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 (March 23, 2006)

Pursuant to Rules 25, 26, and 27 of the Rules of Practice, The American Postal Workers Union, AFL-CIO directs the following interrogatories to USPS witness David E. Williams.  If the witness is unable to respond to any interrogatory, APWU requests that a response be provided by an appropriate person capable of providing an answer.
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APWU/USPS T2-13  The USPS Area Mail Processing Communications Plan, USPS Library Reference N2006-1/4, lists three occasions that trigger various communication responsibilities.  These occasions are:

1. when a decision to undertake a feasibility study has been made;

2. upon completion of a feasibility study and approval decision to consolidate mail processing operations; and

3. upon complete transfer of mail processing operations.

a. 
At any point prior to the decision to undertake a feasibility study or while the study is underway, is the public invited to comment on the proposed study?  If so, please explain how the public is invited to comment and how any comments are integrated into the USPS decision making process, including the person and department responsible for handling public comments at this stage.  If the public is not invited to comment, please explain why an invitation is not extended at this point in the process and what, if anything, is done with unsolicited public comments received during this phase.  

b.
At any point prior to the decision to consolidate mail processing operations, is the public invited to comment on the proposed consolidation?  If so, please explain how comments are integrated into the USPS decision to consolidate, including the person and department responsible for handling public comments at this stage.  If the public is not invited to comment, please explain why an invitation is not extended at this point in the process and what, if anything, is done with unsolicited public comments received during this phase.  

c.
At any point prior to the decision to undertake a feasibility study or while the study is underway, are employees or unions given an opportunity to comment on the proposed study?  If so, please explain how these comments are integrated into the USPS decision making process, including the person and department responsible for handling  employee or union comments at this stage.  If employees or unions are not invited to comment, please explain why an invitation is not extended at this point in the process and what, if anything, is done with unsolicited employee or union comments received during this phase.

d. 
At any point prior to the decision to consolidate mail processing operations, are employees or unions given an opportunity to comment on the proposed consolidation?  If so, please explain how these comments are integrated into the USPS decision making process, including the person and department responsible for handling employee or union comments at this stage.  If employees or unions are not invited to comment, please explain why an invitation is not extended at this point in the process and what, if anything, is done with unsolicited employee or union comments received during this phase.  

e. 
After the decision to consolidate a facility has been made, are employees, unions, and the general public given an opportunity to comment on the decision?  If so, please explain how these comments are integrated into the consolidation process, including the person and department responsible for handling comments at this stage. If not, please explain this exclusion. 

APWU/USPS-T2-14  The Business Mailers Review, February 27, 2006, reported that Paul Vogel, USPS Vice President for Network Operations Management, 

told mailers last week that the agency learned a lot from changes at the Marina Processing and Distribution Center, which has suffered from numerous service problems. “We went to school on that one,” Vogel said.  One of the lessons learned is that the area mail processing communications procedures should be used.  Indeed, improving communications and coordinating information among all parties affected by the changes have been the big focuses of the agency over the past two weeks. 

a.   Please explain what lessons were learned from the Marina Processing and Distribution Center experience that suggested a need to improve “communications and coordinating information” between all parties affected by a consolidation.

b. Please identify what changes, if any, were made in the communication process, instructions or tool kit as a result of the Marina experience and state when these changes went into affect.  

APWU/USPS-T2-15  Please refer to the response to Interrogatory OCA/USPS-2.  The response states in part:  “[t]he Postal Service has no plan for direct solicitation of comments from the general public in relation to individual AMP studies.  However, as comments from elected officials acting on behalf of the general public (and any unsolicited comments directly from the general public) are received, those comments are to be forwarded to appropriate Headquarters personnel for consideration as they recommend final action on a relevant AMP proposal.”

a. Please explain “appropriate Headquarters personnel” and identify the person or department designated as such.  

b.  Since comments—especially unsolicited comments from the public-- might be directed to local postmasters, area officials, HQ staff, a general address for the Postal Service or to local, state, or federal government officials, who has the responsibility to collect and forward these comments to the appropriate Headquarters personnel and what sort of direction is provided to other levels of management for forwarding such comments?

c. Please explain the process for considering  the solicited and unsolicited comments from the general public and how such comments might result in additional study, reconsideration, meetings with the public, etc. and how the comments might affect final action on a relevant AMP proposal.  Please provide any document(s) that provides a written description of this process to guide those responsible for inviting and processing comments.

d. If the Postal Service has no formal plan to solicit comments from the general public, how are the costs and burdens to customers identified?  What, if any, weight is given to these costs in the END process?

APWU/USPS-T2-16 Please turn to your testimony at page 14, lines 6 through 12.  You state “[a]s local major customers are notified of potential mail entry and processing changes, they have an opportunity to consult with local postal operations managers.”

a. Do these consultations take place prior to a decision to implement the consolidations?  If so please, explain when and how mailers are notified about the opportunity to consult. Please identify the time, manner and personnel involved with this opportunity to consult. 

b. If the consultation does not take place before the decision to implement, explain how the potential adverse costs and consequences to mailer operations and business are discovered and considered in any decision as to consolidate. 

c. If all mailers are not afforded this consultation opportunity, please explain how mailers are selected for consultation.

d.  What effect do the concerns expressed in these consultations have on the AMP review process and ultimate decision to consolidate mail processing?

e. Assume that it was determined that the consolidation would raise affected mailer costs to (1) approach, (2) equal, or (3) exceed Postal Service savings related to the consolidation.  How would such determinations factor into a Postal Service decision to consolidate? 

f. Your testimony  indicates that “the concerns of potentially affected members of the general mailing public in areas under study” are communicated to the Postal Service.  What effect do these concerns have on the AMP review process and the ultimate decision to consolidate mail processing?

APWU/USPS-T2-17 Please turn to your testimony at page 12, lines 18 through 23.  You state 


“[s]takeholder response to the announcement of the aforementioned group of 10 AMP feasibility studies varied from site to site, with little or no response in most cases to considerable interest in others.  From this experience, the Postal Service learned that effective and timely communications of its decisions to internal and external stakeholders is critical to the success of AMP implementation.” 

Please identify and explain any changes made to how and when communications are made to stakeholders as a result of the experience with the 10 AMP feasibility studies.  Please provide any documents detailing the changes.

APWU/USPS-T2-18 Please turn to your testimony at page 15, lines 4-13.  You state “the Postal Service intends to provide appropriate public notice if a particular study results in a determination to implement operational changes that affect the manner in which existing service standards apply to 3-digit ZIP Code origin-destination pairs.”

a. Please describe what is included in this public notice. 

b. Please describe how this notice is disseminated to the public.

c. Please confirm that notice is only given after the decision to implement operational changes has been made. If not confirmed, please explain when during the study and decision process notice is provided.

d. Describe any part of the AMP study that measures the costs or burdens on mailers and the public that may result from service standard changes and how such information factors into the decision to change service standards. 
 

APWU/USPS-T2-19  Please refer to Interrogatory APWU/USPS-T2-1(d) and your accompanying  response.  The Interrogatory asked in part that you “provide the criteria for the selection of the 10 AMP studies presented in your submission to the Commission in N2006-1.”  You responded that “after consultation with local management, area management proposed to headquarters AMP studies which met current and future network requirements to proceed with.”  Please detail the current and future network requirements that were considered in selecting the 10 AMP facilities.

APWU/USPS-T2-20 For the 10 AMP projects used for END testing and presented in Library Reference N2006-1/5, did the END optimization models play a role?  Please describe the optimization model role separate from the simulation model role for each of these 10 studies. 

APWU/USPS-T2-21 Please refer to Interrogatory APWU/USPS-T2-2(b)-(c) and your accompanying response.  In your response, you indicated that there is no output from the END model presented in Library Reference N2006-1/5.  As previously requested in APWU/USPS-T2-2(c), please provide model output and detailed descriptions and methodologies for each of the 10 AMP projects. 

APWU/USPS-T2-22  Please refer to your response to Interrogatory APWU/USPS-T2-3(a).  Your response states that “[t]he main components of an AMP implementation include relocations of personnel, mail volume, and mail processing equipment, and implementation of any changes in the application of service standards to 3-digit ZIP Code pairs.”  

a. Please state how long the relocation of personnel takes in a typical case.

b. Please state how long the relocation of mail volume takes in a typical case.

c. Please state how long the relocation of mail processing equipment takes in a typical case. 

d. Please state how long implementation of any changes in the application of service standards takes in a typical case. 

APWU/USPS-T2-23  In reference to the Marina P&DC AMP decision shown in Library Reference N2006-1/6, when were the impacted parties notified of the Marina P&DC decision?

