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On January 12, 2018, United Parcel Service, Inc. (UPS) moved for the 

Commission to issue an information request to the Postal Service.1  The Commission 

should deny the motion because the proposed request is outside the scope of this 

docket. 

Sections 3652 and 3653 establish the docket’s scope.  Section 3652 directs the 

Postal Service to report on costs, volumes, revenues, rates, and quality of service for 

the preceding fiscal year.  Once the Postal Service has done so, section 3653 directs 

the Commission to review the Postal Service’s report and issue a written determination 

on two matters: 

(1) whether any rates or fees in effect during such year (for products 
individually or collectively) were not in compliance with applicable 
provisions of this chapter (or regulations promulgated thereunder); or  

(2) whether any service standards in effect during such year were not 
met.2     

The questions contained in the proposed request are either unconnected to these two 

subjects, or, where they do touch on them, do so at best peripherally, and would more 

appropriately be taken up in other Commission proceedings.   

                                            
1 Motion of United Parcel Service, Inc. for Issuance of Information Request to the United States Postal 
Service (Jan. 12, 2018).   
2 39 U.S.C. § 3653(b).   
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For example, one of the proposed questions seeks operational details for a 

processing facility that is as yet unbuilt.  Its irrelevance is plain.  Similarly, another 

question inquires into the costs of a single procurement contract, while the Postal 

Service’s procurement contracts last year numbered into the thousands.  A third 

question focuses solely on carriers delivering to New York City apartment buildings.  

Even where the proposed questions link to one or another folder in the Annual 

Compliance Report, they pursue issues more suited to independent dockets – for 

instance, a docket exploring city carrier costs, or a docket reviewing the capabilities of 

postal data systems.3 

 The parties have been here before.  In Docket No. ACR2013, UPS invited the 

Commission to examine various costing and accounting trends, while itself 

“recogniz[ing] that the issues currently before the Commission are limited.”4  The 

Commission declined, noting that, “as UPS acknowledges, this is an issue that is more 

appropriately addressed in a future proceeding where it can be examined in greater 

detail.”5  The Commission disposed of UPS’s comments there on competitive products’ 

share of institutional costs in a similar manner.6 

 Docket No. ACR2014 saw a reprise.  UPS raised questions relating to the 

attribution of costs to competitive products.7  The Commission responded that “[t]he 

                                            
3 The same could be said of the questions devoted to specific costs mentioned in the Postal Service’s 
Form 10-K – the Commission determines costing methods elsewhere; in this docket, it simply confirms 
that the Postal Service has applied approved methods. 
4 Docket No. ACR2013, Initial Comments of United Parcel Service on Postal Service’s FY2013 Annual 
Compliance Report (Jan. 31, 2014), at 1.   
5 Docket No. ACR2013, Annual Compliance Determination Report (Mar. 27, 2014), at 95.   
6 Id. at 95. 
7 Docket No. ACR2014, Comments of United Parcel Service on Postal Service’s FY 2014 Annual 
Compliance Report (Feb. 2, 2015).   
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issues raised by UPS … are more appropriately addressed in a separate proceeding.”8  

Soon after, UPS petitioned for such a proceeding,9 and the Commission granted its 

petition and fully and fairly considered its proposals.10 

 The pattern is not limited to UPS.  In Docket No. ACR2015, another party 

questioned competitive product costing methods, and charged that the Postal Service 

was subsidizing competitive products with market dominant revenue.11  The 

Commission replied that “[t]he scope of the Commission’s ACR review is limited to 

determining the Postal Service’s compliance with rates and services in FY 2015,” and 

offered that the party’s concerns “are more appropriately addressed in a separate 

proceeding.”12 

 At this time, the Postal Service is responding to multiple, detailed information 

requests in this review.  It cannot be expected to expend additional resources on 

extraneous inquiries.  The motion before the Commission should be denied. 

                                            
8 Docket No. ACR2014, Annual Compliance Determination Report (Mar. 27, 2015), at 85.   
9 See Docket No. RM2016-2, Petition of United Parcel Service, Inc. for the Initiation of Proceedings to 
Make Changes to Postal Service Costing Methodologies (Oct. 8, 2015).   
10 See Docket No. RM2016-2, Order No. 3506, Order Concerning United Parcel Service, Inc.’s Proposed 
Changes to Postal Service Costing Methodologies (UPS Proposals One, Two, and Three) (Sept. 9, 
2016).   
11 Docket No. ACR2015, Comments of the American Consumer Institute Center for Citizen Research 
(Feb. 2, 2016). 
12 Docket No. ACR2015, Annual Compliance Determination Report (Mar. 28, 2016), at 93 (citing 39 
U.S.C. § 3653(b)).    
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