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RESPONSES OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO CHAIRMAN’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2 

 
 

1. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service asserts that “[d]uring the first half of 
FY2018. . . we experienced considerable service disruptions because of extreme 

weather and natural disasters across the nation. . . .”  FY 2018 Annual Report at 
18.  

a. Please provide a detailed description of the specific weather events and 
natural disasters that resulted in service disruptions and identify which 
areas were affected.  

b. Please quantify the effect that such weather disruptions and natural 
disasters had on the Postal Service’s service performance scores for 
FY 2018. 

 

RESPONSE:        

a. The Postal Service has identified the events listed below, which caused 

service disruptions and may have impacted the Postal Service’s ability to 

meet on-time targets in FY 2018.   

Event Date (approx.) General Impacted Area 

Hurricane Harvey 
Aug 17 - Sept 1, 2017 (residual 
impacts lasting into Oct 2017) 

TX Gulf Coast, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, Alabama, 
Tennessee 

Hurricane Irma 
Aug 30 - Sept 12, 2017 (residual 
impacts lasting into Oct 2017) 

Florida, Georgia, S 
Carolina 

Hurricane Nate Oct 4-8, 2017 Alabama, Mississippi 

Thomas Fire Dec-17, 2017 near Ventura, CA 

Winter Storm Toby Mar 6-8, 2018 
Mid Atlantic and Northeast 
corridor  

Tropical Storm Alberto May 25-31, 2018 Florida, Alabama 

Carr Fire Jul - Aug 2018 near Redding, CA 

Hurricane Lane Aug-18, 2018 Hawaii 

Hurricane Florence Aug 31 - Sept 17, 2018 GA, NC, SC, VA 

Tropical Storm Gordon Sept 3-7, 2018 AL, MI 

 

b. The Postal Service is unable to determine exact impacts to service scores 

caused by the events identified in its response to Question 1.a., but the trend 

chart below (Figure 1) depicts weekly service trends for market dominant 

products for FY 2018 and when these events occurred.  
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As information, the Postal Service will be working on an initiative in FY 2019 

to identify mail impacted by unforeseen events outside of its control. This 

initiative will utilize a data driven approach to identify and flag mailpieces 

impacted by unexpected events such as weather or other events outside of 

the Postal Service’s control. Using this intelligence, the Postal Service will be 

able to more accurately quantify impacts from these events and diagnose 

service failures. Furthermore, the ability to categorize the impacted 

mailpieces will enable the Postal Service to report on service performance – 

with impacted pieces included, and with impacted pieces excluded.  
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                Figure 1  
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2. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service asserts that it “conducted a network-
wide job realignment and bidding process,” which “limited [the Postal Service’s] 

ability to quickly normalize operations and return service performance to 
standards. . . .”  Id. at 18.  Please provide a detailed description of the network-
wide job realignment and bidding process the Postal Service is referring to. 

 

RESPONSE:        

Effectively leveraging employee complement is an ongoing process. The Postal 

Service’s job realignment and bidding procedures are comprehensive and multi-

layered.  The process begins with the Function 1 Review, a modeling tool which 

is used to determine appropriate and authorized staffing levels by employee 

category.  The tool, used by all processing plants, takes into account several 

components, such as mail critical entry times, mail availability, volumes, facility 

equipment, and target productivities.  Once the review is approved, the goal is to 

realign, as applicable, the workforce bid jobs to the results of the tool.  The bid 

realignment process includes following each union’s collective bargaining 

agreement.  In addition, plants must ensure that any specific Local 

Memorandums of Understanding (LMOUs) that are in place are also followed.  

There are different types of alignment: i.e., when there are sufficient employees 

but they are not necessarily in the right places, or when there are too many 

employees and they may need to be placed in different facilities.  Different rules 

apply to these scenarios and that is when the process becomes more complex.  

Typically a bid cycle is 28 days, and employees have the opportunity to bid on a 

different job based on seniority.  The results of the bidding cycle are then 
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implemented, creating subsequent vacancies, which others may then bid on.  

This rebidding cycle may take up to six (6) months to resolve. 
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3. In its FY 2019 Plan, the Postal Service asserts that it “ha[s] incorporated lessons 
learned from the 2018 weather disruptions into [its] response efforts to normalize 

operations quickly with the least amount of disruptions.”  Id. at 19.  Please 
provide the specific lessons learned from weather disruptions in FY 2018 and 
explain how they were incorporated into the Postal Service’s normalization of 
operations. 

     

RESPONSE:        

The Hurricane Preparedness Guide assists postal management in providing the 

necessary direction, coordination, and support to ensure facilities are prepared 

for, able to respond to, and recover from, a hurricane. The Guide helps to ensure 

the continuation of essential Postal Service functions and critical services.  The 

Guide, updated in June 2018, contains all available lessons learned from 

previous events.  Debriefing after events provides the source for the lessons 

learned.  Prior to a pending event, Postal Service leadership will now meet with 

management employees from Areas having previously impacted sites to learn 

best practices.  Additional information now available from the National Hurricane 

Center (NHC) provides the Postal Service with the ability to monitor storm 

surges, which helps to serve as a call to action.  The Postal Service can also now 

provide a forecast track map for postal facilities that lie within the possible path of 

a forecasted storm.  As a result of these improvements, the Postal Service can 

now begin the process of mobilizing equipment sooner and defining a larger span 

of offload sites, which helps to keep the network moving. The Postal Service has 

learned that advance preparation accelerates the recovery period. 
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4. In its FY 2019 Plan, the Postal Service asserts that it will “leverage data analytics 
to better monitor systems and analyze scans, track mail at every step of the mail-

handling process, and proactively identify potential root causes of lower service 
performance.”  Id.  Please describe how the Postal Service will use data analytics 
for these purposes, including which data analytics techniques will be employed. 

 

RESPONSE:        

By leveraging its new internal Service Performance Measurement (SPM) system 

and related systems, the Postal Service continues to embrace new ideas and 

concepts to identify and develop diagnostic tools to assist in improving service 

and providing analytics and foresight.  

As part of this tradition of embracing new technologies, the Postal Service has 

been developing a new mail condition reporting system which represents a 

significant improvement upon the current system in place. The new mail 

condition reporting system will be data-driven and will provide near real-time 

conditions within a facility. This new system, Mail Condition Visualization (MCV), 

became the official system of record for mail condition reporting in January 2019.  

The MCV tool displays a facility’s mail conditions in near real-time, using 

scanning (via mail processing machines and Surface Visibility) to determine 

where mail pieces and containers are in the network and calculate whether 

delays occurred during processing and transportation.  The tool provides the 

ability to view current processing operations and identify what is at risk within the 

network, thereby reducing service failures. 
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With the approval of internal SPM, the Postal Service is well-equipped to identify 

and segment the issues within mail acceptance, processing, and delivery. 

Diagnostic tools for First Mile, Processing, and Last Mile have been deployed 

and are continuing to be developed and enhanced to provide insights into top 

opportunities. These tools are being leveraged to address systemic issues, with 

counter-measures being put in place.  Knowing where an error occurred, i.e., in 

the First Mile, Last Mile, or during Processing, allows the Postal Service to put 

corrective actions in place sooner. 

There are numerous ways to perform analytics and derive value from data. The 

Postal Service has integrated new technologies to provide insights more quickly 

to decision makers; these include, but are not limited to: centralized “big data” 

databases, which provide the computational power for near real-time 

dashboards; the use of advanced web development technologies to visualize 

data, which allows users to quickly address top opportunities; and near real-time 

alerts, based on predefined criteria, reported to operational centers throughout 

the country.  

 

  



RESPONSES OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO CHAIRMAN’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2 

 
 

5. In its FY 2019 Plan, the Postal Service asserts that it “will deploy tools to more 
accurately generate daily processing and operational plans and predict 

transportation capacity needs.”  Id.  Please describe the specific tools the Postal 
Service plans to deploy, and how they will be used. 

 

RESPONSE:        

With the investment in development of the internal Service Performance 

Measurement (SPM) system, the Postal Service is reaping additional benefits 

and is now capable of utilizing near real-time data to predict workload and 

inventory.  

Within Informed Visibility’s module of predictive workload and inventory, the 

Postal Service has deployed near real-time tools which continue to be developed 

and enhanced to meet the needs of ever-changing operational conditions. These 

tools provide the Postal Service with important insights into incoming inventory, 

on-hand volume, machine utilization, and transportation. The following tools have 

been developed or are a work in progress: Mail Condition Visualization (MCV) 

(described in the response to Question 4, above), Incoming Inventory, 

Performance to Plan, Mail Pending Processing, and Intelligent Plan Generator.   

All of these tools will provide the Postal Service with data-driven insights into 

current operating conditions in a given facility.  For example, the Incoming 

Inventory tool creates the ability to see how many mail pieces will be received 

from another facility, allowing employees to plan for the volume coming into a 

facility.  Additionally, this Incoming Inventory tool enables employees to see what 

mail is expected but is not yet received, as well as the status of that mail: on-
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time, early, or late.  The Performance to Plan tool shows a plant where it is in the 

current processing function in respect to where it should be.  This provides the 

ability to correct any issues in near real-time: for example, if a machine was 

expected to start at 1500 hours but did not, an employee could bring that to the 

attention of postal management.  This tool can help to ensure that plans are 

followed.  

The Mail Pending Processing tool will provide near-real time visibility into 

containers, trays, and aggregate pieces that have not moved to the next 

processing operation in a timely manner. Additionally, it will also provide visibility 

into first-in/first-out order and potential compliance issues. The Intelligent Plan 

Generator is the next generation Run Plan Generator (RPG) tool.  The benefit of 

this new tool is that it will calculate a run time plan based on actual achieved 

metrics, such as current volume, throughput, and run time for a specific 

operation.  This tool removes the subjectivity that may come with building an 

RPG plan. 
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6. Beginning in FY 2019, the Customer Insights Composite Score performance 
indicator was renamed the Customer Experience (CX) Composite Index.  Id. at 

19 n.2.  The FY 2019 CX Composite Index result will be calculated based on 
results of the following subcomponents:  the Business Service Network (BSN) 
survey, the Point of Sale (POS) survey, the Delivery survey, the Customer Care 
Center (CCC) survey, the Enterprise Customer Care (eCC) customer survey, the 

USPS.com survey, and the Business Mail & Entry Unit (BMEU) survey.  Id. at 17 
n.4, 19-20.  The Postal Service states that “[t]he Customer Experience composite 
measurement system provides a comprehensive view of the customer 
experience across the most frequently used postal customer contact channels 

and is measured as a composite index of component survey scores.”  Id. at 19.  
Furthermore, “[t]he. . . Customer Experience (CX) Composite Index. . . is 
comprised of component surveys of each of these customer touchpoints.”  Id.  
The Postal Service states that beginning in FY 2019, “[t]he CX Composite Index 

will measure the aggregate variance of customer satisfaction scores across each 
touchpoint relative to the performance target [the Postal Service] establish[es] for 
each touchpoint.”  Id. at 21. 

a. Please define the word “touchpoint,” and explain the relationship between 
“touchpoints” and “component surveys.” 

b. Please explain the methodology for calculating the FY 2018 Customer 
Insights Composite Score result.  The explanation should contain the 
same level of detail that was provided in the response to Chairman’s 
Information Request No. 13, question 2 in Docket No. ACR2017.1   

c. Please explain the methodology for calculating the FY 2019 CX 
Composite Index result.  

d. In its analysis of the Postal Service’s FY 2017 Annual Performance Report 

and FY 2018 Performance Plan, the Commission stated, “annual 
performance reports must include comparable results from the past three 
fiscal years as required by 39 U.S.C. § 2804(c).”2 

i. Please confirm that the FY 2016 through FY 2019 CX Composite 
Index results will be comparable.   

ii. If comparable results cannot be provided, please explain why the 
FY 2019 CX Composite Index result will not be comparable to 
results from FY 2016 to FY 2018.   

e. The Postal Service states that it calculated results for each subcomponent 
of the Customer Insights Composite Index in FY 2018 based on 

responses to question(s) on the corresponding customer survey.  FY 2018 

                                                             

1 See Docket No. ACR2017, Responses of the United States Postal Service to Questions 1-7 of 
Chairman's Information Request No. 13, February 8, 2018, question 2. 

2 Docket No. ACR2017, Analysis of the Postal Service’s FY 2017 Annual Performance Report 

and FY 2018 Performance Plan (FY 2017 Analysis), April 26, 2018, at 15. 
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Annual Report at 17 n.4.  For each subcomponent, please provide the 
survey question(s) used to calculate results. 

 

RESPONSE:        

a.  The term “touchpoint” is synonymous with “channel.” It represents the interactions  

between the customer and the Postal Service: every time a customer interacts with 

the Postal Service, that channel is considered a customer “touchpoint.” Examples of 

a customer touchpoint with the Postal Service include a visit to a retail location, 

calling the Customer Care Center, receiving a package, or interacting with a BSN 

representative. As such, within the CX composite, each survey serves as a unique 

component of the Composite Index. 

b.   Step 1: Multiply raw survey scores by given weight to find the weighted survey 

scores - 

Survey 
Survey 

Scores 
  

Weight 

(Percent) 

 Weighted 

Survey 

Score 

Delivery 80.47 x 20 = 16.09 

eCC  36.73 x 15 = 5.51 

BSN 95.90 x 10 = 9.59 

BMEU 95.33 x 10 = 9.53 

POS 87.98 x 10 = 8.80 

CCC 39.19 x 20 = 7.84 

USPS.Com 57.54 x 5 = 2.88 

LBP 72.34 x 10 = 7.23 

       67.47 

 

Step 2: Add the weighted survey scores to determine the CI Composite Index -  

Cell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

CI 

Index 68.46 69.35 70.30 73.88 77.38 80.93 81.95 83.01 83.94 84.89 85.88 86.89 87.90 88.93 90.02 
 

Note: FY2018 historical data did not equate to a cell block 1. 
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c.  FY 2019 Customer Experience Calculation 

Step 1: Each Customer Experience component achieves an overall satisfaction score. 

The achieved score is then referenced to a 15-cell matrix for that individual component 

to determine cell value: 

Cell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Delivery 72.95 76.82 81.55 82.75 84.32 86.33 86.58 86.93 87.40 88.00 88.64 89.32 90.08 90.96 92.00 

eCC Score 35.00 36.65 38.67 46.50 56.84 70.00 70.25 70.55 70.90 71.30 71.80 72.40 73.10 73.95 75.00 

eCC 

Improvement 
Rate 

2.50 3.70 4.98 6.40 8.05 10.00 11.00 12.20 13.60 15.20 17.20 19.60 22.40 25.80 30.00 

BSN 93.85 94.31 94.80 95.35 95.98 96.73 96.85 97.01 97.22 97.50 97.82 98.16 98.54 98.98 99.50 

BMEU 94.60 94.68 94.77 94.88 94.99 95.13 95.28 95.49 95.76 96.12 96.58 97.07 97.62 98.25 99.00 

POS 83.71 85.91 88.59 89.05 89.65 90.42 90.57 90.77 91.05 91.40 92.46 93.58 94.83 96.28 98.00 

CCC 40.00 41.46 43.24 46.18 50.06 55.00 55.75 56.80 58.20 60.00 61.60 63.30 65.20 67.40 70.00 

USPS.com 55.00 56.15 57.55 59.41 61.87 65.00 66.50 68.60 71.40 75.00 76.60 78.30 80.20 82.40 85.00 

 

Step 2: Each resulting cell value is then weighted. 

Step 3: Aggregate the weighted NPA cell block values and round to zero decimals (final 

Cell for Composite Index): 

Survey 
Survey 

Scores 

Resulting 

Cell 
  

Weight 

(Percent) 

Weighted 

NPA Cell 

Block 

Delivery 84.96 5 x 20 1.0 

eCC Score 37.50 2      

eCC Imp 10.65 6      

eCC Overall N/A 4 x 20 0.8 

BSN 95.90 4 x 10 0.4 

BMEU 95.33 7 x 10 0.7 

POS 91.02 8 x 15 1.2 

CCC 45.28 3 x 20 0.6 

USPS.Com 57.54 2 x 5 0.1 

       4.8 

CX Composite Index   5 

 

d.i.  Not confirmed. At the Composite Index level, from FY 2016 through FY 2019, the 

Composite Index score has maintained a 15-cell matrix. However, the components 
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of the Customer Insights metric, as well as the Customer Insights metric itself, have 

changed year over year to more accurately reflect customer sentiment. In FY 2019, 

there are minimal changes: specifically, the removal of LBP from the Composite 

and the addition of an eCC Improvement Rate.    

d.ii. The table below provides year over year comparability for each of the 

performance metrics within the CI Composite, as well as the overall CI Composite 

comparison for years FY 2017 to FY 2019:  

CI/CX Performance Indicator Comparability, FY 2017 through FY 2019 

Performance Indicator FY 2017  FY 2018 FY 2019 

CI/CX Composite 
BSN, POS, DEL, CCC, and 
eCC (eCC was not part of CI 

composite in FY16)
 

BSN, POS, DEL, CCC 
(IVR and LA), eCC, LBP, 

BMEU, USPS.com
 

BSN, POS, DEL, CCC (IVR 

and LA), eCC (Score and 
Improvement Rate),  BMEU, 

USPS.com1 

BSN Comparable to FY16 
Not Comparable to FY17 

and FY162 
Comparable to FY18 

POS Comparable to FY16 
Comparable to FY16 and 

FY17 

Comparable to FY16, FY17, 

and FY18 

DEL Not comparable to FY163 
Not Comparable to FY17 

and FY164 
Comparable to FY18 

CCC (Overall) Comparable to FY16
 

Not Comparable to FY17 

and FY185 
Comparable to FY18 

CCC LA Comparable to FY16 
Comparable to FY16 and 

FY17 
Comparable to FY16., FY17 

and FY18 

CCC IVR Did Not Exist New to CI Composite5 Comparable to FY18 

eCC (Overall) New to CI Composite
 Not Comparable to FY17 

and FY166 

Not Comparable to FY18, 

FY17 and FY167 

eCC Score 
Is not part of CI Composite in 

FY17 New to CI Composite6 Comparable to FY18 

eCC Reopened Cases New to CI Composite6 
Is not part of CI 

Composite in FY18 

Is not part of CI Composite 

in FY19 

eCC Improvement Rate Did Not Exist Did Not Exist New to CI Composite 

LBP Comparable to FY16 
Comparable to FY 17 and 

FY16 

Is not part of CI Composite 

in FY19 

BMEU Not part of CI Composite New to CI Composite Comparable to FY18 

USPS.com Did Not Exist New to CI Composite Comparable to FY18 

1 The CX composite in FY 2019 is the cell value for each of the seven components of the CX indicator w eighted 
proportionally and aggregated based on the depth of the indicator. The aggregate value is the CX - Index f inal cell. 
2  BSN OSAT question changed in FY18 from BSN agent satisfaction to overall experience provided by the 

Business Service Netw ork 
3 The Delivery metric in FY 2016 w as a 50/50 split on Residential and Small Business Satisfaction. The FY 2017, 

the metric changed to reflect a Carrier Survey index and a PO Box Survey Index 
4 The Delivery metric changed again in FY 2018 to overall satisfaction w ith the receipt of mail and packages to 

residential and small/medium business customers. Randomly selected customers are mailed letters inviting them 

to complete a survey online or over the phone. 
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5 The CCC score for FY 2018 reflect an overall experience provided by the contact center (Live Agent) and USPS 

automated system (IVR), w hereas in FY 2017 and before, it reflected the level of satisfaction w ith a customer’s 

interaction w ith a USPS Live Agent. 
6 The eCC metrics in FY17 w as a percentage of reopened cases. eCC OSAT measurement began July 2017 and 
became the metric in FY 2018.  
7 The eCC Overall metric changes in FY 2019 to a composite score of eCC score and eCC improvement rate to 

same period last year.  

 

e.   In FY 2018, results were calculated for each subcomponent of the Customer 

Insights Composite Index from the overall satisfaction questions below: 

 Delivery OSAT Survey Question: Thinking about your overall experience with 

receiving mail and/or packages delivered by USPS recently, how satisfied are you?   

 

 Enterprise Customer Care (eCC) OSAT Survey Question: Overall, how satisfied are 

you with the quality of service you received in response to the issue? 

 

 Business Service Network (BSN) OSAT Survey Question: How satisfied are you 

with the overall experience provided by the Business Service Network? 

 

 Business Mail Entry Unit (BMEU) OSAT Survey Question: Overall, how satisfied 

were you with your experience at the Business Mail Entry Unit (BMEU)? 

 

 Point of Sale (POS) OSAT Survey Question: Thinking about this visit to the Post 

Office, overall, how satisfied were you? 

 

 Customer Care Center (CCC) Live Agent and IVR OSAT Survey Questions: How 

satisfied are you with the overall experience provided by the contact center? (Live 

Agent); Please tell us how satisfied you were with the overall experience provided 

by the USPS automated system (IVR). 

 

 USPS.com OSAT Survey Question: How satisfied are you with the overall 

experience provided by the USPS.com website? 

 

 Large Business Panel OSAT Survey Question: First of all, thinking about all aspects 

of recent experiences your business has had with the USPS, how satisfied are you 

with us? 
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7. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service states that for the eCC performance 
indicator, “[t]he FY2019 target is based on overall customer satisfaction with the 

resolution quality received and year-to-date overall satisfaction improvement as 
compared to the same period last year, while the FY2015–FY2017 actuals are 
based on the percentage of cases that were reopened.”  Id. at 17 n.6.   

a. Please confirm that the eCC FY 2018 target and result were both 
calculated using the same methodology as the FY 2019 target.  If not 
confirmed, please explain the methodology for calculating the eCC 
FY 2018 target and result. 

b. In its analysis of the Postal Service’s FY 2017 Annual Performance Report 

and FY 2018 Performance Plan, the Commission stated, “the FY 2018 
Report must include comparable results for each performance indicator 
for, at a minimum, FYs 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018.”  FY 2017 Analysis at 
15. 

i. If the FY 2018 eCC result is not comparable to results from 
FY 2015 through FY 2017, please provide the FY 2018 eCC result 
expressed as the percentage of cases that were reopened. 

ii. If a comparable FY 2018 eCC result cannot be provided, please 

explain why the FY 2018 eCC result is not comparable to results 
from FY 2015 to FY 2017.  Please also explain how to compare 
results between the former and current methodologies for 
calculating the eCC, or explain why making this comparison is not 
feasible.  See id. 

 

RESPONSE:        

a.   The FY 2018 eCC target and result were calculated differently than they will be 

calculated in FY 2019. The FY 2018 eCC target and FY 2019 target overall 

satisfaction scores are calculated using the same methodology. However, the 

FY2019 eCC metric is a blend of overall satisfaction performance and an 

improvement rate to same period last year. 

In FY 2018, the methodology for calculating the eCC target and result are as 

follows:  

OSAT Score: (
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑇𝑜𝑝 2 𝐵𝑜𝑥 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑂𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑆𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑠𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 𝐴𝑛𝑠𝑤𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑂𝑆𝐴𝑇 𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛
) 
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b.i.  The percentage of eCC cases that were reopened from FY2016 to FY2018 year to 

date (YTD) are included in the table below. However, it must be noted that the eCC 

case reopened metric (used as the operative NPA metric in FY 2017) is not 

comparable to eCC OSAT (the operative NPA metric in FY 2018). The eCC case 

reopened rates provided below are for informational purposes: 

Percentage of 
Reopened eCC 

Cases 

FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 

5.03 3.82 3.48 

 

b.ii.  The FY 2018 eCC OSAT result cannot be compared to results from FY 2015 – FY 

2017 because the methodologies changed in July 2017 from a cases reopened 

measurement to an overall satisfaction measurement.  The Rationale behind this 

change was that “percentage of reopened cases” is an operational metric, and 

does not necessarily represent customer sentiment.  To more accurately capture 

the true customer experience with the case management process, the FY 2018 

operational metric for the eCC survey was changed to a customer-reported OSAT 

metric, which measures a customer’s overall experience with the quality of service 

received in response to the issue.  Shown below are the OSAT scores since 

inception: 

eCC OSAT 
FY 2017 Q4 FY 2018 

35.83 36.73 
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8. Please refer to the FY 2015 through FY 2018 Delivery performance indicator 
results.  See FY 2018 Annual Report at 17.   

a. Please confirm that the FY 2015 through FY 2018 Delivery performance 
indicator results in the FY 2018 Report are comparable.  See FY 2018 

Annual Report at 17.  If not confirmed, please provide Delivery results 
from FY 2015 through FY 2018 calculated using the same methodology.3 

b. If comparable Delivery results cannot be provided, please explain why the 
FY 2018 Delivery result is not comparable to results from FY 2015 to 
FY 2017.  Please also explain how to compare results between the former 
and current methodologies for calculating the Delivery result, or explain 
why making this comparison is not feasible.  See FY 2017 Analysis at 15. 

 

RESPONSE:        

a.  Not confirmed. The FY 2015 through FY 2018 Delivery results are not comparable. 

The following table provides a summary of delivery survey metrics that are 

comparable across the requested fiscal years: 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             

3 See id.  The Postal Service may provide comparable Delivery results by calculating results from 
FY 2015 through FY 2017 using the same methodology as the FY 2018 Delivery result.  See FY 2017 
Analysis at 48.  As an alternative, the Postal Service may provide comparable Delivery results by 
submitting the unweighted and unindexed subcomponents from the Delivery (Residential) and Delivery 
(Small/Medium Business) customer surveys for FY 2018.  See United States Postal Service FY 2017 
Annual Report to Congress, Library Reference USPS–FY17–17, December 29, 2017, at 17.  
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Performance Measurement  FY15* FY16* FY17* FY18 

Satisfaction with Overall Experience - - - 80% 

Recent USPS Delivery Performance  77% 76% 74% N  

Letter Carrier Performance Over Last 30 
Days 

- 79%** 76%  

Delivery Accuracy 84% 84% 81% 82% 

Mail and Package Condition 91% 91% 90% 89% 

Carrier Friendliness and Courtesy 88% 87% 83% 86% 

Letter Carrier Job Performance  83% 83% -  

Tracking Information Accuracy 84% 84% 79%  

PO Box Satisfaction Over Last 30 Days - 81%** 77%  

** Grade calculated using survey responses May 7 – September 30, 2016 
N Grade calculated using survey responses March 31 – September 30, 2017 
“-“means the question was not asked in that year 

 

8b. It is not feasible to directly compare FY 2018 metrics with the metrics from FY 2015 

- FY 2017, as the operational metrics used in the CI Composite have changed 

between FY 2015 and FY 2018. In FY 2017, the operational Delivery metric was the 

composite score derived from a Carrier and Post Office Box survey. The Carrier 

score was itself a composite of Residential and Small/Medium Business survey 

scores (with residential customers weighted at 85 percent and small and medium 

business customers weighted at 15 percent), which were each comprised of a 

composite of four equally weighted categories: 1) overall satisfaction with the letter 

carrier; 2) mail delivered to the correct address; 3) mail delivered in good condition; 

and 4) carrier friendly and courteous.  In FY 2018, the operational Delivery metric 

was changed to a single overall satisfaction question measuring satisfaction with 



RESPONSES OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO CHAIRMAN’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2 

 
 

the overall experience with the Postal Service. Since the two metrics measure 

conceptually different factors, they are not directly comparable to each other year 

over year. 

 

The following diagram summarizes the methodology that was employed in each 

respective fiscal year to capture the Delivery methodology: 
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9. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service asserts that it “evaluated each pre-
existing survey [pertaining to customer experience] for effectiveness in 

measuring overall satisfaction.”  FY 2018 Annual Report at 20.  Please explain 
how this evaluation was carried out and provide any metrics that were utilized. 

 

RESPONSE:        

    In early 2017, the Postal Service conducted a qualitative evaluation of the customer 

survey portfolio to better understand and document the current state of the surveys.  

Metrics evaluated for all surveys were as follows: total length (i.e., number of 

questions), response rates, number of surveys distributed, frequency of survey, 

channel, and distribution method. 

Additionally, the Postal Service assessed the consistency of comparable metrics 

(e.g., OSAT) across surveys to determine whether the same scales and wording 

were being used across surveys. Based on the findings of this evaluation, the Postal 

Service updated all surveys that feed the CX Composite to use consistently-worded 

OSAT questions and a 6-point scale to ensure more comparable results across the 

CX surveys. 
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10. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service asserts that while “the primary root 
cause” of the decrease in the CCC survey score for FY 2018 was “long wait 

times . . . , [a]nother contributing factor . . . was a change [the Postal Service] 
made to streamline the [CCC] survey.”  Id.   Specifically, the Postal Service 
states that “[i]n order to increase survey response rates, [it] both reduced the 
number of questions and asked customers to participate in the survey during the 

call, resulting in a six-fold increase in survey responses as compared to the prior 
year.”  Id.  Please provide a discussion of how the increased survey response 
rates affected the CCC survey score.  

 

RESPONSE:        

     The CCC survey is comprised of two different surveys: the Interactive Voice 

Response (IVR) survey and the Live Agent (LA) survey. Prior to April 2017, the IVR 

survey included 34 questions and the Live Agent survey included 28 questions. 

Under the Postal Service’s new vendor, both the surveys and the methodology used 

to administer them were updated, with the intent of increasing response rates. Both 

surveys were changed to include only 8 questions, and the surveys were also 

changed from opt-in to auto-connect.  Customers are now more likely to take the 

survey, as it is shorter, and they are automatically routed to the survey (as opposed 

to being given the option to take the survey). 

The result was a surge in survey responses: a 163 percent increase in response for 

Live Agent from March to April 2018, and a 233 percent increase in IVR response 

from March to April 2018. The CX Composite OSAT results decreased from 58.1 

percent to 41.73 percent. 
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11. In FY 2018, the scores for the eCC survey and CCC survey components of the 
Customer Insights Composite Index were 36.73 percent, and 39.19 percent, 

respectively.  Id.  Please describe any steps the Postal Service has taken or 
plans to take to resolve these low scores.  

 

RESPONSE:        

     An analysis of eCC survey scores from FY 2018 has shown that the largest drivers 

of customer satisfaction are: 1) contacting the customer within 24 hours; and 2) 

successfully resolving the issue.  The Postal Service has worked to improve initial 

contact times through employee training initiatives aimed at developing case 

management skills, and providing frequent customer experience feedback reports to 

Area and District level management.  In FY 2019, the Postal Service will continue to 

focus on initial contact and issue resolution.  

The Postal Service has also taken multiple actions in FY 2018 to address the 

Customer Care Center experience. The FY 2018 CCC survey analysis revealed that 

66.50 percent of IVR tracking calls and 65.90 percent of live agent tracking calls are 

not resolved on the first attempt, which is driving overall satisfaction downwards. To 

address this issue, the Postal Service has invested in upgrading IVR speech 

recognition and menu enhancements, producing a 12 percent increase in speech 

recognition that results in customers remaining on the call through transfer to an 

agent. 

During the year, the Postal Service conducted new training for customer care agents 

handling stamp calls and enhanced its training for newly-hired agents. The call 
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centers also implemented training to improve call quality for the agents, supervisors, 

and analysts.  

In FY 2019, the Postal Service will focus on improving customer satisfaction by 

optimizing staffing schedules based on call arrival patterns and implementing 

technology solutions to assist customers with self-service options. 
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12. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service states that “[t]otal accidents for 
FY2018 decreased more than 3.5 percent compared with FY2017, while the 

employee base declined by 1.5 percent.”  Id. at 22.  Aside from a declining 
employee base, please provide the factors that were responsible for the 
decrease in the Total Accident Rate for FY 2018. 

 

RESPONSE:        

In FY 2018, the Postal Service focused on the importance of leadership in maintaining a 

culture of safety. Safety initiatives, such as the Safety Ambassador Program, 

Counseling At Risk Employees, and Workplace Safety Observations, assisted plants 

and Post Offices in establishing effective accident reduction plans, enlisting the 

cooperation and support of Postal Service employee partners, and taking steps to 

address motor vehicle accidents through training, engineering controls, and consistent 

communications.  
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13. In the FY 2018 Report, the Postal Service asserts that it “ha[s] expanded service 
offerings such as Informed Delivery,” which it “believe[s] . . . will help to stabilize 
Marketing Mail volume.”  Id. at 23.   

a. Please provide the number of customers that use Informed Delivery. 

b. Please explain how service offerings such as Informed Delivery will help to 
stabilize volume for USPS Marketing Mail. 

 

RESPONSE:        

a.  Total Active Users to Date: 12,833,960 (as of 10/1/18) 

 

b.   Informed Delivery will help stabilize the volume of marketing mail for the 

Postal Service because the feature offers business mailers the opportunity to 

engage users through an integrated mail and digital marketing campaign that 

generates additional consumer impressions, interactions, and insights. Through 

Informed Delivery interactive campaigns, the Postal Service is enhancing the 

effectiveness of Marketing Mail as an advertising channel by creating additional 

impressions (physical and digital) beyond what is possible with Direct Mail alone, 

and helping mailers achieve a higher return on investment for their Direct Mail 

campaigns. These results incentivize mailers to increase their spending on 

Marketing Mail (and potentially other mail volume). Informed Delivery can help 

the Postal Service enhance its credibility as a viable digital marketing partner by 

attracting mailers seeking to create an omni-channel marketing experience for 

their customers—and it all starts with Marketing Mail.  
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14. The FY 2018 Report lists the Postal Service’s FY 2018 and FY 2019 strategic 
initiatives.  Id. at 31-32. The Postal Service states, “Each strategic initiative has a 

specific set of measures to track performance aligned to achieve both short-term 
performance and build long-term capabilities.”  Id. at 31. 

a. Please explain how the strategic initiatives relate to the Postal Service’s 
performance goals4 and performance indicators.     

b. In Docket No. ACR2017, the Postal Service provided performance 
measures and targets for FY 2018 strategic initiatives.5  Please provide 
FY 2018 results for each strategic initiative performance measure.   

c. Please provide a public description of each FY 2019 strategic initiative.   

d. Please provide the performance measures the Postal Service will use to 
track performance of strategic initiatives in FY 2019.  Please include 
FY 2019 targets, if applicable. 

 

RESPONSE:        

a. 

Please see the response provided under seal in USPS-FY18-NP33. 

b. 

Please see the response provided under seal in USPS-FY18-NP33. 

c. 

FY19 Public Initiative Descriptions 

Initiative Name Initiative Description 

Optimize Network Platform 

The Optimize Network Platform Initiative is responsible for 
evaluating and right-sizing the mail processing infrastructure to 
increase operating efficiency, reduce costs, and provide reliable 
and consistent service. 

Delivery Structure Optimization 

The Delivery Structure Optimization initiative seeks to redefine 
city and rural routes, improve first mile acceptance processes, 
enhance the customer experience with package delivery and 
finalize selection of the next generation delivery vehicles.   

                                                             

4 See Docket No. ACR2017, Analysis of the Postal Service’s FY 2017 Annual Performance 
Report and FY 2018 Performance plan, April 26, 2018, at 79.  The four performance goals are High 
Quality Service, Excellent Customer Experiences, Safe Workplace and Engaged Workforce, and 
Financial Health.  These are also called “corporate performance outcomes” in the FY 2018 Report and FY 
2019 Plan.  See FY 2018 Annual Report at 15, 17, and 32.   

5 Docket No. ACR2017, Library Reference USPS–FY17–NP39, February 6, 2018.   
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Build a World-Class Customer 
Experience 

This initiative aims to improve customer experience (CX) by 
addressing key pain points along the customer journey, 
fostering a customer centric culture through employee 
engagement and using customer sentiment data to provide 
actionable insights for operational improvements.  Key 
performance indicators including OSAT, customer-reported, 
and select operational metrics will be used to monitor 
performance and refine activities.   

Build Platform to Grow Profitable 
Packages Business 

Build the product portfolio and supporting infrastructure 
needed to grow the packages business of the future.  This 
initiative seeks to increase package revenue and contribution 
by meeting ever-changing customer expectations, increasing 
efficiency while decreasing costs, and keeping up with the 
competition.   

Accelerate Innovation to Maximize 
Business Value 

Leverage technology, information and insights to improve or 
transform business operations or processes.  Identify and 
prioritize roadmaps to manage a portfolio of business/industry 
partnerships that drive speed and positive business impact. 

Improve Employee Experience 

Improve organizational performance by creating an 
environment where the employees are enabled, involved in, 
committed, and motivated to do their best work. This initiative 
aligns to the Strategic HR Plan and contains activities to 
improve the employee experience and implement an 
organization that attracts and retains a diverse, high-
performing and engaged workforce.  

Accelerate Innovation to Create 
Customer Value and Increase 
Profitability 

Increase revenue, customer satisfaction and engagement 
through Sales, Brand Marketing, Pricing, Product 
Enhancements, and Innovations programs that sustain the 
value of the mailbox, accelerate innovation, and grow Informed 
Delivery adoption by mailers and households. 

 

d. 

Please see the response provided under seal in USPS-FY18-NP33. 

 

 


