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POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO ACD REQUESTS 
FOR STATUS REPORTS 

1. Bundle Processing

The Commission directs the Postal Service to file a status update that details any 

progress made in developing an estimate of the impact of bundle breakage on 
flat-shaped mail costs and any progress made at reducing bundle breakage at 
the 15 identified facilities. The update must include quarterly, facility-level bundle 
breakage reports.  FY 2019 ACD at 164. 

RESPONSE: 

The estimated cost impact of broken bundles in FY 2019, shown in Table 1 

below, is calculated from the Periodicals, Marketing Mail flats, and Carrier Route Mail 

flats’ cost models, last filed in Docket No. ACR2019 (USPS-FY19-11). 

Table 1: Estimated Cost Impact of Bundle Breakage FY2019 

Mail Class

 Bundles 

Processed 

[1] [2] 

 Broken 

Bundles  

[1] [2] 

 Estimated Cost

Impact per Broken 

Bundle  ($) [3] 

 Estimated Cost

Impact Per Piece 

in Broken 

Bundle ($) [3]

 Total Cost

Impact  ($)

Periodicals 133,379,196     5,393,343      2.619 0.157 14,123,149      

USPS Marketing Mail 290,081,915     17,818,646    2.564 0.098 45,686,582      

FY19 423,461,111     23,211,989    59,809,731      

[1] USPS-FY19-45, Paragraph (e) -- Pinch Point Reports, e.1 Bundle Breakage Visibility

[2] Full-service flat bundles processed on bundle sorters

[3] Cost impact estimate for USPS Marketing Mail is based on Marketing Mail Flats and Carrier Route flats processing cost model

The cost impact for Marketing Mail is estimated by modifying the USPS-FY19-11 

MM_CR.xlsm workbook to create two hypothetical scenarios. First, before creating 

either scenario, the CRA Proportional Adjustment Factors are hardcoded. Next, the 

bundle breakage input is modified to create scenarios with 0 percent bundle breakage 

and then 100 percent bundle breakage. The difference between the resulting total mail 

processing unit costs from these two scenarios is calculated to estimate the cost impact 

of bundle breakage on mail processing costs. 

The cost impact for Periodicals is estimated in a similar manner based on the 

USPS-FY19-11 PER_OC.xlsm workbook—by hardcoding the CRA Adjustment Factor, 
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modifying the bundle breakage to 0 percent and then 100 percent and comparing the 

resulting costs per bundle and per piece. 

This cost impact is a measure of the cost of additional mail processing activities 

resulting due to premature bundle breakage. The additional mail processing activities 

include, but are not limited to: gathering and facing loose pieces, allied-handling, and 

piece sorting. Activities like piece sorting are explicitly modeled and measured in the 

cost models, so these cost differences are included in the cost impact provided in Table 

1. However, some of the additional activities resulting from bundle breakage, such as

gathering, facing, and containerizing loose pieces are captured in the overall 

productivity of the operation rather than in the activities that are explicitly modeled. The 

cost impact provided in Table 1 identifies the difference in costs per piece and per 

bundle for explicitly modeled activities. 

The counts of broken bundles and total bundles processed in automated bundle 

sorting operations by mail class were provided in USPS-FY19-45 (see 

FY16_FY19.Bundle.Brkge. E1_Public.xlsx). The estimated cost impact per broken 

bundle is multiplied by the total number of broken bundles by mail class to calculate an 

estimate of the total cost impact of broken bundles. Additional bundle breakage is 

possible in manual operations where data systems do not provide visibility. Therefore 

the total cost impact represents a floor of the bundle breakage cost impact. 

As shown in Table 2 below, using the resulting FY2019 unit costs and applying 

the same methodology to the FY2020 Quarters 1 and 2 number of broken bundles 

results in a cost impact of $6.4M for Periodicals and $22.4M for Marketing Mail. 
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Table 2: Estimated Cost Impact of Bundle Breakage FY2020 Quarters 1-2 

Mail Class

 Bundles 

Processed 

[1]

 Broken 

Bundles  

[1]

 Estimated Cost

Impact per Broken 

Bundle  ($) [2]

 Estimated Cost

Impact Per Piece 

in Broken 

Bundle ($) [2]

 Total Cost

Impact  ($)

Periodicals 62,107,870       2,450,642      2.619 0.157 6,417,315        

USPS Marketing Mail 148,996,784     8,748,975      2.564 0.098 22,432,163      

FY20 Quarters 1 & 2 211,104,654     11,199,617    28,849,478      

[1] Full-service flat bundles processed on bundle sorters

[2] Cost impact estimate for USPS Marketing Mail is based on Marketing Mail Flats and Carrier Route flats processing cost model

Efforts to Reduce Bundle Breakage 

The Postal Service has focused its efforts on lowering the incidence of bundle 

breakage at the individual mailer level.  Even for an individual mailer, however, bundle 

integrity may vary across different entry locations and/or based on the content of 

particular bundles.  The Postal Service accounted for these realities in the design of the 

Mail Irregularity Application, which provides specific and actionable information on 

bundle breakage and other preparation issues to mailers.1  In March of 2019, the Postal 

Service launched a pilot test of the Mail Irregularity Application with five high volume 

mailers, providing assistance to mailers who volunteered to participate with data that 

elucidate how and where bundle breakage occurred.  The pilot, which is still ongoing, 

has helped mailers address the root causes of their breakage, such as inadequate strap 

material for certain bundles.  In August of 2020, access to the Mail Irregularity 

Application will expand to all Full-Service mailers via the Mailer Scorecard.  This 

1 As reported in the FY 2019 Paragraph (f) Operational Initiatives Report, the Mail 
Irregularity Application resides on the Surface Visibility mobile scanner platform and 

utilizes available barcode information, a selectable issues list, and images to provide 
specific insight into bundle breakage.   
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expansion is expected to assist more mailers and lead to more widespread 

opportunities for bundle breakage reductions.  In concert, Postal Service facilities are to 

leverage findings to ensure best practices of flats processing methods, for minimal 

impact to processing. 

The Postal Service has submitted the requested quarterly facility-level data under 

seal in USPS-FY19-NP46.  While progress among the 15 identified facilities (Group A) 

varies, bundle breakage has improved at four of those facilities.  See USPS-FY19-

NP46; NP.Group.A. Bundles.FY20.MY.xls. The Postal Service posits that outreach to 

mailers, such as widespread deployment of the Mail Irregularity Application, presents 

the greatest opportunity to reduce bundle breakage.  Across all facilities, bundle 

breakage was essentially unchanged (very slightly improved) from Mid-Year 2019 to 

Mid-Year 2020: 

MY Total Bundles 
Broken 
Bundles % Broken 

2019 231,763,994 12,307,746 5.310% 

2020 211,104,654 11,199,617 5.305% 

Similarly, there was no appreciable difference in the relative magnitude of the disparity 

between Facility 1 and Facility 2 when comparing MY 2019 (rows 4620:4623, 

7504:7507) with MY 2020 (rows 4628:4631, 7512:7515) in the Facility by Quarter tab of 

the Bundle Breakage file of USPS-FY19-NP46, and the corresponding FY 2019 figures 

shown on page 163 of the FY 2019 ACD.  Whatever factors were driving that disparity 

in FY 2019 have not dissipated in the first two quarters of FY 2020. 
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2. Low Productivity on Automation Equipment

Moreover, the Commission finds the data regarding productivities at the facility level 
troublesome. The Postal Service has repeatedly stated that declines in productivity 
are related to or caused by declines in volume. No later than July 15, 2020, the 

Commission directs the Postal Service to investigate this issue, and provide a status 
update on its efforts to understand why the machines at facilities with the most 
volume are not more productive.  FY 2019 ACD at 169. 

RESPONSE: 

The Postal Service’s investigation shows that productivity issues in flats-related 

operations associated with declines in volume are not confined to facilities with high 

volumes (i.e., distribution workloads). The declines in flats volumes over time have been 

sufficiently large and pervasive that facilities of all sizes have experienced declining 

scale, as measured by sorting output, in automated flat and bundle operations. Facility 

consolidation through FY2015 reduced, but did not eliminate, losses of scale at the 

time. These volume or scale declines throughout the system are associated with (if not 

causal to) comparably broad-based productivity declines at facilities of all sizes. 

The Commission’s analysis of productivities by facility size deciles in the FY2019 

ACD does not bear on this phenomenon, as it is a static, cross-sectional snapshot of a 

fundamentally dynamic process.2 A snapshot at one point in time does not (and cannot) 

show changes in the scale and/or efficiency of mail processing operations over time. 

Nor does it strictly isolate the effects of size on productivities. Differences in 

2   It could also be noted that the sequence in which the Commission’s handled the MPV 

input data may have overstated the amount of variability in its calculations of 
productivity by facility size. In averaging productivities over sites by decile, rather than 
totaling volume and hours by decile then dividing to obtain decile productivities, the 
Commission’s calculations appear to have increased the influence of some sites that 

are productivity outliers. However, those circumstances are not necessarily material to 
the core issue of volume and productivity trends. 
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productivities from plant to plant may arise due to a number of other factors—many of 

which are difficult or impossible to quantify—such as differences in facility layouts, 

facilities’ network roles, internal mailflows, operating windows, staffing practices, and 

management effectiveness. These factors can amplify or counteract direct effects of 

size on productivity. 

To show changes in scale and related changes in productivity, it is necessary to 

examine data over time.3  Figure 1 shows monthly workload (TPF) data from MODS for 

AFSM 100, FSS, and Delivery Barcode Sorter (DBCS) operations from FY2007-

FY2019, along with 12-month moving averages to show trends.  DBCS data are shown 

to contrast trends in scale and productivity for letter versus flat operations.  FSS TPF 

are multiplied by two to reflect that FSS use a two-pass sorting process similar to letter 

DPS, but both FSS sort passes receive one TPF count (versus two counts for letter 

DPS). Figure 1 shows that AFSM 100 and DBCS workloads declined sharply during the 

Great Recession, but whereas the DBCS workload decline paused during FY2010-

2011, AFSM 100 workload declined steadily through FY2019. The overall workload 

decline for the entire period was 37 percent for DBCS operations and 67 percent for 

AFSM 100 operations. FSS workload ramped up during the FY2010-2011 FSS 

deployment period and declined 33 percent from the start of FY2012 to the end of 

FY2019. All three operations show seasonal variability in workload with intra-year peaks 

for the fall-Christmas mailing season. 

3   An Excel file containing the Figures in this response and the associated data is 
provided as part of USPS-FY19-51. 
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Figure 1. MODS TPF Workload for AFSM 100, DBCS, and FSS operations 

Source: MODS 

Figure 2 shows the number of MODS facilities (finance numbers) reporting 

workload in the automated letter and flat operations over the same period. Historically, a 

lower percentage of MODS plants have had automated flats operations than automated 

letter operations. It remains the case that letter automation is more broadly deployed 

than flats automation, though the difference has narrowed due to facility consolidation. 

Consolidation led to a greater reduction in the number of facilities reporting DBCS 

operations than AFSM 100 operations; there has been little or no reduction in the 

number of facilities since FY2015. Indeed, at times, the number of facilities reporting 

AFSM 100 workload increased as some machines were redeployed from facilities with 
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excess capacity to facilities lacking automated flats equipment. Figure 2 also shows that 

the number of facilities with FSS has been relatively constant since the end of FSS 

deployment, and the period also featured the gradual withdrawal of UFSM1000 flat 

sorters from service. 

Figure 2. MODS Facilities Reporting TPF for Automated Letter and Flat Operations 

Source: MODS 

Figure 3 combines information from Figures 1 and 2 to show changes in the 

average scale (TPF per facility) for AFSM 100, DBCS, and FSS operations. Due in large 

part to facility consolidations, the average scale of DBCS operations actually increased 

for some time after an initial decline during the recession period, peaking in FY2016-

2017. Overall, the average scale of DBCS operations declined only 3.4 percent over the 

entire period. With a larger decline in workload and less facility consolidation, the 
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average scale for AFSM 100 operations declined sharply, with only a partial reversal of 

the trend around FY2014, for an overall decline of 61 percent in average scale. Average 

scale for AFSM 100 operations has been declining since mid-FY2014, and average 

scale for FSS operations began declining markedly in FY2017. 

Figure 3. Average Scale (TPF/facility-month) for AFSM 100, DBCS, and FSS 
Operations 

Source: MODS 

Figure 4 shows trends in throughput (TPF per hour of machine runtime) for 

FY2007-FY2019. While decreases (or increases) in throughput do not directly imply 

similar changes in productivity, they are indicative of changes in capacity utilization that 

may have implications for operational efficiency. Over the entire period, AFSM 100 and 

FSS throughput fell more than 20 percent, while DBCS throughput declined by 6 
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percent; DBCS throughput has been little changed since FY2012. A significant 

difference between the flat equipment and the DBCS is that the AFSM 100 and FSS are 

variable-throughput machines as they have three feed stations, whereas DBCS 

machines have a single feed station. Maximizing throughput and by extension capacity 

utilization on flats equipment depends on having sufficient volume, and a consistent flow 

of pieces, to keep all feeders operating steadily. The throughput declines for flat sorting 

equipment are indicative of generally lower utilization of flat equipment due to volume 

losses. 

Figure 4. AFSM 100, DBCS, and FSS Throughput 

Source: MODS 
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Figure 5 shows the corresponding trends in labor productivity (TPF per workhour) 

for the three equipment types. AFSM 100 and FSS productivities are inclusive of flat 

prep workhours (operations 035 and 140 for AFSM 100; operation 530 for FSS). Flat 

prep operations comprise a majority of workhours associated with AFSM 100 and FSS 

cost pools, so prep-inclusive productivities provide a more comprehensive view of labor 

productivity than productivities including only the distribution operations. 

Figure 5. AFSM 100, DBCS, and FSS Productivity 

Source: MODS 

While DBCS productivity declined modestly from the beginning of FY2007 to the 

end of FY2019, the trend for the entire FY2007-2019 period has been somewhat 

directionless with several interim trend reversals. Notably, DBCS productivity increased 
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during the FY2013-2014 period when the average scale of DBCS operations was 

increasing, as shown in Figure 3. In contrast, AFSM 100 and FSS productivities have 

more pronounced downward trends, largely following the declining scale of the flat 

operations. In addition, both AFSM 100 and FSS operations exhibit seasonal 

productivity patterns, with productivities that tend to be above-trend in high-volume 

periods—particularly the fall mailing peak—and below-trend in seasonal volume 

troughs. For AFSM 100 operations, the 61 percent decline in average scale is 

associated with a 33 percent productivity decline. For FSS operations, productivity 

declined 15 percent on a 31 percent scale decline. 

There are operational reasons why workhours in AFSM 100 and FSS operations 

may not respond in direct proportion to changes in volumes or workloads, particularly in 

a declining-volume environment. For example, much of the AFSM 100 fleet was 

upgraded with automated induction (AI) systems around 2006. Among other features, 

the AI systems allow one clerk to monitor all three feeders. For a non-AI AFSM 100, the 

feeders would be staffed with three clerks for maximum throughput, but the machine 

could be run at lower staffing levels in light volume periods. For the AI AFSM, there is 

less downward flexibility of staffing levels since the staffing of this part of the operation 

cannot be reduced below the one clerk. In this case, declining throughput and capacity 

utilization does impact productivity, since the clerk’s workhours monitoring the feeders 

are spread over fewer pieces per hour of machine operation. FSS operations similarly 

feature automated induction and a variety of other automated material handling systems 

that promote efficient processing in high-volume periods but again may limit downward 

flexibility of workhours in a declining-volume environment. 
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While the figures above show associations between system average declines in 

scale and productivity for flats operations, they arguably leave open the possibility of 

composition effects such that productivity declines are concentrated in larger facilities. 

However, the data show that the volume losses and attendant productivity declines 

have occurred largely in parallel for all sizes of facilities. Figure 6 shows annual 

workload per facility for AFSM 100 computed by volume deciles, and Figure 7 shows 

productivities by decile. 

Figure 6. Scale of AFSM 100 Workload (TPF per site) by Volume Decile 

Source: MODS 

Both scale and productivity are broadly declining in all facility size deciles, with 

only brief reversals of the declining-scale trend during periods of facility consolidation, 

most notably around FY2014. The rate of decline in scale for AFSM 100 operations has 
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picked up somewhat since FY2016. Note that some year-to-year variability by decile 

may reflect composition differences from year to year. The number of facilities is not 

constant over time and not generally evenly divisible by 10, as shown in Figure 2, 

above. 

Figure 7. AFSM 100 Productivities by Volume Decile 

Source: MODS 

FSS operations have more limited history since full deployment, but the general 

pattern is the same. Figure 8 shows FSS volumes per site (scale) by size quintiles. (The 

division into quintiles rather than deciles reflects the much smaller number of facilities 

with FSS operations versus AFSM 100 operations.) The average scale of FSS 

operations has been declining across all of the facility size categories from FY2012 to 

the present. 
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Figure 8. FSS TPF Workload by Facility Size Quintile 

Source: MODS 

FSS productivities by size quintile show considerable year-to-year variability, but 

declined from FY2012-FY2019 for all quintiles. Since there are fewer facilities per 

quintile for FSS than facilities per decile for AFSM 100 operations, composition effects 

that lead to variability in the trends for individual quintiles will tend to be more 

pronounced than in the AFSM 100 data. 
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Figure 9. FSS Productivity by Facility Size Quintile 

Source: MODS 

In summary, automated flat and letter sorting operations have both seen large 

declines in workload (i.e., volume of sorts) over the FY2007-FY2019 period, 

beginning—but not ending—with the Great Recession. Factors including greater 

workload decline and less facility consolidation have led to greater effects of volume 

losses on the scale of flat operations as compared to letter operations. The declining 

scale of operations is at least associated with, if not partly causing, declining 

productivities in flat operations. Moreover, the scale and productivity declines are 

present for facilities of all sizes, and are not only a challenge for large plants. 
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3. Manual Sorting

The Commission directs the Postal Service to file a status update with the 

Commission that explains the Postal Service’s efforts to improve its reporting of 
manual volumes, and any progress it has made to improve the productivity of 
underperforming facilities. The status report must include all available quarterly 
manually-processed flat volume, productivity, and cost estimates.  FY 2019 ACD 

at 171.  

RESPONSE: 

As previously stated in response to ChIR No. 4, Question 15(b), (January 24, 

2020), the Postal Service does not scan individual pieces in a manual environment and 

has no plans to do so.  Nevertheless, to the extent possible, the Postal Service 

continues to work towards minimizing the volume of manual mail through a variety of 

initiatives.  An Operations Efficiency Daily Dashboard has been developed and 

deployed to the field.  This new tool provides the ability to review performance and 

opportunities for improvement on a daily basis or longer trends, based on user 

selections.  Data are available on a national, area, district or plant level.  Users can 

narrow the scope of review by geographical area, as well as trending information date. 

The tool allows users to drill down to mail processing operational groups, such as 

manual letters or manual flats.  The Postal Service, at many levels of the organization, 

uses the tool to identify and work with underperforming facilities to improve productivity. 

In addition, due to the continued decline in flats volume, the Postal Service plans 

to remove approximately 130 manual flats cases from its processing plants by the end 

of FY 2020.  Though it is impossible to pinpoint the exact reasons for the decrease in 

manual flats volume, the removal of manual flats cases should, theoretically, reduce idle 

time and improve productivity. 
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Moreover, as described in the Postal Service’s FY 2019 Part (f) Operational 

Initiatives Report provided as part of USPS-FY19-45, the Postal Service implemented a 

manual bundle visibility initiative. Under this initiative, container-level scanning of Full-

Service Carrier Route and firm presorted bundles is conducted in a limited number of 

plants, which allows the Postal Service to leverage electronic manifest information and 

other nesting logic to increase visibility into bundle processing and delivery. 

Lastly, while it is impossible to estimate the impact that the abovementioned 

initiatives might have had on manual flats productivity, the Postal Service notes that 

manual flats productivity has improved in FY 2020 compared to the same period last 

year. 

Table 1: Manual Flats Productivity 

Fiscal 
Year at 

Mid-
Year 

Category Volume 
Actual 
Hours 

Productivity 
Estimated 

Cost 

Average 
Hourly 
Wage 
Rate1 

2019  Manual Flats 500,956,336 1,500,988  334 $61,660,137  $    41.08 

2020  Manual Flats 465,867,852 1,333,974  349 $55,136,747  $    41.33 

     1 National Payroll Hours Summary, Mailhandlers Consolidated, PP07 

In Table VI-10 of the FY 2019 ACD, the Commission compared the productivity 

of two facility groups, Group C and Group D, noting the variance. Table 2 below 

provides a status update for the previously identified groups at Mid-Year of FY 2020. At 

this time, manual flats productivity for both Group C and Group D demonstrate slight 

improvements compared to last year. 
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Table 2: Manual Flats Productivity Group C versus Group D 

Group C Group D 

Fiscal 
Year at 

Mid-Year 

Average 
Hourly Wage 

Rate1 

Average 
Manual 
Volume 

Manual Flat 
Productivity 

(pph) 

Estimated 
Cost 

Average 
Manual 
Volume 

Manual Flat 
Productivity 

(pph) 

Estimated 
Cost 

2019 $  41.08 2,704,489 144 $772,491 2,676,592 1,140 $96,430 

2020 $  41.33 2,494,528 164 $628,693 2,558,311 1,187 $89,053 

1 National Payroll Hours Summary, Mailhandlers Consolidated, PP07 

The requested quarterly flats volume, productivity, and cost data are provided in USPS-

FY19-51 or, in the case of facility-specific data, submitted under seal in USPS-FY19-

NP46. 
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4. Productivity and Service Issues in Allied Operations

No later than July 15, 2020, the Postal Service must provide a status update that 

explains its efforts to develop a plan to gain additional insights into allied 
operations and the impact of the Grid initiative on reducing WIP and improving 
service performance.  FY 2019 ACD at 172. 

RESPONSE: 

Two recently launched tools should allow the Postal Service to gain additional 

insight into allied operations: the Operations Efficiency Daily Dashboard and trend 

charts and heat maps.  The new Operations Efficiency Daily Dashboard provides 

additional insight into allied operations.  The efficiency tool drills down to mail 

processing operational groups, such as automated flats, and specific operations.  In the 

context of allied operations, the tool provides more insight into the transport of mail to 

subsequent handling or staging areas, and mail preparation procedures required for 

inducting mail into our mail processing equipment, which are two of the highest cost 

activities within the operation. 

In addition, the Postal Service has developed trend charts and heat maps used in 

analysis of opportunity in several operations, including allied operations.  The heat 

maps are used to identify opportunity sites and to drive down unnecessary workhours. 

The trend charts and heat maps are shared with area vice presidents on a daily basis 

and are used for discussions within their districts. 

The Postal Service continues to use the GRID initiative to aid sites in visualizing 

where there is slack time in their processing.  Removing this lag time might have 

contributed to the improvement in service performance in Quarters 1 and 2 of FY 2020 

compared to the same period last year, as depicted in the table below.  The GRID 
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enables specific sites and Headquarters personnel to view processing patterns, delayed 

inductions, and other opportunities for improvement.  

Flats Service Performance 

National 
Origin/Destination 

FY 2020 FY 2019 
Year-to-

Date Quarter I Quarter II 

Year-to-

Date Quarter I Quarter II 

Percent 

On-Time 

Percent 

On-Time 

Percent 

On-Time 

Percent 

On-Time 

Percent 

On-Time 

Percent 

On-Time 

Presort First-Class Flats 

Overnight 81.9 81.2 82.8 79.0 77.9 80.2 

Two-Day 80.3 80.1 80.7 79.7 78.0 81.6 

Three-to-Five Day 78.9 78.2 79.7 77.7 76.2 79.4 

Single-Piece First-Class Flats 

Two-Day 80.9 80.0 81.6 79.6 78.0 81.1 

Three-to-Five Day 71.7 70.9 72.5 68.8 67.2 70.4 

Periodicals 

All 86.3 85.3 87.4 84.2 82.4 86.1 

Marketing Mail Flats 

All 88.4 87.4 90.9 84.1 81.9 87.6 




