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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, DC 20268-0001 

Public Inquiry on Modification of Service 
Performance Measurement Systems for 
Additional Market Dominant Products Docket No. PI2019-1 

COMMENTS OF THE ASSOCIATION FOR POSTAL COMMERCE
(June 17, 2019) 

Pursuant to Order No. 5103, the Association for Postal Commerce (“PostCom”) submits 

these comments on the Postal Service’s request1 to modify market dominant service performance 

measurement systems.  The Postal Service’s request is comprised of superficial changes to 

documentation and substantive changes to the way in which the Postal Service reports service 

performance data that we believe require further safeguards. We will address each category in 

turn. 

1. References to External Measurement System Should Be Removed Consistent With 
Commission Rulings 

As indicated in the Postal Service’s request, the Commission directed the Postal Service 

to remove references to the legacy external reporting system in its next revision of the service 

performance measurement (SPM) plan. PostCom agrees that editorial modification of the type 

described in the Postal Service’s library references is warranted to the extent that it is consistent 

with the Commission’s ruling in the instant proceeding. 

2. Use of Proxies to Report On Service Performance 

In its request, the Postal Service argues that proxies can be used in lieu of dedicated 

systems and proposes to use: 

1 Docket No. PI2019-1, United States Postal Service Response to Order No. 4945 and Request for 
Approval of Service Performance Measurement System Modification (May 21, 2019) (“USPS Request”). 
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domestic First Mile impact . . . as a proxy for service performance measurement 
of outbound Single-Piece First-Class Mail International letters and flats, and . . . 
domestic Last Mile impact . . . as a proxy for service performance measurement 
of inbound Single-Piece First-Class Mail International letters and flats. In 
addition, the Postal Service requests that domestic flats performance during the 
Processing Duration stage be used as a proxy for inbound Single-Piece First-Class 
Mail flats measurement. 

USPS Request at 7. In support of its request, the Postal Service points out that international mail 

is processed in the same operations as domestic mail and that to handle international volumes 

separately would be “cost-prohibitive and operationally inefficient.” Id. The Postal Service 

further asserts that internal SPM will provide “more robust, representative data for measurement 

of these international services.” Id. at 6. In support of this claim the Postal Service points out that 

in “Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 Quarter 2, the internal SPM system measured over 613,000 Single 

Piece First-Class Mail International pieces in processing duration, whereas the external 

measurement system only measured 22,000 Single Piece First-Class Mail International pieces.” 

Id. 

PostCom does not dispute the Postal Service’s observations about the costliness or 

inefficiencies that would result from isolation of international mail volumes. On the other hand, 

some of the Postal Service’s arguments regarding the superiority of their internal SPM do not 

hold up. For instance, comparing the 613,000 internally measured pieces with the 22,000 

externally measured pieces is misleading and lacking in important contextual information. The 

613,000 internally measured international pieces would have been dwarfed by billions of 

domestic pieces measured in the same system, effectively eliminating any ability to distinguish 

between domestic and international performance. Arguably, 22,000 pieces of externally 

measured pieces are a better representation of the products if the samples are properly designed 

and selected; particularly if international mail exhibits physical or other characteristics that cause 
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it to be handled differently than domestic mail. As an example, if international pieces were 

heavier and/or thicker on average than otherwise comparable domestic pieces, they may exit 

automated processes more frequently. If so, users of international mail may experience very 

different service performance from similarly situated domestic users while measured 

performance appears to be identical. PostCom is not inherently opposed to the use of proxies, 

especially if there are demonstrable savings and no degradation in the accuracy of measurement. 

However, the Postal Service’s request does not provide affirmative support for such claims.  

3. Reliance Solely on Internal SPM for Special Services is Premature 

The Postal Service has also proposed to expand use of internal SPM to cover domestic 

special services. Commercial users of Certified Mail – and the associated Return Receipt – report 

scan rates that are well below scan rates of typical letter mail. Consequently, internal SPM may 

be less reliable for these special services. The Postal Service’s request, which again focuses 

almost exclusively on the sheer number of scan events, glosses over this concern. Further, the 

Postal Service is the owner and operator of the internal SPM and exercises discretion over when 

and why particular pieces of mail are excluded from measurement. Unfortunately, this creates an 

inherent bias toward defining exclusion criteria that would cast measured performance in a more 

favorable light. PostCom is not arguing that the Postal Service would intentionally mislead the 

Commission, just that there would be strong institutional pressure to exclude scan events that 

would result in negative perceptions. When the Postal Service first proposed using internal 

measurement, the Commission required that parallel systems be maintained and monitored and 

that the Postal Service commit to independent auditing. PostCom urges that similar caution be 

exercised before relying solely on the Postal Service to report on its own performance.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Matthew D. Field 

Matthew D. Field 
Ian D. Volner 
VENABLE LLP 
600 Massachusetts Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
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