPMS) density data. 7
The redesigned audit measure 3 stipulates that density tests should be performed on every
active collection point annually and data collected should accurately reflect the volume in the
boxes during the testing period. ICF requested data on the number of active collection points in
the quarter and the number of those collection points that had a density scan in the last 12
months.
The provided data show that 99.72% of collection boxes, 215,217 boxes of the 215,828 total
active collection boxes, had density data in the last 12 months. Therefore, audit measure 3 can
be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 4: Last Mile—Procedures for sampling should be written and
training provided to employees responsible for performing sampling
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit Measure 4 assesses the accuracy of Last Mile data by evaluating the design and
execution of Last Mile processes. To do this, measure 4 specifically determines whether carriers
are accurately completing the Last Mile sampling. The audit of this measure validates that the
sampling procedures are up-to-date and comprehensive. 8 USPS provides training to employees
at the time of onboarding, when there are significant changes to the sampling methodology, and
when sampling improvement opportunities are identified.
Similar to measure 1, ICF requested schedules and number of participants for the training
sessions conducted for the FY17 Q3 data collection phase. In response, USPS submitted data
showing the number of training completions by PFC. The 68 PFCs include the 67 districts
analyzed in FY17 Q3 together with the Pacific Area PFC, which provided only a small amount of
data. The training information shows that over 280,000 mandatory trainings (82%) were
completed out of over 342,000 mandatory OnRolls across 68 PFCs.
Redesigned measure 4 evaluates whether sampling procedures and training materials are upto-date, and/or whether, in at least 80% of districts, training is provided to at least 75% of
participants responsible for performing sampling. The sampling procedures and training
materials were up-to-date. Training completion rates of 75% or higher were achieved in 59
(87%) of the 68 PFCs, i.e., the 67 districts together with the Pacific Area PFC.
Therefore, audit measure 4 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 5: Last Mile—There should be processes to identify anomalies
between expected and actual number of scans based on the expected
pieces in inventory
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.

7

The original measure 3 was redesigned to evaluate the percentage of active collection boxes with
density scans in the past 12 months.
8 The original measure 4 was redesigned to give specific requirements for training completion rates.
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Audit measure 5 is another measurement of Last Mile data accuracy that focuses on the design
and execution of Last Mile processes. Specifically, measure 5 asks whether carriers are
accurately completing Last Mile sampling by assessing whether processes exist to verify the
accuracy of sampling responses. 9
To evaluate compliance with this audit measure, ICF requested tables showing the expected
and actual numbers of scans by area and district. ICF asked for explanations of large
discrepancies and summaries of reasons for potential bias due to missing data. Additionally,
ICF requested tables by area and district showing the number of mailpieces scanned at delivery
points and the corresponding number where the mailpiece was matched to a scan in the
processing system. In response, USPS provided the FY17 Q3 Sampling Compliance Report
presenting weekly compliance rates over time subdivided by area, district, and 3-digit ZIP code.
The Sampling Compliance Report defines Last Mile compliance as cases for which (1) at least
one mailpiece was scanned or (2) the carrier indicated No Pieces to Scan and the expected
number of pieces for the delivery point is less than or equal to 2, based on Last Mile inventory
information. The compliance rate calculation only includes eligible requests, which are for a
specific date and delivery point where a sampling request was generated and triggered by at
least one device. The calculation excludes requests where the address was passed before the
carrier got there or where the request was denied because it was not on the carrier’s route.
The redesigned audit measure 5 evaluates the percentage of districts with all the weekly Last
Mile compliance rates being at least 80%, and, in cases of lower compliance, whether reasons
for lower compliance were investigated. 61 of the 67 districts, or 91%, achieved a consistent
weekly compliance rate of above 80%.
Therefore, audit measure 5 can be considered to be achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 6: Reporting—Reporting requirements should be documented and
aligned with regulatory reporting requirements
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 6 is intended to assess the accuracy of reporting and data by examining the
design and execution of reporting processes. Specifically, this audit measure asks whether
reporting processes and requirements are established and executed per design to produce
accurate results. To determine compliance with measure 6, USPS must verify on a quarterly
basis that the reporting requirements are documented and aligned with regulatory reporting
requirements.
The USPS SPM team provided documentation of the sampling methodology (Requirements
Documents) and the Excel spreadsheets of the Scores and Variance reports. The documents,
however, can be improved upon regarding clarity, organization, and detail.
Therefore, audit measure 6 can be considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3.

9

The original measure 5 was redesigned to give specific requirements for the weekly sampling
compliance rates.
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Measure 7: Reporting—Exclusions, exceptions, and limitations should be
documented in the Internal SPM system and the final reports
Quarter 3 Result: Not Applicable.
Audit measure 7 is intended to assess the accuracy of reporting and data by looking at the
design and execution of reporting processes. Specifically, this audit measure reflects whether
reporting processes and requirements are established and executed per design to produce
accurate results.
To determine compliance with measure 7, USPS must validate whether Attachments A
(Exclusion Reasons Breakdown) and B (Total Measured/Unmeasured) are accurately produced
for Internal SPM. To this end, ICF requested the relevant documentation in the Internal SPM
system and the relevant final reports for FY17 Q3.
Attachment A and Attachment B have not yet been produced for Internal SPM. The Internal
SPM team was not required to produce these reports for FY17 Q3 and reported that the
documentation would be first available in FY17 Q4.
Therefore, audit measure 7 can be considered not applicable for FY17 Q3.

Measure 8: Reporting—Documented approval process should exist and be
followed for all manual/special exclusions and exceptions and for adding
and changing exclusions or other business rules
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Like audit measure 7, audit measure 8 focuses on the accuracy of reporting and data by looking
at the design and execution of reporting processes. Audit measure 8, however, asks whether
non-automated exclusions and special exceptions (e.g., curtailments, local holidays, noncertified mail, proxy data, or special low volume exclusions) create unbiased performance
estimates. To answer this, audit measure 8 requires a review of the approval process for all
manual exclusions and special exceptions, and a review of the process and decisions for any
exclusions to confirm a non-biased approach and an appropriate focus on measurement
accuracy. 10
To confirm compliance, ICF requested documentation of the approval process, including
processes required for manual and special exclusions, as well as exceptions for adding and
changing exclusions or other business rules. In response, USPS submitted a document
detailing the Internal SPM exclusion process, including reasons for exclusion, procedures from
initiation through approval, implementation, and third-party validation. Additionally, USPS
submitted a document describing job exclusions and mailer decertification request standard
operating procedures (SOPs). This document includes reasons for possible exclusions, contact
information for submitting requests in each region, information required to submit the request,
and the time frame for processing the request.

10

The original measure 8 was redesigned to include an evaluation of the history of any exclusions and
exceptions for the quarter.
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ICF also requested documentation of the approval histories of manual/special exclusions and
exceptions. ICF obtained an Excel file that listed 26 Manual Commercial Exclusions including
the mailer name, CRID, whether the request was for decertification or recertification, the
effective date of the exclusion, the request date, the processing date, and the completion date.
ICF also obtained 26 files of the submitted and approved Change Request Forms that matched
the Excel file list. The measure is achieved if documented approval processes exist and are
followed for manual/special exclusions and exceptions and for adding and/or changing
exclusions or other business rules. If documented approval processes exist but do not
sufficiently explain the requests, or were not followed for some requests, the measure is partially
achieved. This analysis makes the necessary assumption that the provided Excel file is a
comprehensive list of all the requests for exclusions or exemptions in Q3.
ICF was also provided with files summarizing the collection and delivery sampling anomalies for
FY17 Q3 at the State or District level. Analyses of those sampling anomalies were not
performed since they did not lead to requests for manual/special exclusions or exemptions.
Therefore, audit measure 8 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 9: First Mile—Most districts should have a limited amount of
volume for which imputed results are used in the quarter
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 9 examines the reliability of First Mile data by focusing on whether design and
execution produce reliable results. In particular, this measure asks if the use of imputed data for
First Mile profile results is limited enough to provide a First Mile measurement that is
representative of performance. To address this question, USPS must review the volume of mail
for which imputations are required. 11
To assess compliance with measure 9, ICF requested the volume of imputation for all 67
districts nationwide categorized by mail type. ICF also asked for clarification on the definition of
“limited volume for each mail type.” In response, USPS provided a data file showing the
imputation type code, total volume, FPO volume, Origin Location Code volume (urban or rural),
and sample group volume, each organized by district. The FY17 Q3 data included three new
types of imputation to reflect the additional collection of retail data starting in FY17 Q3: Retail
District, Retail Area, and Retail Nation. These designations were counted towards a district’s
imputed results.
The information provided by USPS does not provide a benchmark that defines whether
imputation rates are within the “limited volume for each mail type,” nor does it define this
threshold. Therefore, ICF used a 10% or 20% criterion based on experience with similar
imputed data. For the First Mile and Last Mile, missing data in one region are replaced by data
from another region, which corresponds to the statistical method of single imputation. We can
assume that the data are “missing at random,” or that the probability that data are missing does
not depend on actual values for the missing data but depends instead on one or more
11

The original measure 9 was redesigned to account for the inclusion of retail data in Q3 for First Mile
and to use redesigned categories based on the numbers of districts with imputation rates above 10% or
20%.
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explanatory variables (e.g., the area or district). In a summary article, the University of
Pennsylvania researcher and author J.L. Shafer 12 states “When the fraction of missing
information is small (say, less than 5%) then single imputation inferences for a scalar estimand
may be fairly accurate.” Another researcher, Judi Scheffer 13, analyzed a data set with data
missing at random using various imputation methods and concluded that single imputation
methods “are fine” at the 10% level of imputation. Multiple imputation or other simulation
methods could be applied to the SPM data to evaluate the impact of the imputed data on the
estimated on-time performance and margin of error.
Imputed and proxy data volumes were assigned as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

None: No imputation or proxy values
Area: Imputation at the Area level
Nation: Imputation at the Nation level
Proxy: Proxy data (only used for Letters and Cards)
Retail District: Carrier profile imputed from Retail at the District level
Retail Area: Carrier profile imputed from Retail at the Area level
Retail Nation: Carrier profile imputed from Retail at the Nation level
Retail Profile Area: Retail profile imputed from Area
Retail Profile Nation: Retail profile imputed from Nation

The total volumes were calculated by summing volumes across all these imputation/proxy
types. The imputed volumes were calculated by summing across the following types: Area,
Nation, Retail District for Letters and Cards only, Retail Area, Retail Nation, Retail Profile Area,
and Retail Profile Nation. The imputation counts for Flats excluded the Retail District imputation
type since that imputation is the expected behavior for most Flats mail. The imputation rate is
the imputed volume divided by the total volume. The imputation rates were less than 10% in all
districts for all Single-Piece First Class Letters, Cards and Flats mail combined. For the sample
group Single-Piece First Class Letters and Cards, the imputation rates were less than 10% in all
districts. For the sample group Single-Piece First Class Flats, the imputation rates were greater
than 10% in only two districts, Mississippi (12% imputed) and Honolulu (12% imputed). Thus for
all mail and also for the two sample groups, there was at most one district above 20% imputed,
and at most five districts above 10% imputed data.
Compliance is achieved when no more than one district falls above a 20% imputed data cutoff,
and no more than five districts exceed a 10% imputed data cutoff. Compliance is partially
achieved when two or three districts fall above a 20% imputed data cutoff and no more than five
districts exceed a 10% imputed data cutoff.
Therefore, audit measure 9 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 10: First Mile—Most districts should have a limited amount of
volume for which proxy results are used in the quarter
12 Schafer, J. S. Approximately 1999. “The Multiple Imputation FAQ Page.” Available at:
http://www.stat.ufl.edu/~athienit/STA6167/Missing%20Data/MI_FAQ.pdf
13 Scheffer, J. 2002. “Dealing with Missing Data,” Research Letters in the Information and Mathematical
Sciences (2002) 3, 153-160.
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Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
As in audit measure 9, audit measure 10 focuses on the reliability of First Mile data by
assessing design and execution reliability. Measure 10 specifically reflects whether the use of
proxy data for First Mile profile results is limited enough to provide measurements
representative of actual performance. This audit measure relies on a review of the volume of
mail where proxy data are used. 14
ICF requested data on the volume of proxy use for all 67 districts for each mail type, and for
clarification regarding the definition of “limited volume for each mail type.” In response, USPS
provided a data file showing the imputation type code (including a code for proxy data), total
volume, FPO volume, Origin Location Code volume (urban or rural), and sample group volume,
each organized by district.
The information provided by USPS does not provide a benchmark that defines whether proxy
rates are within the “limited volume for each mail type,” nor does it define this threshold.
Therefore, ICF used 10% and 20% as cutoffs to determine whether the proxy results for each
district were within a limited volume. ICF decided to use a 10% or 20% criterion as a rule of
thumb based on experience with similar imputed data.
Imputed and proxy data volumes were assigned as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

None: No imputation or proxy values
Area: Imputation at the Area level
Nation: Imputation at the Nation level
Proxy: Proxy data (only used for Letters and Cards)
Retail District: Carrier profile imputed from Retail at the District level
Retail Area: Carrier profile imputed from Retail at the Area level
Retail Nation: Carrier profile imputed from Retail at the Nation level
Retail Profile Area: Retail profile imputed from Area
Retail Profile Nation: Retail profile imputed from Nation

The total volumes were calculated by summing volumes across all these imputation/proxy
types. The proxy volumes were calculated by summing across the following types: Proxy. Proxy
data are not used for Flats.
The proxy rate is the proxy volume divided by the total volume. The proxy rates were less than
10% in all districts.
Compliance is achieved when no more than one district falls above a 20% proxy data cutoff,
and no more than five districts exceed a 10% proxy data cutoff. Compliance is partially achieved
when two or three districts fall above a 20% proxy data cutoff and no more than five districts
exceed a 10% proxy data cutoff.
Therefore, audit measure 10 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

14

The original measure 10 was redesigned to account for the inclusion of retail data in Q3 for First Mile
and to use redesigned categories based on the numbers of districts with proxy rates above 10% or 20%.
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Measure 11: Last Mile—Most districts should have a limited amount of
volume for which imputed results are used in the quarter
Quarter 3 Result: Not Achieved.
Audit measure 11 assesses the reliability of Last Mile data by considering whether design and
execution lead to reliable results. In particular, measure 11 asks if the use of imputed data for
Last Mile profile results is limited enough to provide a representative measurement of actual
performance. Determining compliance with this measure requires a review of the volume of mail
for which imputations are required. 15
ICF requested data on the volume of imputation for all 67 districts by mail type, and clarification
on the definition of “limited volume for each mail type.” In response, USPS provided a Last Mile
imputations analysis for FY17 Q3, which shows the volumes of imputed and proxy mail, as well
as total volumes for each district across multiple sample groups. The information indicates the
volume of mail imputed by district and imputation type and mail type. However, the information
provided by USPS does not provide a benchmark that defines whether imputation rates are
within the “limited volume for each mail type,” nor does it define this threshold. Thus, ICF used
cutoffs of 10% and 20% imputed data to determine whether each district was within a limited
volume.
ICF excluded from the imputed volumes the cases where the Days Left categories were
condensed because those are cases of collapsing categories rather than imputing data from
other regions. Sample group 1 had 61 districts above the 10% threshold for imputed data, while
sample groups 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 each had between 5 and 13 districts above the 10% threshold
for imputed data. Sample group 1 had 51 districts above the 20% threshold for imputed data,
while sample groups 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 each had between 5 and 11 districts above the 20%
threshold for imputed data. For all mail, 6 districts were above the 10% threshold for imputed
data and 5 districts were above the 20% threshold. Presort and Single-Piece First Class Flats
are products experiencing decreasing volumes over time, which results in high imputation rates
for Last Mile due to the nature of the sample design. ICF also calculated the overall results after
excluding that sample group. Table 2 shows the number of districts with more than 10% or 20%
imputed data by sample group and overall.

15

The original measure 11 was redesigned to use redesigned categories based on the numbers of
districts with imputation rates above 10% or 20%.
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Table 2. Number of Dist ricts by Percentage of Imputed Last Mile Results
Sample Group

Number of Districts above 10%
Imputed Data

Number of Districts above 20%
Imputed Data

61

51

13

11

6

6

6

6

8

7

5

5

6

5

6

5

Presort and SinglePiece First Class Flats
Periodicals
Letters/Cards/Flats
Presort First Class
Letters/Cards
Single-Piece FirstClass Letters/Cards
Non Remittance
USPS Marketing Mail
and Bound Printed
Matter Flats
USPS Marketing Mail
Letters
All Mail
All Mail Excluding
Presort and SinglePiece First Class Flats

Compliance is achieved when no more than one district falls above a 20% imputed data cutoff,
and no more than five districts exceed a 10% imputed data cutoff. Compliance is partially
achieved when two or three districts fall above a 20% imputed data cutoff and no more than five
districts exceed a 10% imputed data cutoff.
Therefore, audit measure 11 can be considered not achieved for FY17 Q3 .

Measure 12: Last Mile-Most districts should have a limited amount of
volume for which proxy results are used in the quarter
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 12 also focuses on the reliability of Last Mile data by evaluating the results of
design and execution. Measure 12 looks at whether the use of proxy data for Last Mile profile
results is limited enough in scope that results are still representative of actual performance. This
audit measure involves a review of the volume of mail for which proxy data are used.16
ICF requested data on the volume of proxy use for all districts by mail type, and for clarification
on the definition of "limited volume for each mail type." In response, USPS provided a Last Mile
imputations analysis for FY17 Q3, which shows the volumes of imputed and proxy mail, as well
as total volumes, for each district. The information provided by USPS, however, does not
provide a benchmark that defines whether imputation rates are within the "limited volume for
each mail type," nor does it define this threshold. ICF assessed each district using a 10% or
20% cutoff for proxy results. Although 51 districts reported proxy percentages above 0%, no
district exceeded the 10% threshold .

16

The original measure 12 was redesigned to use redesigned categories based on the numbers of
districts with proxy rates above 10% or 20%.
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Compliance is achieved when no more than one district falls above a 20% proxy data cutoff,
and no more than five districts exceed a 10% proxy data cutoff. Compliance is partially achieved
when two or three districts fall above a 20% imputed data cutoff and no more than five districts
exceed a 10% imputed data cutoff.
As zero districts reported more than 10% proxy data, audit measure 12 can be considered
achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 13: Reporting—Program and SPM changes are documented in an
Internal SPM repository for reference
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 13 analyzes the reliability of the Reporting and Processing Duration data by
ensuring the SPM system produces reliable results. To evaluate reliability, measure 13 requires
that changes to the SPM system are documented and available for reference. To perform the
audit of measure 13, USPS must review documentation of systems’ modifications and validate
availability and robustness. 17
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested information describing the
process used to track the system’s modifications and robustness. In response, the Postal
Service’s system integrator submitted a description of the modification tracking process along
with business process management examples. Specifically, all requirement changes are
documented in Postal data systems, such as VersionOne and ALM. ICF also requested copies
of the Internal SPM repository of documented changes in Q3. 73 changes were documented for
reference in a repository.
Therefore, audit measure 13 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 14: Reporting—PRC Reports denote major methodology and
process changes in quarterly results
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Similar to audit measure 13, measure 14 analyzes the reliability of the Reporting and
Processing Duration data by ensuring the SPM system produces reliable results. Audit Measure
14 requires that changes to the SPM system are documented and available for reference. To
conduct the audit of measure 14, USPS must review the methodology and process changes as
well as PRC Report narratives. 18
To evaluate the Q3 compliance of audit measure 14, ICF requested example PRC reports
describing major methodological and process changes in quarterly results. In response, USPS
submitted FY17 Q3 PRC reports and supporting data. The narratives accompanying the data
describe substantive system deviations at a high level.

17 The original measure 13 was redesigned to include the evaluation of whether Program and SPM
changes in the quarter were documented in an IV repository.
18 The original measure 14 was redesigned to exclude the requirement for an analysis of possible impacts
of deviations on the measured performance.
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Therefore, audit measure 14 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 15: Reporting and Processing Duration-For each product
measured, the on-time performance scores should have margins of error
lower than the designed maximums for the quarter
Quarter 3 Result: Ac hiev ed.
Audit measure 15 analyzes the reliability of the Reporting and Processing Duration data by
ensuring the SPM system produces reliable results. To conduct the review of audit measure 15,
USPS must review the statistical precision by product and reporting level. 19
The original audit measure 15 compared the margins of error for First Mile and Last Mile ontime performance scores to their target values. The redesigned audit measure 15 stipulated for
each product measured, the end-to-end on-time performance scores should have margins of
error lower than the designed maximums for the quarter. This comparison was the intent of the
measure when the audit measure was designed. ICF requested data with the End-to-End
margins of error by sampling group and district. The target criteria for the margins of error came
from the Parallel Testing Success Criteria document. Below are the relevant portions of that
document, defining the targeted maximums for the end-to-end margins of error for on-time
scores.
Commerc ial Mail End-to-End Performance Success Criteria
The precision of end-to-end results falls within the maximum levels of precision targeted in the
sample design at the overall quarterly district level for at least 90% of districts:
Table 3. Quarterly Results Precis ion-Commerc ial
End-to-End Results Category

Quarterly Results Precision Less than or Equal to:

Presort FCM Letters scores

+/- 1.0%

Presort FCM Flats scores

+/- 3.0%

USPS Marketing Letters scores

+/- 1.0%

USPS Marketing Flats scores

+/- 1.0%

BPM Flats scores

+/- 1.0%

Periodicals scores

+/-2.0%

Single-Piece Mail End-to-End Performance Success Criteria
The precision of results falls within the maximum levels of precision targeted in the sample
design at the overall quarterly district level for at least 90% of districts:

19

The original measure was redesigned to use end-to end margins of error instead of First Mile and Last
Mile margins of error and to justifiably exclude some mail types.
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Table 4. Quarterly Results Precision-Single-Piece
End-to-End Results Category

Quarterly Results Precision Less than or Equal to:

Single-Piece FCM Letters scores

+/- 1.0%

Single-Piece FCM Flats scores

+/- 3.0%

For the analysis of the redesigned audit measure, we excluded mail types with very low
volumes because the sample volumes would then be low and the impact on overall mail
performance would also be low. Based on the RPW volumes tabulated in Table 7 below, the
following mail types from Tables 3 and 4 are each less than 1% of the total mail volume and so
were excluded from these analyses: Single Piece FCM Flats, Presort FCM Flats, and Bounded
Printed Matter Flats. In fact, the mail volume that did not meet the targets is even lower because
only some of those three mail types exceeded the targeted levels: Zero districts exceeded the
targeted level for Two-day or Three-to-five day Single-Piece FCM Flats or Three-to-five day
Presort FCM Flats, and only two districts (3%) exceeded the targeted level for Two-day Presort
FCM Flats. Sixteen districts (24%) exceeded the targeted level for Presort FCM Overnight Flats
and 52 districts (78%) exceeded the targeted level for Bound Printed Matter Flats.
The redesigned audit measure 15 is considered achieved if, for each mail type, 10% or less of
the district end-to-end margins of error are less than or equal to the target unsigned margins of
error given in Tables 3 and 4 above . To be considered partially achieved, for each mail type at
most 20% of the district margins of error are less than or equal to the target.
For each non-excluded mail type where data at the district level was provided, less than 10% of
the districts exceeded the targeted level. For periodicals, data is reported at the area level, and
all seven areas were below the target level.
Therefore, audit measure 15 can be considered achieved for FY 17 Q3.

Measure 16: Reporting-Processes should be established for storing final
quarterly results
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 16 analyzes the reliability of the Reporting and Processing Duration data by
ensuring the SPM system produces reliable results. Audit measure 16 requ ires processes to
store and maintain official results. To conduct the review of audit measure 16, USPS must
validate that essential scoring data are "frozen" for quarter close and that these data are
maintained in accordance with the data retention policy.
To evaluate the compliance of audit measure 16, ICF requested an explanation of how data are
frozen for quarter close and verification that those data are maintained and stored in
accordance with the data retention policy. In response, the Postal Service's system integrator
provided a detailed description of how data are frozen .
Specifically, when pieces receive additional scans, the application tracks the change and
accounts for it in all processing and reporting aggregates. Those pieces are included in a
quarter based on the anticipated delivery date (ADD). At the quarter close, a control date in the
application is changed such that the application will no longer trigger updates to an aggregate if

32

Independent Validation of USPS SPM Audit Design

the ADD of the changed piece is less than that date. For example, to close FY17Q2, the control
date would be set to 04/01/2017. All aggregated data for service performance reporting is then
unchanged after that point or "frozen." The reporting aggregates have different frequencies at
which they refresh so there is about a two-week period following the quarter close date when
data needs to be synced up without including the changes blocked by the control date. Once
that is synced, a separate control date is adjusted so that no refresh of the aggregate data is
attempted for ADDs before the now-closed reporting quarter.
Therefore, audit measure 16 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 17: Reporting—All critical defects and data repairs should be
completed for the quarter before finalizing results. All data loading,
ingestions, associations, consolidations, and aggregations should be
completed
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 17 analyzes the reliability of the Reporting and Processing Duration data by
ensuring the SPM system produces reliable results. Audit Measure 17 requires that the
schedule allows for the production of reliable quarterly results given data and system
constraints. To conduct the review of audit measure 17, USPS must validate that there is a
process to close the quarterly reporting period which includes the following: (1) review
outstanding defects to determine impact or potential impact; (2) review completed data
repairs/defect repairs for comprehensiveness; and (3) review any data processing backlogs
impacting the quarter.
To evaluate the compliance of audit measure 17, ICF requested a description of the processes
used to close the quarter. The Postal Service’s system integrator provided a detailed response
regarding the various steps to close the quarter. Specifically, defects determined to have a
significant impact on the reporting results for the quarter are scheduled for implementation no
later than four days before the targeted quarter close date. As the items are deployed, the
application and quality assurance teams validate and correct the problems until resolved. The
processing backlog is also monitored daily throughout the quarter. Any potential backlog issues
that may create a quarter close risk are escalated for resolution. Once all validations have been
completed successfully, and the backlog is resolved, the close of the quarter is executed by
modifying the quarter close threshold.
Therefore, audit measure 17 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 18: First Mile—Across the year, more than 90% of boxes should
be selected for sampling at least one time
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 18 evaluates whether First Mile data is representative by assessing if the
execution of First Mile measurement processes yields representative results. Specifically,
measure 18 asks if sampling results indicate that all collection points were included (districts,
ZIP codes, box types, and box locations). To perform this audit, USPS must measure the total
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number of collection points selected for sampling across four quarters which result in valid
samples. This allows for identification of any systematic non-coverage of boxes. 20
To evaluate compliance, ICF requested data on the total number of collection boxes in the US
and the number not sampled in quarters FY16 Q4 through FY17 Q3. In response, USPS
submitted documentation of collection boxes by location, ZIP code, district, and density group.
The data showed the number of submitted requests and the usable mail volume for each
collection point by quarter for FY16 Q4 through FY17 Q3. The information shows that over four
quarters, more than 28,000 of the 189,810 total collection boxes were not sampled (roughly
15%). Additionally, over 29,000 collection boxes that were sampled had no usable mail in the
year (approximately 18% of the sampled boxes).
The redesigned audit measure 18 is achieved if across the year, more than 90% of boxes were
selected for sampling at least one time. The measure is partially achieved if between 80% and
90% of boxes were selected for sampling at least one time.
The information shows that over four quarters, more than 28,000 of the 189,810 total collection
boxes were not sampled (roughly 15%). Thus about 85% of the collection boxes were sampled
at least once over the year.
Therefore, audit measure 18 can be considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 19: First Mile—Most response rates should exceed 80% at a
district level
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 19 analyzes the First Mile sampling representativeness by assessing whether
sampling response rates meet district thresholds. Specifically, audit measure 19 is intended to
determine whether the execution of the First Mile measurement process yields representative
results by ensuring that non-response biases are immaterial. To conduct the review of audit
measure 19, USPS must calculate the sampling response rate for each district and identify
those districts with response rates less than 80%. 21
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested response rates for each
district based on the response rate definition given above for audit measure 2. In response,
USPS provided the Sampling Compliance Report for FY17 Q3. Based on these data, 11 of 67
districts did not meet the 80% compliance level for FY17 Q3.
Therefore, audit measure 19 can be considered partially achieved (defined as having between
50% and 95% of district response rates meeting the 80% threshold) for FY17 Q3.

20 The original measure 18 was redesigned to only use the percentage of boxes selected for sampling
and to use a different threshold for that percentage.
21 The original measure 19 was redesigned to use the compliance rates from the Sampling Compliance
Report (using the same compliance rate definitions as in audit measure 2) and to redefine achieved as
95% rather than 100% of districts with compliance rates at or above 80%.
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Measure 20: First Mile-Coverage ratios should meet acceptable
thresholds at the 3-digit ZIP Code levels for districts with poor coverage
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 20 analyzes the First Mile sampling representativeness by assessing whether
sampling response rates meet district thresholds and, for districts below thresholds, if the data
indicate differences in performance for under-represented groups.22
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested coverage ratios at the 3-dig it
ZIP code level for all district response rates that did not meet the 80% threshold. ICF further
requested assessments performed to evaluate reasons for low response rates. In response,
USPS provided the Sampling Compliance Report that included coverage ratios at the district
and 3-digit ZIP code level using the same definitions as in audit measure 2. USPS did not
provide any additional information about reasons for low response rates .
ICF analyzed the compliance rates at the 3-digit ZIP Code level for the 11 districts identified in
the redesigned audit measure 19 as not meeting the 80% district threshold. Table 5 shows the
percentage of ZIP Codes meeting the 80% and 60% coverage levels within each of these 11
districts.

Table 5. Percent of ZIP Codes Meeting 80% and 60% Thresholds for Districts wit h Poor
First Mile Coverage for FY17 Q3
Percent of ZIP3s
Meeting 80%
Threshold
20% (1/5)
67% (2/3)

Percent of ZIP3s
Meeting 60%
Threshold
100% (5/5)
100% (3/3)

38% (3/8)
60% (3/5)
30% (3/ 10)

88% (7/8)
100% (5/5)
100% (10/10)

Los Angeles
Greater Indiana

0% (0/4)
43% (3/7)
31 % (5/ 16)

100% (4/4)
100% (7/7)
94% (15/16)

Rio Grande
Capital
Bay-Valley

76% (13/17)
20% (1/5)
43% (3/7)

82% (14/ 17)
100% (5/5)
100% (7/7)

District
South Florida
Chicago
Greater South Carolina
Philadelphia Metro
Mid-Carolinas
Long Island

The redesigned audit measure 20 is achieved if (1) At least 95% of district response rates
exceed 80% or (2) For each district with a response rate below 80%, either the response rate is
at least 80% for 80% of ZIP3s, or reasons for the low response rates are provided. The
redesigned aud it measure 20 is partially achieved if (3) Less than 95% of district response rates
exceed 80% and (4) For each district with a response rate below 80%, either the response rate
is at least 60% for 60% of ZIP3s or reasons for the low response rates are provided.

22

The original measure 20 was redesigned to use the compliance rates by district and 3-digit ZIP code
from the Sampling Compliance Report and to use revised compliance categories.

35

Independent Validation of USPS SPM Audit Design

For every one of the 11 districts with response rates below 80%, less than 80% of the ZIP3s
have response rates above 80%, and at least 60% of the ZIP3s have response rates above
60%. Reasons for the low response rates were not provided.
Therefore, audit measure 20 can be considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 21: First Mile-At least 95% of eligible collection points in CPMS
should be measured in the profile
Quarter 3 Result: Achieved.
Audit measure 21 analyzes the First Mile sampling representativeness by assessing whether all
valid collection points are included in the collection profile. To conduct the audit of measure 21,
USPS must validate whether all or the vast majority of, eligible collection points in CPMS are
measured in the profile. To do this, USPS must assemble a full frame of collection points and
assess whether all or most are represented in the profile. If not, USPS must determine the
extent of missing points. 23
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested that USPS tabulate the total
number of collection points in the United States and in the calculated First Mile profiles for FY17
Q3. In response, the Postal Service's system integrator provided Table 6, showing the number
of collection points that either received collection box scans in FY17 Q3 or received usable First
Mile sample scans in 03.

Table 6. Scans of Eligible First Mile Collection Points for FY17 Q3

If at least 95% of eligible collection points in CPMS are measured in the profile, the measure is
achieved. Otherwise, if at least 50% of elig ible collection points in CPMS are measured in the
profile, the measure is partially achieved.
Therefore, audit measure 21 can be considered achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 22: First Mile-Most eligible retail locations should contribute data
to the profile for some dates and mail types in the quarter
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 22 analyzes the First Mile sampling representativeness by assessing whether all
retail locations are included in the final retail results for all shapes, dates, and ZIP codes. To
conduct the review of audit measure 23, USPS must validate whether all elig ible retail locations
contributed data to the profile for some dates and mail types in the quarter. To do this, USPS

23

The original measure 21 w as redesigned to use a specific threshold of 95% for achieving compliance.
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should assemble a full frame of eligible retail locations and measure how many have at least
one piece measured during the quarter. 24
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested from USPS a table showing
for each mail facility subtype, the number of retail locations in the US and the number with some
mail included in the calculated First Mile profiles for FY17 Q3. ICF excluded the following six
facility types as ineligible because retail flats data would not be expected from those facility
types: Carrier Annex, Carrier Section, Community Post Office, Detached Box Unit, Service Hub
Facility, and Village Post Office. The results showed that in FY17 Q3, there were a total of
32,929 mail facilities, of which 19,066 (58%) provided point of retail sale data for the First Mile
profiles. The Remote Managed Post Office subtype had 11,992 facilities, of which 986 provided
point of retail sale data. Since those facilities were not expected to provide retail data for the
First Mile profiles, ICF also considered recalculating the percentage assuming that there were
only 986 facilities of that subtype. This increases the percentage to 87%, i.e., 19,006 out of
21,923.
Therefore, audit measure 22 can be considered to be partially achieved for FY17 Q3.

Measure 23: Processing Duration—At least 70% of the volume is measured
for each product
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 23 analyzes the Processing Duration sampling representativeness by assessing
how much of the volume is included in measurement for each measured product. To conduct
the review of audit measure 23, USPS must validate whether at least 70% of the volume is
measured for each product. To do this, USPS must take the total measured volume for the
quarter and the total population pieces from RPW for each product (PRC product reporting
levels) and calculate the percent of mail in the measurement. 25
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested the total measured volume for
each quarter for each product and the total pieces for each product, using all mail or Full-service
mail only. In response, USPS provided the information presented in Table 7.
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure for Single Piece First Class Mail, Every Door
Direct Mail, and High Density and Saturation Flats/Parcels Destination Entry Two-Day, ICF
divided the total measured volume for each quarter for each product by the total pieces from
RPW for each product. For all other product types, ICF divided the Full-Service total measured
volume for each quarter for each product by the Full-Service pieces from PostalOne! for each
product. Table 7 shows the results of this calculation for each product. Only the applicable ratios
for this measure are shown in the last two columns.

24 The original measure 22 was redesigned to redefine achieved as 95% coverage of eligible retail
locations instead of 100%.
25 The original measure 23 was redesigned to be based on Full-Service mail only for most commercial
mail types and to use revised compliance categories.
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Table 7. Processing Duration Measured Volumes, including Full-Service Volumes
RPWVolume
(A)

PostalOne!
Full-Service
Volume
(B)

Internal SPM
Volume
(C)

Full-Service
Internal SPM
Volume
(0)

13,901,256,013

8,513,906,431

9,840,853,7 42

6, 196,806,838

70.8

4,281,920,762

NIA

3,388,161,241

NIA

79.1

9,271,358,419

8,407,376,154

6,121,836,516

6,121,836,516

Single-Piece Flats

2 14,841 ,637

NIA

255,885,663

NIA

Presort Flats

133, 135, 195

106,530,277

74,970,322

74,970,322

18,398,277,719

14,276,837,924

12,573,935, 185

11,604, 175,256

1,701,513,367

1,542,692,008

1,256,536,799

1,256,536,799

81.5

2.753,392,494

242,231,564

1,024,11 8,431

18 1,501,208

74.9

1,559,305,132

NIA

842,617,223

0

1,585,437,000

1,528,545,052

1,264,364,615

1,264,364,615

82.7

11 ,228,927,490

10,199,486,324

8,329,911 ,638

8,329,91 1,638

81.7

Flats
Every Door Direct
Mail

931 ,506,588

763,882,976

571 ,860,996

571,860,996

74.9

197,500,780

NIA

127.142,706

NIA

Total Periodicals

1,363,447,103

1, 11 0,051,502

784,973, 124

784,973, 124

70.7

58,918, 135

15,837,781

6,668,398

6,668,398

42.1

58,918, 135

15,837,781

6,668,398

6,668,398

42.1

Mail Category

Total First Class
Mail
Single-Piece
Letters/Postcards
Presort
Letters/Postcards

Total USPS
Marketing Mail
High Density and
Saturation Letters
High Density and
Saturation
Flats/Parcels
High Density and
Saturation
Flats/Parcels
Destination Entry
Two-Day
Carrier Route (Flats
and Letters)
Letters

Total Package
Services
Bound Printed
Matter Flats

CIA

OIB

(%)

(%)

72.8
11 9.1
70.4

68.3

81 .3

54.0

64.4

As presented in Table 7, the 70% coverage level was achieved for ten of the products. A likely
explanation for why the calculated Internal SPM percentage was higher than 100% for SinglePiece Flats is that when the non-barcoded commercial FCM Flats are processed on the
machines, the machines apply the barcodes and the system wrongly assumes these pieces are
SPFC Flats.
Therefore, audit measure 23 can be considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3 because
between 50% and 80% of the products achieved the 70% coverage level.
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Measure 24: Processing Duration-Most active ZIP codes should have mail
receipts for all products during the quarter
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 24 analyzes the Processing Duration sampling representativeness by assessing
whether all destination ZIP codes and dates are represented in the final Processing Duration
data. To conduct the audit of measure 24, USPS must validate whether each active ZIP code
has mail receipts for all products during the quarter. To assess this, USPS must summarize the
final data from the quarter by destination 5-Digit ZIP code and product and assess against the
full frame.26
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested that USPS tabulate the
volume of processed mail in the Processing Duration data by product and destination ZIP code.
In response, USPS provided the processing volumes for each mail product and 5-Digit ZIP
code.
USPS analyzed the complete FY 17 Q3 data for this metric by major product, using a full frame
of 40,815 active 5-Digit ZIP codes and provided the results in Table 8.

Table 8. Processing Duration by Product

Metrics for
Criteria

Single·
Piece
FirstClass
Letters

Presort
FirstClass
Letters

FirstClass
Flats

USPS
Marketing
Mail
Letters

USPS
Marketing
Mail Flats

Periodicals

Bound
Printed
Matter
Flats

Total Eligible ZIP
codes With
Measureable Mail
Pieces

40,815

40,435

40,814

40,442

40,322

40,068

37,476

Total Eligible ZIP
codes Without
Measurable Mail
Pieces

0

380

1

373

493

747

3,339

Having Mail
Pieces
Processed from
the Service Area
of Every
Destinating ZIP
code

100.00%

99.07%

100.00%

99.09%

98.79%

98.17%

91.82%

The redesigned audit measure is achieved if, for every product, at least 95% of ZIP codes
provided measured data. Otherwise, the redesigned audit measure is partially achieved if, for
every product, at least 50% of ZIP codes provided measured data.
Therefore, based on the information provided by USPS in Table 8, audit measure 24 can be
considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3 because at least 50% of Z IP codes provided

26

The original measure 24 w as redesigned to remove the requirement to assess the inclusion of all dates
and to change the compliance categories.
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measured data for every product, but for one product (Bound Printed Matter Flats), less than
95% provided some measured data.

Measure 25: Last Mile—Most response rates should exceed 80% at the
District level
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 25 analyzes the Last Mile sampling representativeness by assessing whether
sampling response rates meet district thresholds. Specifically, audit measure 25 is intended to
determine whether the execution of the Last Mile measurement process yields representative
results by ensuring that non-response biases are immaterial. To conduct the review of audit
measure 25, USPS must calculate the sampling response rate for each district and identify
those districts with response rates less than 80%. 27
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested response rates for each
district based on the response rate definition given above for audit measure 5. In response,
USPS provided the Sampling Compliance Report for FY17 Q3. Based on these data, 5 of 67
districts did not meet the 80% compliance level for FY17 Q3.
Therefore, audit measure 25 can be considered partially achieved (defined as having between
50% and 95% of district response rates meeting the 80% threshold) for FY17 Q3.

Measure 26: Last Mile—Coverage ratios should meet acceptable thresholds
at the 3-digit ZIP Code levels for districts with poor coverage
Quarter 3 Result: Partially Achieved.
Audit measure 26 analyzes the Last Mile sampling representativeness by assessing whether
sampling response rates meet district thresholds and, for districts below thresholds, if the data
indicate differences in performance for under-represented groups. 28
To evaluate the compliance of this audit measure, ICF requested coverage ratios at the 3-digit
ZIP code level for all district response rates that did not meet the 80% threshold. ICF further
requested assessments performed to evaluate reasons for low response rates. In response,
USPS provided the Sampling Compliance Report that included coverage ratios at the district
and 3-digit ZIP code level using the same definitions as in audit measure 5. USPS did not
provide any additional information about reasons for low response rates.
ICF analyzed the compliance rates at the 3-digit ZIP Code level for the 5 districts identified in
the redesigned audit measure 25 as not meeting the 80% district threshold. Table 9 shows the
percentage of ZIP Codes meeting the 80% and 60% coverage levels within each of these 5
districts.

27 The original measure 25 was redesigned to redefine achieved as 95% rather than 100% of districts with
compliance rates at or above 80%.
28 The original measure 26 was redesigned to use the compliance rates by district and 3-digit ZIP code
from the Sampling Compliance Report and to use revised compliance categories.
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Table 9. Percent of ZIP Codes Meeting 80% and 60% Thresholds for Districts wit h Poor
Last Mile Coverage f or FY1 7 Q3

District

Percent of ZIP3s
Meeting 80%
Threshold

Percent of ZIP3s
Meeting 60%
Threshold

29% (2/7)

100% (7/7)

50% (2/4)

100% (4/4 )

Northern Virginia
New York
Los Angeles

29% (2/7)

86% (6/7)

Chicago

33% (1/3)

100% (3/3)

Capital

40% (2/5)

100% (5/5)

The redesigned audit measure 26 is achieved if 1) At least 95% of district response rates
exceed 80% or 2) For each district with a response rate below 80%, either the response rate is
at least 80% for 80% of ZIP3s, or reasons for the low response rates are provided. The
redesigned aud it measure 26 is partially achieved if 3) Less than 95% of district response rates
exceed 80% and 4) For each district with a response rate below 80%, either the response rate
is at least 60% for 60% of ZIP3s or reasons for the low response rates are provided.
For every one of the 5 districts with response rates below 80%, less than 80% of the ZIP3s have
response rates above 80%, and at least 60% of the ZIP3s have response rates above 60%.
Reasons for the low response rates were not provided.
Therefore, audit measure 26 can be considered partially achieved for FY17 Q3.

1.

Summary of Audit Compliance Review

Table 10 presents a summary of the results of the audit compliance reviews for FY17 Q3. For
the FY17 Q3 analysis using the redesigned audit measures, ICF classified 14 measures as
achieved , 10 measures as partially achieved , 1 measure as not achieved, and 1 measure as not
applicable.

Table 10. Audit Compliance Review Summary
Measure

1

2

Phase

Audit Subject

Audit Criteria.

FY17 Q3
Result

First Mile

Is First Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

Procedures for sampling should be
written and training provided to
employees responsible for performing
samolina.

Achieved

First Mile

Is First Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

There should be processes to identify
anomalies between expected and
actual number of scans based on the
collection box density.

Partially
achieved
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Measure

3

4

5

6

7

8

Audit Subject

First Mile

Is the collection box
density data accurate and
complete?

Density tests should be performed on
every active collection point annually
and data collected should accurately
reflect the volume in the boxes during
the testing period.

Achieved

Last Mile

Is Last Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

Procedures for sampling should be
written and training provided to
employees responsible for performing
sam lin .

Achieved

Last Mile

Is Last Mile sampling
accurately completed by
carriers?

There should be processes to identify
anomalies between expected and
actual number of scans based on the
expected pieces in inventory.

Achieved

Reporting

Are reporting procedures
and requirements
established and being
executed per design to
produce accurate results?

Reporting requirements should be
documented and align with regulatory
reporting requirements.

Partially
achieved

Reporting

Are reporting procedures
and requirements
established and being
executed per design to
produce accurate results?

Exclusions. exceptions, and limitations
should be documented in the Internal
SPM system and the final reports.

Not
applicable

Reporting

Do non-automated
exclu sions and special
exceptions (e.g ..
curtailments. local
holidays, non-certified
mail, proxy data. special
low volume exclusions)
create unbiased
performance estimates?

Documented approval process should
exist and be followed for all
manual/special exclusions and
exceptions and for adding and/or
changing exclusions or other business
rules.

Achieved

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which imputed
results are used within the quarter.

Achieved

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which proxy
results are used within the quarter.

Achieved

9

First Mile

10

First Mile

11

Last Mile

, 1/
~ICF

F~~:u~3

Phase

Is use of imputations for
FM Profile results limited
to provide FM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?
Is use of proxy data for
FM Profile results limited
to provide FM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?
Is use of imputations for
LM Profi le results limited
to provide LM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?

Audit Criteria.

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which imputed
results are used within the quarter.
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Measure

Phase

Audit Subject

Audit Criteria.

FY17 Q3
Result

12

Last Mile

Is use of proxy data for
LM Profi le results limited
to provide LM
measurement that
represents the district's
performance?

13

Reporting

Are changes to SPM
documented and available
for reference?

Program and SPM changes are
documented in an Internal SPM
repository for reference.

Achieved

14

Reporting

Are changes to SPM
documented and available
for reference?

PRC Reports denote major
methodology and process changes in
quarterly results.

Achieved

15

Reporting/
Processing
Duration

Does the Internal SPM
system produce reliable
results?

For each product measured , the ontime performance scores should have
margins of error lower than the
designed maximums for the quarter.

Achieved

16

Reporting

Do processes exist to
store and maintain official
results reliably?

Processes should be established for
storing final quarterly results

Achieved

Reporting

Does the schedule allow
for the production of
reliable quarterly results
given data and system
constraints?

All critical defects and data repairs
should be completed for the quarter
prior to finalizing results. All data
loading, ingestions, associations,
consolidations. and aggregations
should be completed.

Achieved

First Mile

Do the sampling results
indicate that all collection
points were included
(districts, ZIP codes, box
types. box locations)?

Across the year, more than 90% of
boxes should be selected for sampling
at least one time.

Partially
achieved

First Mile

Are the sampling
response rates sufficient
to indicate that nonresponse biases are
immaterial? If not, does
the data indicate
differences in
performance for underrepresented groups?

Most response rates should exceed
80% at a district level.

Partially
achieved

17

18

19

Most districts should have a limited
amount of volume for which proxy
results are used within the quarter.

Achieved
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Phase

Audit Subject

Audit Criteria.

FY17 Q3
Result

First Mile

If the sampling response
rates do not meet the
district threshold, does the
data indicate differences
in performance for underrepresented groups?

Coverage ratios should meet
acceptable thresholds at the 3-digit ZIP
Code levels for districts with poor
coverage.

Partially
achieved

21

First Mile

Are all valid collection
points included in the
collection profile
(collection points, Z IP
codes and collection
dates)?

Most eligible collection points in CPMS
should be measured in the profile.

Achieved

22

First Mile

Are all retail locations
included in the final retail
results for all shapes,
dates. Z IP codes?

Most eligible retail locations should
contribute data to the profile for some
dates and mail types in the quarter.

Partially
achieved

23

Processing
Duration

At least 70% of the volume is measured
for each product.

Partially
achieved

24

Processing
Duration

Most active Z IP codes should have mail
receipts for all products during the
quarter.

Partially
achieved

Last Mile

Are the sampling
response rates sufficiently
high to indicate that nonresponse biases are
immaterial?

Most response rates should exceed
80% at a district level.

Partially
achieved

Last Mile

If the sampling response
rates do not meet the
district threshold, does the
data indicate differences
in performance for underrepresented groups?

Coverage ratios should meet
acceptable thresholds at the 3-digit ZIP
Code levels for districts with poor
coverage.

Partially
achieved

Measure

20

25

26

How much of the volume
is included in
measurement for each
measured oroduct?
Are all destinating ZIP
codes and dates
represented in the final
data?

IV. Conclusion
USPS continues its migration to the Internal SPM system, which enhances service performance
measurement. The methodology involves collecting and merging performance data for the three
phases of mail delivery-First Mile, Processing Duration, and Last Mile. The USPS SPM team
has developed new calculation and statistical methods to estimate and combine the
performance in each phase. The calculations required the processing of large amounts of data,
including the use of physical samples.
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1.

Areas of Improvement

This report presents the results of the audit compliance review of the evaluation of the accuracy,
reliability, and representativeness of the sampling . To perform the audit compliance review, ICF
examined data and information describing 26 audit measures that are designed to ensure that
the sampling process is being conducted appropriately.
As summarized in Table 10 for FY17 Q3, using the redesigned audit measures, ICF classified
14 measures as achieved (measures 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 21 ), 10
measures as partially achieved (measures 2, 6, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26), and 1
measure as not achieved (measure 11). Measure 7 was classified as not applicable because
the relevant documentation was not prepared for Q3. Please refer to Section IV: Audit
Compliance Review Results above for a more detailed discussion of the classification rationale
for each measure.

2.

Get-well Plan

We recommend changes to improve the compliance of the audit measures. Table 11
summarizes our audit-specific recommendations following the results of the FY17 Q3
redesigned audit compliance review.

Table 11. Audit Measure-Specific Guidance
Measure

Compliance Status

Measure 2

Partially achieved

Measure 6

Partially achieved

Measure 11

Not achieved

Measure 18

Partially achieved

Measure 19

Partially achieved

Measure 20

Partially achieved

Measure 22

Partially achieved

Measure 23

Partially achieved

Measure 24

Partially achieved

Measure 25

Partially achieved

Steps to Achieve Compliance
Provide transparent or supported explanations for
cases of low compliance.
Sampling methodology should be written in a
manner to align with regulatory reporting
requirements, and the documentation should be
comprehensive and well documented.
Provide, j ustify, and demonstrate compliance with
a benchmark for last mile imputation rates that
defines a "limited volume for each mail type."
Adjust sampling method so that across the year,
more than 90% of all collection points have at least
one valid sampled piece.
Response rates must exceed 80% for most
districts.
Adjust sampling method to increase First Mile
response rates or provide reasons for low
response rates.
Ensure that most retail facilities provide point of
sale data. Consider including non-special-services
mail for underrepresented facilities.
Achieve 70% coverage for most products.
Increase the number of ZIP Codes with data for
Bound Printed Matter Flats.
Response rates must exceed 80% for most
districts.
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Measure
Measure 26

3.

Compliance Status
Partially achieved

Steps to Achieve Compliance
Adjust sampling method to increase Last Mile
response rates or provide reasons for low
response rates.

Study Limitations

This study was limited in scope, specifically in the analysis of raw data. For this audit
compliance review , ICF only analyzed summary data provided by USPS. We formulated
questions to solicit data and information from the USPS SPM team to evaluate whether the
audit was conducted appropriately. We did not, however, perform the various analyses to
ensure that the calculations were done correctly.

4.

Next Steps

This section provides a list of action items that prioritize the sampling and audit-related issues
discussed in this report. We categorize the action items into those that USPS should start
addressing immed iately and those that can be addressed over time.

Address Immediately
• No new data collection required
o Not achieved
• Measure 11: Investigate and explain the Last Mile high imputation rates
for 6 districts.
o Partially achieved
• Measure 2: Investigate and explain patterns of First Mile low compliance.
• Measure 20: Investigate and explain patterns of First Mile low response
rates inside some districts.
• Measure 22: Investigate and explain the underrepresentation of retail
facilities in First Mile.
• Measure 26: Investigate and explain patterns of Last Mile low response
rates inside some districts.
• New data collection required
o Partially achieved
• Measure 18: Ensure First Mile data are representative: Increase the
number of collection boxes sampled and increase the number of mail
pieces sampled per collection box, which will increase the amount of
usable data.
• Measure 19: Improve First Mile response rates by improving training and
by reducing technical issues in receiving data requests that might cause
low response rates.
• Measure 23: Investigate ways to increase Internal SPM volumes relative
to RPW or Posta/One! volumes.
• Measure 24: Improve ZIP Code coverage for Bound Printed Matter Flats .
• Measure 25: Improve Last Mile response rates by improving training and
by reducing technical issues in receiving data requests that might cause
low response rates.

46

Independent Validation of USPS SPM Audit Design

Address Over Time
• No new data collection required
o Partially achieved
 Measure 6: Better documentation; align with regulatory requirements.
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Appendix A. Audit Measure Redesign: Interviews
The interviews were carried out by emailing the following written questionnaire to USPS staff.

USPS Audit Redesign Questionnaire
Thank you for participating in the USPS Audit Redesign. Please see the attached spreadsheet
for the audit measures currently being used by USPS to measure the performance of the SPM
system. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain your recommendations on changes to the
audit measures used to evaluate the sampling performance.
To the best of your abilities, please answer the following questions:
1. Which audit measures should be removed?
2. Which audit measures should be modified (regarding measurement)?
3. If retained or modified, which achievement threshold values (i.e., cutoff points)
should be modified for the audit measures?
a. Why?
b. How should they be modified?
c. What additional data would we need to request, if any?
4. What are audit measures that should be added to the audit process?
a. Why?
b. What phase would the new measure apply to? (First Mile, Reporting/
Processing Duration Data, or Last Mile)
c. How would they be measured? (Please provide, for example, audit criteria
(yardsticks), data needs, and questions to evaluate the compliance of the
sampling process.)
d. How burdensome would the measurement be for USPS?
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Appendix B. Compliance Categorization Scheme
Measure

1

2

3

Phase

Audit Criteria

Compliance Determination Cutoff

-~-

First Mile

Procedures for
sampling should be
written and training
provided to
participants
responsible for
performing sampling.

1. In at least 80% of
districts, training is
provided to at least
75% of participants
responsible for
performing sampling.
2. Written sampling
plans and training
materials are up-todate and consistent.
Both 1 and 2.

1. In at least 80% of
districts, training is
provided to at least
75% of participants
responsible for
performing sampling.
2. Written sampling
plans and training
materials are up-todate and consistent.
Either 1 or 2 but not
both.

1. In at least 80% of
districts. training is
provided regularly to
at least 75% of
participants
responsible for
performing sampling.
2 . Written sampling
plans and training
materials are up-todate and consistent.
Neither 1 nor 2.

First Mile

There should be
processes to identify
anomalies between
expected and actual
number of scans
based on the
collection box
density.

For at least 80% of
districts, either all the
weekly compliance
rates are at least 80%
or the reasons for low
compliance are
investigated.

For between 50 and
80% of districts, either
all the weekly
compliance rates are
at least 80% or the
reasons for low
compliance are
investigated.

For less than 50 % of
districts. either all the
weekly compliance
rates are at least 80%
or the reasons for low
compliance are
investigated.

First Mile

Density tests should
be performed on
every active
collection point
annually and data
collected should
accurately reflect the
volume in the boxes
during the testing
period.

Density tests were
performed in the last
12 months on at least
95% of the active
collection points in the
audited quarter.

Density tests were
performed in the last
12 months on
between 80 and 95%
of the active collection
points in the audited
quarter.

Density tests were
performed in the last
12 months on less
than 80% of the active
collection points in the
audited quarter.
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Measure

4

5

6

7

Phase

Audit Criteria

Compliance Determination Cutoff

-~-

Last Mile

Procedures for
sampling should be
written and training
provided to
participants
responsible for
performing sampling.

1. In at least 80% of
districts, training is
provided to at least
75% of participants
responsible for
performing sampling.
2. Written sampling
plans and training
materials are up-todate and consistent.
Both 1 and 2.

1. In at least 80% of
districts, training is
provided to at least
75% of participants
responsible for
performing sampling.
2. Written sampling
plans and training
materials are up-todate and consistent.
Either 1 or 2 but not
both.

1. In at least 80% of
districts. training is
provided to at least
75% of participants
responsible for
performing sampling.
2 . Written sampling
plans and training
materials are up-todate and consistent.
Neither 1 nor 2.

Last Mile

There should be
processes to identify
anomalies between
expected and actual
number of scans
based on the
expected pieces in
inventory.

For at least 80% of
districts, either all the
weekly compliance
rates are at least 80%
or the reasons for low
compliance are
investigated.

For between 50 and
80% of districts, either
all the weekly
compliance rates are
at least 80% or the
reasons for low
compliance are
investigated.

For less than 50 % of
districts. either all the
weekly compliance
rates are at least 80%
or the reasons for low
compliance are
investigated.

Reporting

Reporting
requirements should
be documented and
align with regulatory
reporting
requirements.

Documentation of
sampling
methodology is
provided and Excel
spreadsheets of
Scores and Variance
reports are provided
and are complete

Either sampling
methodology
documentation or
Scores and Variance
reports are not
provided, or
documentation is poor
or incomplete

Neither sampling
methodology
documentation nor
Scores and Variance
reports are provided,
and/or documentation
is incomplete or
missing

Reporting

Exclusions,
exceptions and
limitations should be
documented in the
Internal SPM system
and in the fi nal
reports.

Exclusions,
exceptions, and
limitations are well
documented

Exclusions,
exceptions, and
limitations are
documented but
poorly or incompletely

Exclusions.
exceptions. and
limitations are not
documented
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Measure

8

9

10

11

Phase

Audit Criteria

compliance Determination Cuto

-~Documented approval
process exists and is
followed for
manual/special
exclusions and
exceptions for adding
and/or changing
exclusions for other
business rules

Documented approval
process exists but
does not sufficiently
explain the
manual/special
exclusions and
exceptions for adding
and/or changing
exclusions for other
business ru les, or was
not followed for some
requests.

Approval process
lacks documentation

Reporting

Documented
approval process
should exist and be
followed for all
manual/special
exclusions and
exceptions and for
adding and/or
changing exclusions
or other business
rules.

First Mile

Most districts should
have a limited
amount of volume for
which imputed
results are used
within the quarter.

At most 1 district
above 20% imputed
data and at most 5
districts above 10%
imputed data.

2-3 districts above
20% imputed data
and at most 5 districts
above 10% imputed
data.

4+ districts above
20% imputed data or
6+ districts above
10% imputed data.

First Mile

Most districts should
have a limited
amount of volume for
which proxy results
are used within the
quarter.

At most 1 district
above 20% proxy
data and at most 5
districts above 10%
proxy data.

2-3 districts above
20% proxy data and
at most 5 districts
above 10% proxy
data.

4+ districts above
20% proxy data or 6+
districts above 10%
proxy data.

Last Mile

Most districts should
have a limited
amount of volume for
which imputed
results are used
within the quarter.

At most 1 district
above 20% imputed
data and at most 5
districts above 10%
imputed data.

2-3 districts above
20% imputed data
and at most 5 districts
above 10% imputed
data.

4+ districts above
20% imputed data or
6+ districts above
10% imputed data.
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Measure

12

13

14

15

16

Phase

Last M ile

Reporting

Reporting

Reporting/
Processing
Duration
Data

Reporting

Audit Criteria
Most districts should
have a limited
amount of volume for
which proxy results
are used within the
auarter.
Program and SPM
changes are
documented in an
Internal SPM
repository for
reference.
PRC Reports denote
major methodology
and process changes
in quarterly results.

-

Compliance Determination Cutoff

At most 1 district
above 20% proxy
data and at most 5
districts above 10%
proxy data.
Program and SPM
changes are
documented in an
Internal SPM
repository for
reference
PRC Reports
describe major
methodology and
process changes in
auarterlv results.

For each product
measured, the ontime performance
scores should have
margins of error
lower than the
designed maximums
for the quarter.

For each mail type,
either sufficient
reasons for excluding
that mail type are
provided, or 10% or
less of the district
margins of error are
less than or equal to
the target unsigned
margin of error.

Processes should be
established for
storing final quarterly
results

A well-defined
process is described
for storing final
quarterly results while
adhering to data
retention policy.

2-3 districts above
20% proxy data and
at most 5 districts
above 10% proxy
data.

4+ districts above
20% proxy data or 6+
districts above 10%
proxy data .

Changes are
documented but
incompletely

Insufficient
documentation
provided

Reports document
methodology but do
not sufficiently
describe deviations

Insufficient
documentation
provided

For each mail type,
either sufficient
reasons for excluding
that mail type are
provided, or at most
20% of the district
margins of error are
less than or equal to
the target unsigned
margin of error. For at
least one mail type,
more than 10% are
less than the target
unsigned margin of
error.
A process is
described for storing
fi nal quarterly results
but does not adhere
to the data retention
policy or is
insufficiently
documented.

For at least one mail
type, sufficient
reasons for excluding
that mail type are not
provided, and more
than 20% are less
than the target
unsigned margin of
error.

Little to no information
is provided about the
process for storing
final quarterly results
and doing so in
accordance with data
retention policy .
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Measure

17

18

19

20

Phase

Audit Criteria

Compliance Determination Cutoff

-~-

Reporting

All critical defects
and data repairs
should be completed
for the quarter prior
to finalizing results.
All data loading,
ingestions,
associations,
consolidations and
aggregations should
be completed.

First Mile

Across the year,
more than 90% of
boxes should be
selected for sampling
at least one time.

Across the year, more
than 90% of boxes
are selected for
sampling at least one
time.

Across the year,
between 80 and 90%
of boxes are selected
for sampling at least
one time.

Across the year, less
than 80% of boxes
are selected for
sampling at least one
time.

Most response rates
should exceed 80%
at a District level.

At least 95% of
response rates
exceed 80% at
District level. A
response means that
an "eligible" sampling
request was correctly
responded to by the
carrier.

Between 50% and
95% of response
rates exceed 80% at
District level.

Less than 50% of
response rates
exceed 80% at
District level

Coverage ratios
should meet
acceptable
thresholds at the 3digit ZIP Code levels
for districts with poor
coverage.

1. At least 95% of
district response rates
exceed 80% or 2. For
each district with a
response rate below
80%, either the
response rate is at
least 80% for 80% of
Z IP3s, or reasons for
the low response
rates are provided.

1. Less than 95% of
district response rates
exceed 80% and 2.
For each district with
a response rate below
80%, either the
response rate is at
least 60% for 60% of
ZIP3s or reasons for
the low response
rates are provided.

1. Less than 95% of
district response rates
exceed 80% and 2.
For at least one
district with a
response rate below
80%, the response
rate is at least 60%
for less than 60% of
Z IP3s, and the
reasons for the low
response rates are
not provided.

First Mile

First Mile

A detailed response
regarding the various
steps to close the
quarter is provided.
The steps are
reasonable and
robust.

An incomplete
response is provided
that does not account
for all of the steps
necessary to close
out the quarter, or is
insufficiently
documented.

An incomplete
response is provided
that does not account
for all of the steps
necessary to close
out the quarter.
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Measure

Phase

Audit Criteria

First Mile

Most eligible
collection points in
CPMS should be
measured in the
profi le.

22

First Mile

Most eligible retail
locations should
contribute data to the
profi le for some
dates and mail types
in the quarter.

23

Processing
Duration

At least 70% of the
volume is measured
for each product.

21

24

25

Processing
Duration

Last Mile

Compliance Determination Cutoff

-~At least 95% of
eligible collection
points in CPMS are
measured in the
profile.

At least 50% of
eligible collection
points in CPMS are
measured in the
profi le.

Less than 50% of
eligible collection
points in CPMS are
measured in the
profile.

At least 50% of retail
locations are
measured in the
profile

Less than 50% of
retail locations are
measured in the
profile

All products achieve
70% or greater
processing duration
data measurement

50% or more of
products exceed 70%
coverage level

Less than 50% of
products achieve 70%
coverage level

Most active ZIP
Codes should have
mail receipts for all
products during the
quarter.

For every product, at
least 95% of
destination ZIP5s
provided some
measured data.

For every product, at
least 50% of
destination ZIP5s
provided some
measured data but for
some products, less
than 95% provided
some measured data.

For every product,
less than 50% of
destination Z IP5s
provided some
measured data.

Most response rates
should exceed 80%
at a District level.

At least 95% of
response rates
exceed 80% at
District level. A
response means that
an "eligible" sampling
request was correctly
responded to by the
carrier.

Between 50% and
95% of response
rates exceed 80% at
District level.

Less than 50% of
response rates
exceed 80% at
District level

At least 95% of retail
locations are
measured in the
profile
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Measure

26

Phase

Last Mile

Audit Criteria

Coverage ratios
should meet
acceptable
thresholds at the 3digit ZIP Code levels
for districts with poor
coverage.

Compliance Determination Cutoff
-~1. At least 95% of
district response rates
exceed 80% or 2. For
each district with a
response rate below
80%, either the
response rate is at
least 80% for 80% of
Z IP3s, or reasons for
the low response
rates are provided.

1. Less than 95% of
district response rates
exceed 80% and 2.
For each district with
a response rate below
80%, either the
response rate is at
least 60% for 60% of
ZIP3s or reasons for
the low response
rates are provided.

1. Less than 95% of
district response rates
exceed 80% and 2.
For at least one
district with a
response rate below
80%, the response
rate is at least 60%
for less than 60% of
Z IP3s, and the
reasons for the low
response rates are
not provided.
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