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 The United States Postal Service hereby objects to interrogatories DBP/USPS-

269, 272-273, and 277, submitted by David B. Popkin on July 18, 2005.   

DBP/USPS-269 

 This interrogatory reads as follows: 

DBP/USPS-269. Please refer to your response to OCA/USPS-176. On Page 2 of the 
New York City report AC-AR-03-005 it refers to a report of Delayed Express Mail at a 
Tampa, Florida Facility (Report Number DE-AR-01-003). Please furnish a copy of that 
report. 
 
 The Postal Service objects to this interrogatory on the grounds of relevance, 

commercial sensitivity, and improper follow-up.  The OIG report requested by Mr. 

Popkin here provides the results of a calendar year 2000 audit of Express Mail handling 

at the Tampa Airport Processing and Distribution Center, which was initiated by OIG 

after it received allegations that the Postal Service’s decision to abolish the Expedited 

Services Unit at that Center, and transfer its duties to another facility, had resulted in 

delays in the delivery of Express Mail.  The report discussed that decision by the Postal 

Service (which was reversed 5 months after it was made), as well as other Express Mail 
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operational issues at the Tampa Airport.1   The report thus engaged in a highly detailed 

discussion of Express Mail operations at a single postal facility.  The Postal Service 

submits that such detailed local operational information concerning the Postal Service’s 

handling of a competitive product is commercially sensitive, and also lacks any 

relevance to this proceeding.2     

In addition, this report also does not in any way clarify or expand upon the Postal 

Service’s response to OCA/USPS-176, and is thus improper follow-up.  The report does 

not in any way discuss the falsification of Express Mail delivery dates and times, which 

was the subject of OCA/USPS-176, nor does it more generally discuss the Product 

Tracking System or the use of the manual entry function on scanners, which were also 

discussed in the OIG report provided in response to OCA/USPS-176.3  As such, 

producing the requested report would in no way clarify the Postal Service’s response to 

OCA/USPS-176 or aid any participant in understanding that response. 

DBP/USPS-272 and 273 

These interrogatories are reproduced below: 

DBP/USPS-272.  Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-227.  I observe a 
significant number of failures of the CFS program to respond to a manual request for 
the RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED endorsement (since I receive a significant 

                                                 
1 The report also discussed delays in scanning and delivering some Express Mail, as 
well as delays in placing delivery notices in post office boxes.  
2 Another basis for concluding that this report is irrelevant to the issues in this 
proceeding is the fact that the audit was conducted in calendar year 2000, and 
corrective action was taken by Tampa management in calendar year 2001.  Indeed, this 
report was an issue in the last omnibus rate case.  See Partial Objection of the United 
States Postal Service to Interrogatory DFC/USPS-2 of Douglas F. Carlson (October 22, 
2001).  The relevance of Express Mail operations at a single facility over four years ago 
to the issues of this omnibus rate proceeding is attenuated, at best.     
3 While, as noted in footnote 1 above, the report did discuss the Tampa facility’s failure 
to scan some Express Mail in a timely manner, that discussion in no way related to the 
use of the manual entry function.   
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number of "next year" mailings that are returned as Forwarding Time Expired).  (a)  
Please explain how the CFS software will allow for evaluating whether the endorsement 
request has been complied with.  (b)  Please provide details of any quality controls that 
are conducted to ensure that the request has been complied with. 
 
DBP/USPS-273      Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-229.   (a)  Please 
confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that the mailer of the birthday card in 
November 2002 with the endorsement RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED should have 
had the card returned to him or her with the new address of the recipient noted on it.  (b)  
Please confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that the mailer of the birthday 
card in November 2002 will not be aware of the new address (assuming that the only 
mailing is of an annual birthday card) until the November 2003 birthday card is mailed 
and subsequently retuned as Forwarding Time Expired.  (c)  Please explain why the 
Postal Service will not make an effort to correct the problem that resulted by their failure 
to provide the address as was required by their own regulations on the mailing that was 
made in November 2002. 

The Postal Service objects to these interrogatories 272 and 273 because they 

are duplicative and seek irrelevant information.  It also objects to interrogatory 273 as 

inappropriate follow-up.  Both questions concern the endorsement Return Service 

Requested (RSR), a topic that has also been the subject of interrogatories DBP/USPS-

151-153 and 227-229.   A mailer can apply the RSR endorsement on a mail piece to 

indicate that he does not want the mail piece forwarded but wants it to be returned 

instead.  See Response to DBP/USPS-151.  What has become evident from 

interrogatories 272-3 is that Mr. Popkin is apparently dissatisfied with his personal 

experience when he manually applies the RSR endorsement on birthday cards.   A rate 

proceeding is an inappropriate forum for pursuing this issue.  The more appropriate 

forum would be to file an inquiry with the Postal Service’s Consumer Advocate who 

could investigate the facts surrounding Mr. Popkin’s use of and experience with the 

endorsement.   

 Furthermore, Mr. Popkin’s continued questions are duplicative.  The Postal 

Service has already responded about the quality controls in place to provide the service 
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associated with RSR.  Interrogatory 227 then wants to know about the quality controls 

for the quality controls:  how the software evaluates whether it did, in fact, provide the 

service.  Interrogatory 229 (a) and (b) spin the same hypothetical about birthday cards 

with the RSR endorsement that he posed in Interrogatory 153.  Interrogatory 229 (c) 

repeats the question he asked in Interrogatory 229.  It is doubtful that any answer will 

appease Mr. Popkin. 

 Moreover, it is hard to see how continued indulgence of Mr. Popkin’s fascination 

with RSR will provide information relevant to this proceeding.  Mr. Popkin has not filed a 

case as an intervenor.  The Postal Service has already described the service 

associated with the RSR endorsement in detail.  See the Responses to DBP 151-153, 

227-229.   It is hard to imagine what additional information the pending interrogatories 

could yield that would be relevant to an issue in this case.  

 Finally, interrogatory 273 is inappropriate follow-up to interrogatory 229, which 

asked whether the Postal Service could provide a customer’s new address after the 

forwarding time has expired.   Interrogatory 273 poses a hypothetical about the handling 

of a birthday card with a RSR endorsement and, therefore, does not follow-up on the 

response to interrogatory 229. 

DBP/USPS-277 

 This interrogatory reads as follows: 

DBP/USPS-277 Please refer to your response to DBP/USPS-201 subpart c.  
(a) Please confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that the retail computers 

at a service windows have been programmed to take into account all possible 
instances where Express Mail might arrive at a specific office at a time where the 
lobby may be closed or where retail window service may be closed prior to the 
service guarantee time on the scheduled day of delivery.  

(b) Does this computer programming take into account the difference between mail 
destinating to a post office box and/or General Delivery vs. for carrier delivery?  
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(c) Does this computer programming take into account the special arrangements of 
the type that you have indicated exist at Astoria OR?  

(d) Does this computer programming take into account an office that may close its 
accessibility for post office box delivery prior to the scheduled service standard 
for Express Mail (either 12 Noon or 3 PM) but the arrive of mail trips into this 
office occur prior to the closing of accessibility and there are no later trips? 

(e) Please explain any no responses and the reasons therefore to subparts b, c, or 
d.  

(f) Will the delivery service standard as a result of the conditions noted in subpart a 
be noted when one checks the particular mailing conditions on the Postal Service 
website?  

(g) If not, why not?  
(h) Will the delivery service standard as a result of the conditions noted in subpart a 

be noted when one checks the particular mailing conditions on the Postal Service 
hard copy printed directories?  

(i) If not, why not? 

The Postal Service objects to this interrogatory on the grounds of relevance and 

cumulativeness.  The Postal Service has repeatedly explained that when Express Mail 

destined for a post office box is entered by a mailer, the retail computers are designed 

to advance the scheduled date of delivery if the destination facility is not open on the 

expected delivery date or closes before delivery would be made.4  Mr. Popkin now asks 

a series of nine questions concerning this issue which go well beyond what is relevant 

to postal ratemaking and to this proceeding.  The Postal Service submits that the 

responses it has provided with regard to this issue are more than sufficient for purposes 

of this proceeding, and that continued questions seeking ever more detailed information 

will not make a material contribution to the record.   

                                                 
4 See Responses of the United States Postal Service to DBP/USPS-122, DBP/USPS-
124, DBP/USPS-201.  
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Therefore, the Postal Service objects to the above-referenced interrogatories.   

  Respectfully submitted, 

  UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
 
  By its attorneys: 
 
  Daniel J. Foucheaux, Jr. 
  Chief Counsel, Ratemaking 
 
  ______________________________ 
  Keith Weidner 
 
475 L'Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20260-1137 
(202) 268-6252, Fax -3084 
 
 


