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DBP/USPS-T1-84  Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-T1-82.   Your 

response failed to respond to my original interrogatory.  The level of "complication" of the 

product is up to the Postal Rate Commission to decide after evaluating the Postal Service’s 

proposal and the comments of the intervening parties.  I would like to propose on Brief that 

the wording of proposed DMCS Section 937.11 be modified to eliminate the reference to 

reshipment of mail which requires a scan upon delivery being sent Priority Mail postage due.  

In order to be able to accurately make this claim, the information requested in this 

interrogatory is needed.  The Postal Service is the only party that has the information 

requested.  Since this interrogatory is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence, I again request a response to DBP/USPS-T1-82. 

 

DBP/USPS-T1-85  Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-T1-83.   Your 

response failed to respond to my original interrogatory.  I would like to propose on Brief that 

the wording of proposed DMCS Section 937.31 be modified to eliminate the reference to 

making the request at the post office responsible for delivery to that customer’s primary 

address.  I am attempting to show that the interaction that takes place between the Gracie 

Station [a different station of the post office responsible for delivery to the customer’s primary 

address] and the Village Station [the station that is responsible for delivery] of the New York, 
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NY post office would be done in a manner which would be no different than would be 

conducted between the Tampa, Florida post office [a remote location].  My belief is that the 

interactions would all be done by a means that did not require an employee of the Gracie 

Station to physically travel down to the Village Station but would be done in a manner, such 

as telephone, fax, or mail, which would exist equally between Tampa and the Village Station.  

The Postal Service is proposing to allow for termination or extension of PFS to be done 

without making a physical appearance to the post office responsible to the customer’s 

primary address.  However, the Postal Service is also proposing to not permit modification of 

the PFS service but to require the original service to be terminated and have the customer re-

enroll in a new service.  Furthermore, the Postal Service is requiring that enrollment or re-

enrollment must be accomplished at the post office, including any stations or branches, 

responsible for delivery to the PFS customer’s primary address.  Therefore, an enrollment or 

re-enrollment in PFS would not only require an additional $10 fee for re-enrollment for a 

change but would also require a physical appearance at the post office responsible for the 

PFS customer’s primary address.  If a customer established PFS to send the mail from New 

York City to Florida and then while in Florida found it necessary to change the address in 

Florida that they receive the mail or even to have to go to California directly from Florida, they 

would have to make a physical trip back to New York just to walk into the New York post 

office and present a new application.  I would like to be able to show on Brief that this trip 

from Florida to New York City is unnecessary and completely inappropriate.  The Postal 

Service is the only party that has the information requested.  Since this interrogatory is 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, I again request a 

response to DBP/USPS-T1-83. 
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