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APMU/USPS-T10-2. Please refer to your response to APMU/USPS-T10-1(d),
where you state that “there has been measurable improvements in Priority
service with the PMPCs compared to the rest of the network.. . .”

a. By “network,” do you mean something other than the PMPC network, such as
ali Priority Mail processing and transportation outside the PMPC network?

b. Please provide all evidence supporting your statement.
c. Please provide the data demonstrating these measurable improvements for:

(i) Priority Mail both originating and destinating within the network service
area; .

(ii) Priority Mail originating within and destinating outside the network
service area;

(iii)  Priority Mail originating outside and destinating inside the network
service area; and

(iv)  Priority Mail neither originating nor destinating within the network

service area.

(d} Please reconcile your statement with the findings of the Postal Service
Inspector General’s office, as reported in the Inspector General's report,
Priority Mail Processing Center Network (September 24, 1999) DA-AR-99-
001.

(e) Were the data which you cite provided to the Inspector General? Please
explain your answer.

Response:

(a) Motion to compel denied in POR-R2000-1/64.

(b) My statement is supported by statements which appear in the Inspector

General's Report which you have cited in subpart d. of your question. The

contents of that report are restricted information, and | refer to it in this instance

only because the Presiding Officer has compelled a response to this subpart over
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the Postal Service's objection. Specifically, the OIG report concluded that its
comparison of PMPC network service with non-PMPC service showed marginal
improvement of several percentage points in Priority Mail end-to-end delivery
scores. Such a level of improvement was what | had in mind when making the
staterment you have quoted from my response to APMU/USPS-T10-1(d).

(c) Motion to compel denied in POR-R2000-1/64.

(d) - (é) Please see my response to subpart (b).



DECLARATION

l, Linda Kingsley, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing answers are

true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

e A Lorgle,

Date: £-25-060
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