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To clarify the Postal Service’s petition to consider proposed changes in analytical 

principles, filed March 11, 2021,1 the Postal Service is requested to provide written 

responses to the following questions.  The responses should be provided as soon as 

they are developed, but no later than July 13, 2021. 

1. CHIR No. 2, question 3, asked the Postal Service to explain how it would use the 

anticipated savings from Proposal One to meet the requirement of 39 C.F.R. 

§ 3050.11(a) that a proposal to change an accepted analytical principle must 

improve the quality, accuracy, or completeness of the data or analysis of data 

contained in the Postal Service’s annual periodic reports.2  39 C.F.R. § 

3050.11(a) implements 39 U.S.C. § 3652(c)(2), which contains a similar 

requirement that revised reporting requirements must improve the quality, 

accuracy, or completeness of Postal Service data.  The Postal Service 

responded that it has “no current plans to allocate resulting savings specifically to 

improve the data contained in the Postal Service’s annual periodic reports.”3 

                                                                 

1 Petition of the United States Postal Service for the Initiation of a Proceeding to Consider 
Proposed Changes in Analytical Principles (Proposal One), March 11, 2021 (Petition). 

2 Chairman’s Information Request No. 2, April 12, 2021, question 3 (CHIR No. 2). 

3 Responses of the United States Postal Service to Questions 1-7 of Chairman’s Information 
Request No. 2, April 19, 2021, question 3 (Response to CHIR No. 2). 
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a. Please confirm that Proposal One, on its own, would not improve the 

quality, accuracy, or completeness of the data or analysis of data reported 

in the Postal Service’s annual periodic reports as required by 39 U.S.C. 

§ 3652(c)(2) and 39 C.F.R. § 3050.11(a).  If not confirmed, please detail 

how Proposal One would satisfy these statutory and regulatory 

requirements. 

b. If question 1.a. is confirmed, please also confirm that, based on the Postal 

Service’s response to CHIR No. 2, question 3, Proposal One would not 

indirectly improve the quality, accuracy, or completeness of the data or 

analysis of data reported in the Postal Service’s annual period reports by 

allocating cost savings to other data collection or analysis efforts.  If not 

confirmed, please detail how Proposal One would satisfy the statutory and 

regulatory requirements referenced above. 

2. The Commission has twice previously denied requests to reduce the Origin-

Destination Information System—Revenue, Pieces, and Weight (ODIS-RPW) 

sample size by 20 percent on the grounds that the resulting loss of precision 

would jeopardize critical analyses of service performance, costs, and rate 

setting.4  In the current proceeding, the Postal Service proposes to reduce the 

ODIS-RPW sample size by 42 percent.  Petition at 17. 

a. In its Petition, the Postal Service discusses the Commission’s concern in 

Order Nos. 396 and 650 regarding the importance of ODIS-RPW to 

service measurement, in particular noting that Service Performance 

Measurement (SPM) has replaced External First-Class (EXFC) that relied 

on ODIS-RPW.  Petition at 11.  However, Order Nos. 396 and 650 discuss 

how reliance on ODIS-RPW extends beyond measuring service 

                                                                 

4 See Docket No. RM2009-5, Order Concerning Analytical Principles for Periodic Reporting 
(Proposal One), January 21, 2010 (Order No. 396); Docket No. RM2010-10, Order Concerning Analytical 
Principles for Periodic Reporting (Proposal Two), January 14, 2011, at 6-8 (Order No. 650). 
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performance.5  For each of the systems and applications listed in Order 

Nos. 396 and 650 as relying ODIS-RPW, please detail the expected 

impact of Proposal One, including both the proposed reduction in sample 

size and proposed changes in aggregation.  If any such systems and 

applications are no longer in use or nor longer rely on ODIS-RPW, please 

provide citations to the appropriate dockets. 

b. The Postal Service further discusses the impact of a 42 percent reduction 

in ODIS-RPW sample size based on the coefficients of variation for 

Revenue, Pieces, and Weight (RPW) reporting for major products.  

Petition at 18-21.  However, in Order No. 650, the Commission explained 

that its concerns regarding reducing the sample size of ODIS-RPW 

extended beyond major products and included disaggregated ODIS-RPW 

data.  Order No. 650 at 7-8.  Please specifically discuss how Proposal 

One, in conjunction with new data sources such as Informed Visibility (IV), 

fully address the Commission’s concerns in Order No. 650 regarding the 

reliability of disaggregated ODIS-RPW data. 

c. Please explain how the Postal Service determined to the magnitude of the 

proposed 42 percent reduction in ODIS-RPW sample size in comparison 

to the previously proposed 20 percent reductions in ODIS-RPW sample 

size. 

d. Please provide a report on the outcome of Proposal Two-B in Docket 

No. RM2010-10, which the Commission approved in Order No. 650 as an 

alternative to the proposed reduction in ODIS-RPW sample size.  Order 

No. 650 at 10.  Please also explain how the instant proposal builds upon 

the results obtained from the implementation of Proposal Two-B. 

                                                                 

5 Order No. 396 at 10-11; Order No. 650 at 7. 
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3. Please specify whether IV is fully operational, and, if not, when it is expected to 

become fully operational. 

 
By the Chairman. 
 
 
 

Michael Kubayanda 


