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

Comments received on its FY 2020 Performance Report and FY 2021 Performance 

Plan.  Comments came from two sources: the Public Representative, and the 

Association for Postal Commerce and Delivery Technology Advocacy Council.  The 

Postal Service addresses each in turn below. 

The Public Representative 

The Public Representative’s Comments subdivide into two sections, the first of 

which discusses whether the Postal Service met the established performance goals for 

FY 2020.  In this section, the Public Representative deems the Postal Service not to 

have achieved an array of performances goals, including Deliver High-Quality Service, 

Provide Excellent Customer Experiences, and Safe Workplace and Engaged 

Workforce; she also finds that, due to its alleged inability to meet the DPTWH target, the 

Postal Service only partially achieved its Financial Health goal.1   

Two of the Public Representative’s observations are not supported by the 

applicable data.  First, while the Postal Service did not meet both Safe Workplace and 

Engaged Workforce performance indicators in FY 2020, the Postal Service did exceed 

 
1 Docket No. ACR2020, Public Representative Comments, March 1, 2021, at 4-7 (PR Comments). 
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its Total Accident Rate target (FY 2020 Target: 15.00) by recording an actual score of 

13.09; thus, the Postal Service did not entirely fail to achieve its Safe Workplace and 

Engaged Workforce goal, but instead partially met it.  Secondly, the Public 

Representative asserts: “Deliveries per Total Work Hours (DPTWH), did not meet the 

FY 2020 target of 1.4 percent. Actual DPTWH was significantly lower at negative 0.9 

percent.”2  As stated in the Annual Report to Congress, DPTWH for FY 2020 was in fact 

a positive 0.9%.  This casts some doubt on the Public Representative’s conclusion that 

“the Postal Service only partially met its Sustain Controllable Income goal.”  Although 

the ambitious FY 2020 DPTWH target was not met, the shortfall was narrower than the 

Public Representative claims.  Moreover, this positive score compares very favorably 

with DPTWH scores in the recent past, since scores for each of the previous three 

years have been negative.3  It would thus be more accurate to say that the Postal 

Service exceeded its Controllable Income target and performed reasonably well on its 

DPTWH metric by reversing a long string of negative scores.  Against the backdrop of 

the pandemic, the Postal Service therefore submits that its performance in FY 2020 

towards improving Financial Health was laudable.  

The second section of the Public Representative’s Comments broach compliance 

issues.  In this section, the Public Representative criticizes the Postal Service’s “% On-

Time Delivery” targets on two counts: first, the Postal Service has not (yet) set such 

targets for FY 20214; and secondly, the Postal Service has stated its intention to 

“review[] its network capabilities to determine what service levels are achievable in the 

 
2 Id. at 7.  
33 Fiscal Year 2020 Annual Report to Congress, at 33. 
4 Id. 
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current environment.”5  The Postal Service has already responded at length to the first 

observation in its Reply Comments filed on February 12, 2021.6  As explained, COVID-

19’s impact on employee availability and on surface and air transportation capacity, 

while undeniable, could not be reliably forecast; and rather than set targets lacking any 

connection to on-the-ground realities, the Postal Service has opted to set meaningful 

targets based on actual operating conditions—even if doing so would require a delay.  

In its aim to set achievable targets, the Postal Service will accordingly employ a range 

of criteria, possibly including past service performance results under various operating 

conditions, as well as consideration of how long the current operating conditions 

resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic are likely to last, though no final decisions have 

been made in this regard. 

As for the Public Representative’s second point, she herself notes that “[i]n 

previous years, Public Representatives have urged the Postal Service to set achievable 

% On-Time delivery targets,” and that, “[i]n fact, the Public Representative criticized the 

Postal Service’s targets for FY 2020 for being unachievable.”7  Curiously, the Public 

Representative now insists that the Postal Service retain its targets from FY 2020, 

conceived well before the words “COVID-19 pandemic” had seeped into common 

usage: “The Postal Service could have easily retained the FY 2020 targets to comply 

with 39 U.S.C. § 2803(a)(1)).  Unless the Postal Service’s long-term goals have 

changed since FY 2020, the FY 2020 targets are no less meaningful applied to FY 2021 

 
5 Id. 
6 Docket No. ACR2020, Reply Comments of The United States Postal Service, February 12, 2021, at 11-
13 (Postal Service Reply Comments). 
7 PR Comments, at 8. 
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than they were to FY 2020.”8  To the extent that the Public Representative is arguing 

that the Postal Service should set targets for FY 2021 at certain levels simply because 

they have been set at such levels in the past, without regard to current operational 

realities caused by the pandemic, the Postal Service does not agree.  Rather, as stated 

above, it is working to formulate meaningful performance goals for FY 2021.  And, as 

noted in the prior Reply Comments, the Postal Service is also keenly aware of the need 

to address service performance and is focused on doing so, both by taking steps in the 

short term to stabilize operations, and by developing a comprehensive strategic plan 

that will address all aspects of operational performance, in order to ensure service 

excellence.  

The Public Representative references, in contradistinction to the “% On-Time 

Delivery” indicator, the Customer Experience (CX) Composite index, for which the 

Postal Service has already set a target:  “the Postal Service does not explain why the 

uncertainty created by the pandemic affects its ability to set some targets and not 

others. The Postal Service was able to set targets for its Customer Experience (CX) 

Composite Index, despite the uncertainty caused by the pandemic.”9  The Public 

Representative then notes that, for the CX Composite Index, the Postal Service 

“increased the target for FY 2021, despite failing to meet the FY 2020 target.”10  

However, the explanation is quite straightforward, in that these two indicators track 

distinct aspects of the Postal Service’s business, and that each is informed by a 

different set of factors.  As noted above, COVID-19’s impact on operational conditions 

 
8 Id. at 8. 
9 Id. at 8-9. 
10 Id. 
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such as employee availability and on surface and air transportation capacity 

fundamentally affects the achievement of the “% On-Time Delivery” indicators.  The 

Customer Experience (CX) Composite Index, on the other hand, encompasses the 

satisfaction scores of seven component surveys: Customer Care Center (CCC), 

USPS.com, Bulk Mail Entry Unit (BMEU), Business Service Network (BSN), Point of 

Sales (POS), Delivery, and Enterprise Customer Care (eCC)/Customer 360 (C360).  

Among these surveys, COVID-19 does not appear to have had a uniform impact.  

Indeed, in FY 2020, four surveys (CCC, USPS.com, BMEU, and BSN) exceeded their 

target scores while three surveys (POS, Delivery, and C360) fell short.  With an eye 

toward driving improvement, the Postal Service increased its targets for certain of the 

more successful surveys, and this in turn caused the CX Index target to increase. 

Finally, the Public Representative criticizes the new performance indicator for the 

High-Quality Service performance goal, noting that “[l]ess detailed reporting provides 

less transparency, as improvement in one category can mask a deterioration in 

another.”11  The Public Representative appears to be laboring under a misapprehension 

which, in its previous Reply Comments, the Postal Service already addressed.12  The 

Postal Service will, in fact, continue to report the disaggregated high-quality 

performance indicators found in its FY 2020 Annual Report to Congress: Single-Piece 

First-Class, Presort First-Class, First-Class Mail Letter and Flat Composite, and 

Marketing Mail and Periodicals Composite.  The new Market Dominant Composite is not 

designed to withhold or disguise information; rather, it is informed by the desire to 

maximize efficiency.  The Postal Service believes that the Market Dominant Composite 

 
11 Id. at 9. 
12 Postal Service Reply Comments, at 14. 
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will drive focus and streamline analysis and reporting, and that it will not overemphasize 

certain indicators at the expense of others. 

Association for Postal Commerce and Delivery Technology Advocacy  
Council 
 
Before proceeding further, it bears mentioning that the Association for Postal 

Commerce and Delivery Technology Advocacy Council (hereafter “PostCom”) couches 

its Comments in an analysis of the Postal Service’s service standard performance 

results, focusing in particular on the Postal Service’s failure to meet Market Dominant 

service standards.  These Comments would have been more appropriately filed in 

connection with the compliance aspects of this docket.  PostCom has nonetheless 

availed itself of a second bite at the apple.13   

PostCom’s analysis raises several concerns.  Having alleged that “the Postal 

Service has the ability to provide much better and more frequent data on service 

performance on a timely basis than the Commission currently requires,” PostCom 

proceeds to suggest the following “improvements to the Commission’s reporting 

requirements”: explicit reporting, by product, of how many pieces of mail were excluded 

from measurement, including historical data; scan data captured on Single Piece First-

Class Mail pieces at the point of delivery “to provide visibility into last-mile impacts”; and 

scan to home data “to provide additional visibility into last-mile impacts and allow 

mailers to better coordinate mail with other channels.”14  This wish-list ranges from the 

redundant to the inordinate, reduplicating certain of the Postal Service’s current 

 
13 Docket No. ACR2020, Order No. 5796 - Notice of Postal Service's Filing of Annual Compliance Report 
and Request for Public Comments, December 30, 2020, at 4-5 (Postal Service Reply Comments). 
14 Docket No. ACR2020, Comments of the Association for Postal Commerce and Delivery Technology 
Advocacy Council on FY 2020 Report and FY 2021 Plan, March 1, 2021, at 5-6 (PostCom Comments). 
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reporting practices and demanding others that it could not feasibly implement on a wide 

scale.  For instance, the Postal Service already reports volume excluded from 

measurement as well as percentage of volume by reason for exclusion15; it is therefore 

unclear what PostCom’s specific request for additional reporting on exclusion might 

realistically achieve.  Nor is it obvious why PostCom requests “scan to home data” when 

the Postal Service already provides data to mailers through IV-Mail Tracking and 

Reporting (MTR) of the Logical Delivery Event (LDE), which is triggered when the 

carrier breaks the geofence of the delivery point.  And while PostCom no doubt has its 

reasons to demand scan data captured on Single Piece First-Class Mail pieces at the 

point of delivery, the provision of such data would impose new burdens and costs on the 

Postal Service without adding any obvious improvements to existing reporting 

requirements. 

Much of what PostCom decries merely reflects its decision not to weigh salient 

factors, make use of available information, and/or take COVID-19 into account.  

PostCom’s treatment of the Postal Service’s FY 2021 performance indicators (which it 

declares “insulting, unrealistic and perverse”16) serves as a case in point.  As the 

motivating impulse behind FY 2021’s lack (so far) of Hight-Quality Service Performance 

targets, PostCom identifies a single culprit:  “contempt for the ACR process and postal 

customers” amounting to “a tacit abandonment of its mission by the Postal Service.”17  

In point of fact, the Postal Service’s exceptional decision to delay the establishment of 

 
15 See FY 2021 Quarter 1 Service Performance Measurement Data, February 9, 2021; FY2021 Q1 
Service Performance Measurement System—Audit Report, Audit Response, and Measured/Unmeasured 
Volumes Report, March 1, 2021. 
16 Id. at 6. 
17 Id. at 6. 
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service performance targets arose from exceptional circumstances.  The Postal Service 

has explained elsewhere in this docket why it chose to delay the formulation of such 

targets18; and in any event, it looks to finalize High-Quality Service indicators soon.  

Moreover, the lack of established performance targets for the FY 2021 Performance 

Plan cannot reasonably be characterized as somehow indicating that the Postal Service 

is not focused on service performance, or its mission.  The Postal Service is not only 

keenly focused on stabilizing operations in the short term, but also in preparing a 

comprehensive strategic plan to address financial sustainability and service excellence 

for the long term.         

PostCom then remarks that the remaining performance targets “defy cogent 

explanation.”19  The CX Index target, and the causes of its increase in FY 2021, are 

addressed above.  Among the other targets that garner PostCom’s attention, 

Controllable Income (loss) and Total Accident Rate figure prominently.  PostCom notes 

that the Controllable Income (loss) target “is worse than FY 2020, despite USPS 

outperforming last year’s target.”20  However, there is nothing irrational about this target.  

Much uncertainty surrounded Controllable Income planning for FY 2021 due to COVID-

19’s continuing impact on volume levels, mix of packages versus mail, employee 

availability, and so forth.  The target reflects a forecast that only a portion of the 

plummeting letter and flat volume would rebound while the better part of the surge in 

package volume would dissipate.  Such an outcome would exacerbate the gap between 

expected revenue growth and the contractual and economic inflationary impact on 

 
18 Docket No. ACR2020, Reply Comments of The United States Postal Service, February 12, 2021, at 14. 
19 PostCom Comments, at 6.  
20 Id. at 6.  
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expense growth.  The Controllable Loss projections for FY 2021 reflect this potential 

outcome.   

Of the Total Accident Rate target, PostCom avers: “It appears, based on the 

Total Accident Rate target, that the Postal Service is endeavoring to be less safe than in 

FY2020.”21  In fact, the Postal Service is not “endeavoring to be less safe than in FY 

2020”; nor is it remotely reasonable to interpret the target in this fashion.  As the Postal 

Service explains in its Annual Report, the total accident rate is calculated by multiplying 

the total number of accidents per year by the approximate number of annual work hours 

per employee (2,000), multiplied by 100.  This number is then divided by the annual 

number of exposure hours.22  The Total Accident Rate target was set at 15.00 in FY 

2020, and 13.75 in FY 2021, from which one reasonably can infer that the Postal 

Service is endeavoring to be more safe than in FY 2020, not less.                                   

Elsewhere in its Comments, PostCom advances unfounded criticisms devoid of 

context.  For instance, it characterizes the Postal Service’s service performance over a 

span of years as being “dismal”23, based on the fact that actual service performance 

has largely been below the service targets, and claims that this shows that customers 

have been “overcharged.”  As an initial matter, claiming that service has been “dismal” 

over the past decade solely on the basis that targets have not been met neglects to 

recognize that the Postal Service has had a history of establishing aggressive “stretch” 

targets.  In this regard, while one could perhaps question the wisdom of the Postal 

Service’s approach in this regard, achieving a score of 94 percent performance for 

 
21 Id. at 7.  
22 Fiscal Year 2020 Annual Report to Congress, at 41.  
23 Id. at 2. 
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Presort 2-day First-Class Mail is hardly “dismal,” although it was certainly below the 

target.   

That said, the fact that the Postal Service has chronically failed to meet its 

service targets constitutes a problem that must be rectified, as the Postmaster General 

recently testified.  Indeed, this is a central goal of the strategic plan.  However, the 

persistent gap between service targets and service performance is a consequence of 

numerous factors that PostCom fails to recognize, including a lack of investment in the 

network due to years of financial stress (caused in significant part by the price cap 

system, as the Commission found in the 10-year review), and the fact that the standards 

are misaligned.  These long-standing challenges were brought into clear focus by the 

challenges that the Postal Service faced this year, including in its service performance 

during peak season, which is indicative of the fact that the Postal Service has not been 

able to establish a network with the adequate resiliency to adjust and adapt to changing 

circumstances.        

Likewise, and without evidence, PostCom speculates that “the Market Dominant 

Composite service indicator appears to be an attempt to further obfuscate the Postal 

Service’s performance”24—when, as explained above, the Postal Service will continue 

to report the disaggregated high-quality performance indicators found in its FY 2020 

Annual Report to Congress.   

In much the same vein, PostCom notes a series of operational actions (some of 

which did not even occur, as evidenced by the rates of overtime), attributes FY 2020’s 

decline in service performance to those changes (without attempting to show causation, 

 
24 Id. at 4. 
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and neglecting even to mention COVID-19), and suggests that the Postal Service has 

effected a nationwide reduction of service standards without first seeking an advisory 

opinion from the PRC.25  The Postal Service has discussed in other contexts the 

fallacies underlying the view that the various operational actions it undertook—all 

designed to improve efficiency while maintaining or improving service—amounted to a 

“change in the nature of postal services” under Section 3661, including in its summary 

judgment motion filed in the New York litigation, and in response to an Inspector 

General report (which found, incidentally, that Section 3661 was not implicated by these 

actions).  There is no need to repeat all of the various aspects of that legal discussion 

here; PostCom’s brief foray into the issue adds nothing new or meaningful.26 

PostCom’s concluding demand is that the PRC initiate a rulemaking to develop a 

new service performance review process.27  However, considering whether to change 

the regulatory process around service performance at this time is wholly premature.  As 

an initial matter, to craft a new review process, in the wake of an anomalous year and 

largely on the basis of that year’s performance, would be an overreaction to a temporary 

situation.  Secondly, the Postal Service is soon to publish a strategic plan, a central 

focus of which will be on addressing the long-standing gap between the service targets 

and service results, in order to create more reliable and predictable service that meets 

the service expectations of our customers.  The Commission should not undertake any 

 
25 PostCom Comments, at 8. 
26 It bears mentioning that, in an attempt to bolster this allegation, PostCom presents a table, “USPS 
Service Performance by Product FY2021 Quarter 1,” which lists “First-Class Mail Presort Letters & Cards” 
and “First-Class Mail Single Piece Letters & Cards” backwards, thereby creating for the latter product an 
unsupported overnight standard. 
27 Id. at 11. 
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action prior to giving that plan—the implementation of which will involve a number of 

Commission proceedings—the opportunity to achieve its intended results.    
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