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I. Introduction 

The United States Postal Service (Postal Service) hereby replies to the 

comments received from the public on its Annual Compliance Report (ACR) for Fiscal 

Year (FY) 2019.1  Several industry and other groups commented, as did the Public 

Representative.2  The Postal Service addresses their principal concerns below. 

 At the outset, the Postal Service notes that the Postal Regulatory Commission’s 

(Commission) charge in this docket is to determine: 

(1) whether any rates or fees in effect in FY 2019 were not in compliance 
with applicable law; and  

(2) whether any service standards in effect in FY 2019 were not met.3 

                                            
1 United States Postal Service FY 2019 Annual Compliance Report, Docket No. ACR2019 (Dec. 27, 
2019) [hereinafter “FY 2019 ACR”].  

2 In addition to the Public Representative, parties filing comments on or before January 30, 2020 included 
American Catalog Mailers Association (ACMA), Association for Postal Commerce (PostCom), National 
Association of Presort Mailers (NAPM), Pitney Bowes Inc. (Pitney Bowes), Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship Council (SBEC), and Taxpayers Protection Alliance (TPA).   

3 39 U.S.C. § 3653(b). 
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Where the comments seek to expand the docket beyond these two subjects, the 

Commission should either disregard them or defer them to other, more suitable 

proceedings.4   

II. Market Dominant Product – Marketing Mail Flats  

The Public Representative’s comments on page 38 potentially misconstrue the 

Postal Service’s intent with regard to rate increases for Marketing Mail Flats.  The Public 

Representative states that “[a]s it relates to pricing, the Postal Service intends to 

increase prices for USPS Marketing Mail Flats, in FYs 2021 through 2023, by 5 percent 

above the Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers (CPI-U) inflation rate for each 

year.”5  The Public Representative seems to imply that if Marketing Mail’s overall CPI 

authority in the next market dominant price adjustment is 2 percent, then the Postal 

Service will increase Flats rates by at least 7 percent, which would simply be inaccurate.  

On pages 25 of the FY 2019 ACR, the Postal Service provided the following updated 

schedule of above-average price increases for Flats, which similar to its prior schedules, 

committed to increases of at least 1.05 times CPI: 

 
 

                                            
4 For example, the TPA submits a detailed report with critiques and suggestions across a broad range of 
topics that are outside the scope of this proceeding, including highway contract route agreements, 
employee scheduling tools, alleged “taxpayer subsidies,” and several other issues.  Attachment to TPA 
Comments, Docket No. ACR2019 (Jan. 27, 2020) [hereinafter “TPA Comments”], Postal Perils and 
Promise: A Primer on Reform [hereinafter “TPA Attachment”]. 

5 PR Comments, at 38. 
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In other words, if Marketing Mail’s overall CPI authority for the next price 

adjustment is 2 percent, the Postal Service would raise Flats rates by at least 2.1 

percent.6  The Postal Service does not commit to minimum rate increases of the 

magnitude apparently suggested by the Public Representative.   

III.  Competitive Products 
 

A. Critiques Offered by the Taxpayers Protection Alliance (TPA) are 
Outside of the Scope of the ACR2019 Docket and Have No Bearing 
on Competitive Products’ Compliance with Section 3633 

 
TPA recommends the end of the “Postal Reselling Program,” noting that 

“[c]ompanies such as Stamps.com cost the USPS hundreds of millions of dollars per 

year by purchasing postage at steeply discounted rates, and using the rates to secure 

discounts … for low-volume shippers that would ordinarily have to pay higher rates.”7  

Although the TPA questions the wisdom of the Postal Service’s overall strategy for 

competitive Negotiated Service Agreements (NSAs) and other contracts, TPA does not 

contend that those agreements violate Section 3633 or any other relevant provisions.  

As a result, TPA’s arguments concern matters of pricing strategy that are irrelevant to 

this proceeding.8  The Commission’s role in the ACR docket is to determine whether 

competitive products, including NSAs, comply with the salient provisions of the Postal 

Accountability and Enhancement Act (PAEA).  It should not speculate as to whether the 

                                            
6 See also FY 2019 ACR, at 25, Table 9 (demonstrating that the last six Flats price adjustments exceeded 
105 percent of Marketing Mail’s overall pricing authority).  

7 TPA Attachment, at 30. 

8 TPA’s critiques of the Postal Service’s reselling program and associated contracts with PC Postage 
providers, see id, at 17-20, similarly raise issues of business judgment and sales strategy that are outside 
the scope of this compliance review.   
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Postal Service could have entered into a different set of contracts with terms TPA 

believes would have been more beneficial.     

The TPA Comments also attempt to raise once again costing issues of the type 

that the Commission has previously found to be outside the scope of the ACR process.9  

For example, TPA questions the “adequacy” of the 8.8 percent appropriate share target 

when packages account for 47 percent of total weight.10  Just last year, the Commission 

explained why this type of analysis focused solely on weight was oversimplified and 

could be misleading.11  TPA further alleges a potential underestimate of the attributable 

costs of competitive products because of the small percentage of total assets listed in 

USPS-FY19-39 with competitive products.12  But once again, last year the Commission 

explained why this type of comparison is “not relevant,” particularly in light of other 

much larger asset allocations made in table 4 of USPS-FY18-39 (which are even larger 

in the same table in USPS-FY19-39).13   

TPA is equally off-base in critiquing the transparency of the attributable cost 

calculations made for purposes of conducting the cross-subsidization test, saying that 

“[t]he formulas underlying these attributable cost estimates … are not available to the 

public and independent analysts to examine.”14  In reality, not only are those formulas 

available, but costing methodologies are publicly litigated with the Commission, and 

every proposed change to analytical methods is available for public comment. Extensive 

                                            
9 See, e.g., FY 2018 ACD (April 12, 2019), at 117-18.   

10 TPA Comments, at 2. 

11 FY 2018 ACD, at 120.   

12 TPA Comments, at 2.   

13 FY 2018 ACD, at 123-24.   

14 TPA Comments, at 2.    
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documentation is filed in every ACR docket, and while the costing methodologies of the 

Postal Service may be complex, they are certainly not concealed from public analysis.  

While the attachment to the TPA Comments makes clear that TPA has a much broader 

agenda, the comments submitted by TPA offer nothing useful with respect to the limited 

task at hand for the Commission in its compliance review. 

B. The Postal Service Continues to Review the Performance of its 
International Competitive Products 

 
The Public Representative offered a number of observations on international 

competitive products, which were largely addressed in the Postal Service’s FY 2019 

Annual Compliance Report.15 

The Public Representative noted that International Priority Airmail (IPA) failed to 

cover its attributable costs for the second year, but stated that published price increases 

should improve cost coverage.16  As explained in the ACR,17 the Postal Service raised 

prices for the IPA product (non-NSA IPA) by 19.9 percent on January 27, 2019,18 and 

by 5.9 percent on January 26, 2020.19  These price increases should improve the cost 

coverage for the IPA product (non-NSA IPA) for FY 2020, and beyond. 

With respect to International Money Transfer Service (IMTS)-Inbound, the Public 

Representative stated that the Postal Service “has taken the appropriate steps to 

                                            
15 FY 2019 ACR, at 65-68. 

16 Public Representative Comments, Docket No. ACR2019 (Jan. 30, 2020) [hereinafter “PR Comments”], 
at 61-62. 

17 FY 2019 ACR, at 66. 

18 Order No. 4876, Order Approving Price Adjustments for Competitive Products, Docket No. CP2019-3 
(Nov. 13, 2018), at 3.   

19 Order No. 5308, Order Approving Price Adjustments for Competitive Products, Docket No. CP2020-5 
(Nov. 15, 2019), at 3.   
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remedy the cost coverage for IMTS-Inbound.”20  As noted in the ACR,21 as of August 

30, 2019, the international postal money order agreement with Canada was 

terminated.22  Additionally, Japan Post informed the Postal Service that as of the end of 

December 2019, Japan Post would no longer be issuing international postal money 

orders destined for the United States.23  

Concerning Inbound Air Parcel Post at non-UPU rates, the Public Representative 

noted that the Postal Service identified a possible cause for why the product did not 

cover its attributable cost, but did not propose a remedy.  The Public Representative 

recommended that “the Postal Service either renegotiate these rates with Royal Mail 

Group Limited or terminate the agreement.”24 As discussed in the Postal Service’s 

response to Question 22a in Chairman’s Information Request No. 9, the Postal Service 

will further examine data in an effort to better understand the costs.  As the sample 

sizes involved with international are small, that factor can contribute to variation in the 

cost data.  The Postal Service will continue to monitor this situation, and take account of 

this situation for parcel post rates in ongoing rate negotiations with postal operators.  As 

negotiations are currently underway with postal operators relating to the introduction of 

                                            
20 PR Comments, at 62-63. 

21 FY 2019 ACR, at 67. 

22 See IMM Revision: Termination of International Postal Money Order Service with Canada Post, Postal 
Bulletin 22527 (Aug. 29, 2019), available at https://about.usps.com/postal-
bulletin/2019/pb22527/html/updt 002.htm.   

23 See Japan Post to Stop Issuing International Postal Money Orders Destined for the United States, 
Postal Bulletin 22535 (Dec. 19, 2019), available at https://about.usps.com/postal-
bulletin/2019/pb22535/html/info 004.htm.  

24 PR Comments, at 63. 
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self-declared E format letter post rates in July 2020, negotiations related to parcel post 

and EMS rates can be rolled into those ongoing negotiations.25  

As for Inbound Competitive Multi-Service Agreements with Foreign Postal 

Operators, the Public Representative noted that “no further action is necessary”26 

because the Commission determined that a recently filed modification to the one 

agreement that is in effect should result in that agreement covering its costs.  Moreover, 

in its response to Question 23 of Chairman’s Information Request No. 9, the Postal 

Service made similar observations as indicated in the paragraph above.27   

With respect to the international NSAs that did not cover their costs, the Public 

Representative recommends that the Postal Service investigate why its cost coverage 

models failed to predict that these NSAs would not cover their attributable costs and 

make any necessary adjustments.28  The Postal Service notes that when making 

predictions with costs that have small sample sizes, variation may cause results to 

change.  Consequently, while the Postal Service can do its very best to estimate using 

traditional factors such as inflation or currency exchange rates, variation of cost 

information caused by smaller sample sizes is less predictable and thus cannot be 

easily estimated in advance.  

IV. Service Performance  

                                            
25 Responses of The United States Postal Service to Questions 1-25 of Chairman’s Information Request 
No. 9, Docket No. ACR2019 (Feb. 7, 2020), Response to Question No. 22a. 

26 Id. at 63-64. 

27 Responses of The United States Postal Service to Questions 1-25 of Chairman’s Information Request 
No. 9, Docket No. ACR2019 (Feb. 7, 2020), Response to Question 23. 

28 PR Comments, at 64. 
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The Postal Service has identified root causes of service results and continues to 

develop solutions to improve service performance.  The Public Representative 

recognizes29 that, due to the broad implementation of the Internal Service Performance 

Measurement System in FY 2019, direct comparisons of service performance results for 

2019 to earlier years for many of the market dominant products are not possible.  This 

includes all of the domestic First-Class Mail products, all but one of the Marketing Mail 

products, both of the Periodicals products, and Bound Printed Matter Flats.30  The 

Postal Service concurs and therefore cautions against apples-to-oranges comparisons 

of the results for these products for which the new internal measurement system applied 

in FY 2019. 

Notwithstanding the changes in the measurement systems in FY 2019, the 

Postal Service itself was the first to acknowledge in the ACR that it did not meet its 

target scores for some of its market dominant products in FY 2019 and that results 

declined in some of the categories for which comparisons were possible.31  The Postal 

Service presented its scores and targets transparently in the ACR filing,32 and thus the 

observations in the comments of several parties that the Postal Service had not met a 

number of these targets shed no new light on these challenges.33 

                                            
29 PR Comments, at 4, 7-11, 14. 

30 See id., at 4, 7, 9-10. 

31 FY 2019 ACR, at 38. 

32 See USPS-FY19-29. 

33 See, e.g., PR Comments at 2 (“many of the Postal Service’s market dominant products failed to comply 
with FY 2019 percent on-time targets”); PostCom Comments, Docket No. ACR2019 (Jan. 30, 2020) 
[hereinafter “PostCom Comments”], at 1 (“failed to meet its own service standards”); SBE Council 
Comments, Docket No. ACR2019 (Jan. 30, 2020) [hereinafter “SBE Council Comments”], at 3 (“inability 
to meet on-time delivery targets”). 
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NAPM opines that the Commission’s past requirements for greater and greater 

amounts of reporting and data have not driven improvements in service performance.34  

The Postal Service concurs that simply expanding demands for the future reporting of 

data does not create solutions for longstanding and complex service performance 

challenges.  To the contrary, continued expansion of data reporting could 

counterproductively divert attention and resources away from the development and 

implementation of solutions. 

Especially as the Postal Service’s results are already transparent in its public 

ACR materials, the Commission should reject comments from parties that rely on 

secondary sources, which in some cases are inaccurate.  For example, NAPM’s 

comments purport to compare the Postal Service’s results from FY 2019 to earlier years 

for certain market dominant products.35  First, unlike the Public Representative, NAPM 

has failed to acknowledge that the Postal Service changed its measurement systems in 

FY 2019, and that this change makes direct comparisons to earlier years for those 

same products less certain.  Second, and more troubling, the figures in NAPM’s chart 

do not match the results that the Postal Service actually reported.36  As there is no 

citation for NAPM’s chart (also unlike the Public Representative’s chart37), the source of 

these inaccurate figures is unknown. 

                                            
34 NAPM Comments, Docket No. ACR2019 (Jan. 30, 2020) [hereinafter “NAPM Comments”], at 19. 

35 See id., at 10-11. 

36 Compare USPS-FY19-29 with NAPM Comments at 11; see also PR Comments at 5. 

37 See PR Comments, at 5 n.6 (citing the Postal Service’s publicly filed folder no. 29 from its ACR dockets 
for 2015 through 2019). 
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The Public Representative suggests that the Postal Service’s service 

performance targets may be too aggressive – in other words, that they are 

unrealistically high.38  The aggressive nature of the targets is certainly intended to 

motivate the Postal Service to strive for high levels of service performance.  That should 

temper expectations that the Postal Service can achieve all of its targets in the short 

term, but it should not warrant lowering its long term goals.  Rather, the primary focus 

should be on whether the Postal Service is making serious efforts to improve its service 

performance and making progress towards attaining its targets. 

Through that lens, the FY 2019 ACR makes clear that the Postal Service has 

diligently undertaken serious efforts to improve its service performance, even if it hasn’t 

met all of its aggressive targets.  The Postal Service analyzed and identified in its ACR 

materials many of the root causes that have inhibited it from meeting service targets.39  

But beyond identifying its challenges, the Postal Service is continuously striving to 

develop and implement solutions, as further detailed in its ACR materials.  For example, 

initiatives to improve the on-time delivery of First-Class Mail products include the “Grid” 

initiative, which is a visualization timeline implemented in FY 2019 to indicate where 

plants are experiencing delays in mail processing; the MMP Expected vs. Actual tool on 

the Informed Visibility (IV) platform, which provides enhanced visibility and allows plant 

personnel to see expected mail volume coming from other sites and compare it to the 

actual mail received and processed; the Last Mile Diagnostics tool to provide insight into 

                                            
38 PR Comments, at 13. 

39 See USPS-FY19-29, Annual Report on Service Performance for Market Dominant Products, at 6-8, 14, 
18, 30; see also FY 19 ACR FCM Q1-2-4-5 EOY.xlsx; FY 19 Marketing Mail Root Cause.xlsx. 



   

- 11 - 
 

Last Mile failures by location; and a Lean Six Sigma project focusing on aligning 

transportation and the processing window for international inbound letter volume.40  

Initiatives to improve performance for Marketing Mail products include heat maps to 

enable sites to see the patterns and correlations between their efforts and their scores; 

the Grid and Grid Log to help record and plan action items; IV’s Marketing Mail 

Advancement tool to identify opportunities for advancing mail as well as validating 

sustained ongoing success; the Mail Product Trend tool to provide insights into specific 

mail products by the Overall Score or Failed Pieces of certain Control Chart Metrics; 

and End to End Mail Diagnostics visualization to display information about the root 

cause and operational risk mailpieces.41   

Initiatives to improve Periodicals performance include dissemination of standard 

work instructions to the field for reducing bundle breakage on both the Automated 

Package Processing System and the Automated Parcel and Bundle Sorter; 

development of the Mailer Irregularity Application on the Surface Visibility mobile 

scanner platform to effectively identify mail irregularities; and initiation of the manual 

bundle visibility initiative, which, through manual scan events of the top mail piece, 

allows for flat bundles to be logically nested to a container when processed manually.42  

Efforts to improve Bound Printed Matter Flats performance include using the Cycle Time 

Diagnostics tool to reduce the time between the actual entry time of mailing to first 

automation scan, thereby reducing the work in progress cycle time for machine 

                                            
40 See USPS-FY19-29, Annual Report on Service Performance for Market Dominant Products, at 6-9. 

41 See id., at 14-15. 

42 See id., at 18-20. 
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compatible pieces.43  And although the only Special Service to miss its target was P.O. 

Box Service, initiatives to improve P.O. Box Service include Lean Six Sigma projects in 

each of the seven service Areas; creation of the P.O. Box dashboard that includes an IV 

Scheduler to staff and schedule employees appropriately based on workload volume; 

conducting over a thousand level two and three Function 4 reviews in post offices 

across the country in FY 2019, which included a focused review of P.O. Box operations; 

and conducting delivery symposia in each of the seven Areas in FY 2019, including 

highlighting the use of the Pre-Planning Tool and providing in-depth training covering 

each functional area including P.O. Box Service.44  Through all of these types of efforts 

and others, the Postal Service will continue to implement and develop solutions to 

improve its service performance for its customers. 

V.  Customer Satisfaction  
 

The Postal Service continues to take seriously the need to listen to its customers 

and provide them with the highest levels of service and satisfaction across all classes of 

mail.  Accordingly, it carefully reviews the results of each of its customer surveys, and is 

also considering the customer satisfaction-related comments made by outside parties in 

this docket.    

The Public Representative commends the Postal Service for its focus on 

customer satisfaction and notes that most of the customer satisfaction surveys met their 

corresponding FY 2019 target score or were within six points of reaching the applicable 

target score.45   Although the actual scores for the Customer Care Center and 

                                            
43 See id., at 24-25. 

44 See id., at 29-32. 

45 PR Comments, at 24-25.  
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Enterprise Customer Care (eCC) were farther from their target scores, the Public 

Representative acknowledges the Postal Service’s planned improvements in FY 2020 

to benefit customer satisfaction and specifically notes that continued implementation of 

the Customer Relationship Management platform for an entire fiscal year should result 

in improved scores for the eCC.46  The Postal Service agrees with this evaluation and 

looks forward to improved scores for all of its satisfaction surveys as it implements a 

number of ongoing and new initiatives in FY 2020 including the Customer Relationship 

Management platform, deployment of web technology that will allow customers to 

visually interact and self-serve without connecting to an agent, the addition of a Virtual 

Agent to target calls before offering them to an agent, and a customer-centric redesign 

of the redelivery and hold mail modules.47  

NAPM asks for additional information about the customer surveys administered 

to businesses, and notes that the Postal Service can do more to engage with this 

group.48  As an initial matter, the Postal Service filed several documents with its FY 

2019 ACR that provide specific details about its customer satisfaction surveys including 

an overview of each survey, detailed information about the survey methodology, data 

collection, and questions asked, and a summary of response counts for all questions in 

each of the surveys.49  More specifically, NAPM questions how survey respondents are 

selected for the Business Mail Entry Unit (BMEU) customer satisfaction survey and 

                                            
46 Id. 

47 FY 2019 ACR, at 43-45. 

48 NAPM Comments, at 13-15. 

49 See USPS-FY19-38, Preface; CX Composite_ALL SURVEYS_ProgramOverview_FY19.xlsx; CX 
Question Response Counts_FY19.xlsx; CX_Surveys_FY19.docx.  
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whether Detached Mail Units are included in the BMEU survey.50  The BMEU survey 

measures customer sentiment for commercial businesses and organizations that create 

and finalize a postage statement at a BMEU.  Mailers are eligible to receive a survey 

invitation after their transaction is complete and are limited to one survey invitation 

every 30 days.  Detached Mail Units are included in this survey.   

NAPM also recommends that the Postal Service explore adding questions to its 

surveys to follow up with business customers about their dissatisfaction with particular 

products and services.51  While the Postal Service will take this feedback into account 

as it evaluates future modifications to its customer satisfaction surveys, the Postal 

Service currently asks open-ended questions in its surveys that allow customers an 

opportunity to explain the primary reasons for their ratings.52  For instance, the Large 

Business Panel survey includes opportunities for customers to provide open-ended 

feedback that would improve their experience.53  These questions include: “What is the 

primary reason behind your rating?” and “Please use the area below to talk about 

anything you would like to share about your experiences with USPS.”54  By analyzing 

these comments, the Postal Service has the ability to identify causes for product 

dissatisfaction and/or service performance. In fiscal year 2020, the Postal Service has 

already added new questions asking customers about its satisfaction with multiple 

aspects of service performance such as speed of delivery, reliability, and on-time 

                                            
50 NAPM Comments, at 13-14. 

51 NAPM Comments, at 14-15. 

52 See USPS-FY19-38, CX Composite_ALL SURVEYS_ProgramOverview_FY19.xlsx at row 5; 
CX_Surveys_FY19.docx.  

53 Id.  

54 See USPS-FY19-38, CX_Surveys_FY19.docx. 



   

- 15 - 
 

delivery. This will allow the Postal Service to correlate service performance factors to 

specific product categories for fiscal year 2020.  Additionally, the Postal Service 

currently requires Business Service Network (BSN) agents to categorize each BSN 

case for the type of issue about which the customer was contacting the BSN agent. 

Therefore, the Postal Service has the ability to identify the reasons\issues for the 

customer contact to the BSN, without having to ask for it in the survey.  

 TPA notes that most citizens have a positive opinion of the Postal Service, but 

that the Postal Service’s image has been declining over the years.55  TPA specifically 

cites to an Inspector General report from back in 2018 to show that public perceptions 

of delivery accuracy, overall delivery performance, and carrier courtesy have all 

declined over the FY 2015-2017 period.56  In its FY 2019 ACR, however, the Postal 

Service shows that its CX Composite, a comprehensive view of the customer 

experiences across multiple channels and touchpoints (e.g., retail, delivery, contact 

center, etc.) which customers use to interact with the Postal Service, increased by 2.56 

points from FY 2018 to FY 2019.57  Rather than commenting on the information actually 

in the Postal Service’s FY 2019 ACR, TPA relies on external information from prior 

years.  The assertions that TPA makes should, therefore, be given less weight by the 

Commission.     

VI.  Conclusion 
 

The Postal Service appreciates the opportunity to comment on the issues raised 

by the parties in their initial comments. 

                                            
55 TPA Attachment at page 10.  

56 Id.  

57 FY 2019 ACR, at 41-43. 
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