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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-T2-24  The October 1, 2005 MTAC Service Standards memorandum ( available at http://ribbs.usps.gov/mtac.htm) lists 98 upgrades and 144 downgrades to 3-digit pairs for FCM service standards.  Of those, 12 downgrades and 9 upgrades are related to the Marina AMP, 40 downgrades and 11 upgrades are related to moving Las Cruces NM from the Albuquerque NM ADC to the El Paso TX ADC, and 92 downgrades and 78 upgrades are related to the movement of Gary IN to the Indianapolis ADC from the Chicago ADC.

a) Does the list provided with the October 1, 2005 Service Standards memorandum cover the same types of mail covered in AMP worksheets 7, 7a and 7b or does it just match the type of mail in worksheet 7?

b) The lists provided on worksheets 7, 7a, and 7b in Library Reference N2006-1/6 appear to be based on FY2003 ODIS data. Please confirm. If you can not confirm please explain the source and the time period for the worksheet 7 information.
c) Do the number of upgrades and downgrades from the October 1, 2005 list for Marina comport with the number of 3-digit upgrades and downgrades that are implicit on worksheet(s) 7?  If not, please describe any differences.
d) The movement of Las Cruces and Gary destinating mail to different ADCs is a type of change that does not appear to have been covered in your description of END. Is this type of change analyzed by the END process? If not, why not?

e) Please describe in detail the type of analysis that does take place when making changes such as those made with the Las Cruces and Gary mail. Do changes such as those made at Las Cruces and Gary go through an AMP or AMP-type process with the same types of communications plans?  When describing the process please be specific about how the service downgrades are weighed against the positive aspects of such a change.
APWU/USPS-T2-25  The Monmouth AMP is one of the ten AMPs that has been provided as an example of how the END process evaluations are conducted (pages 000097-000119 of Library Reference N2006-1/5). The following questions relate to the presentation on Worksheets 4 and 4a, of which there are 3 sets.

a) The Monmouth side of worksheet 4 on page 000101 is labeled “SCF-077 Outgoing operations” and refers to current volumes.  Does this side of the worksheet show all the originating Monmouth mail or does it show only the originating mail for zip code 077?

b) Does the Kilmer side of worksheet 4 shown on page 000101 show only the operations that will be impacted by the Monmouth 077 originating mail that will be transferred to the Kilmer plant?

c) The Monmouth side of worksheet 4a on page 000102 is labeled “SCF-077 Outgoing operations” and refers to proposed volumes. Are the mail volumes and hours that are shown on the Monmouth side of this worksheet related to originating mail that will remain at Monmouth or is it related to originating mail for Zip Code 087?  Please note that the volumes shown for Monmouth on page 000102 match the volumes shown for Monmouth on worksheet 4 page 000103 which is labeled “Monmouth P&DC SCF-087 Outgoing Operations”.

d) The Monmouth side of worksheet 4a on page 000104 relates to SCF-087 outgoing operations and shows all zeros for volumes and workhours. Does this mean that there will be no originating mail left at Monmouth after this transfer takes place? 

e) The left side of worksheet 4 on page 000105 is labeled “Monmouth P&DC SCF-087.” To what do the volumes and workhours on this sheet refer? Is this all destinating mail that is currently handled at Monmouth? Is it all of the destinating mail that is handled at Monmouth?
f) The right side of worksheet 4 on page 000105 is labeled “Trenton P&DC”. To what do the hours and volumes refer on that side of the worksheet? Is this the current volume of all destinating mail at Trenton? 

g) There is still positive volume on the Monmouth side of worksheet 4a on page 000104. What mail will remain at Monmouth after the transfer to Kilmer and Trenton take place?

h) This AMP calls for one type of Monmouth originating mail to transfer to Kilmer and another type of originating mail to transfer to Trenton. How are those two types of mail separated?

APWU/USPS-T2-26  In looking at the comparison of Monmouth and Trenton cost estimates presented on worksheet 4 on page 000105 of N20006-1/5, the operations covered on the two sheets are virtually identical (the only difference is that Monmouth shows operations 117 and 122 while Trenton shows operations 115 and 124 however, the underlying activities for those operations appear to be the same.)

a) Please confirm that the ratio of FHP to annual workhours for Monmouth is much higher than that for Trenton.

b) Please confirm that the ratio of TPH to annual workhours for Monmouth is much higher than it is for Trenton.

c) Please confirm that on worksheet 4a on page 000106 that the proposed ratios of FHP to annual workhours and TPH to annual workhours are lower for Monmouth after this transfer is made.

d) Please confirm that on worksheet 4a on page 000106 that the proposed ratios of FHP to annual workhours and TPH to annual workhours are higher for Trenton after the transfer of mail is made.
APWU/USPS-T2-27  In looking at the Trenton side of worksheets 4 and 4a on pages 000103 and 000104, the FHP volumes remain the same after the transfer of mail from Monmouth to Trenton even though it appears that 74,655 FHP have been taken out of Monmouth. The TPH at Trenton declines from 514,711 to 445,508 after the transfer even though 179,611 pieces appear to have been transferred from Monmouth and the total number of workhours at Trenton has increased. Please explain these seeming inconsistencies.
APWU/USPS-T2-28  In Library Reference N2006-1/5 there are explanatory notes for the AMPs for Pasadena, Olympia, Marysville and Mojave. Are such explanatory notes available for the other AMPs presented in this package? If so please provide them.

APWU/USPS-T2-29  Please provide a general explanation for the role facility productivity plays in making decisions about mail transfers in the END process and analysis.

APWU/USPS-T2-30  Please describe the analysis that takes place in the AMP/END process to determine potential capacity constraints that may be faced by the receiving office within the time period necessary to meet their critical dispatch times.
a)  How are the peak volumes during the time periods needed to make the dispatches determined for each facility and type of machine?
b) Which volume is used in running the simulations for these transfers? Is it average volume, a percentage of peak volume (if so what percentage), or peak volume?

c) Is a calculation made as to how frequently the mail volume transferred will exceed the available capacity in the receiving office?  If so, how is that reflected in the cost calculations? 
d)  How is spare capacity determined for the machines and/or personnel at the receiving facility? 
e) Please provide an example of any worksheets or reports that are used in this analysis. 

APWU/USPS-T2-31 On page 000040 of N2006-1/5, one of the notes states “The TPH of 599,352 did not reflect the actual volume that would be processed in 060. It was written up in the notes but was not reflected on sheet 4a. The actual TPH volume for 060 should have been 2,928,963 pieces. Tacoma does not have available runtime on the AFSM100 to process all of the Olympia 331 volume. The Olympia 331 TPH volume of 5,862,254 pieces [sic]. The distribution will be as follows: op 331 1,940,750 pieces   op 441- 1,588,004   op 060 – 2,333500.”
a) Was the distribution at the bottom of this quote used in the cost calculations shown on Worksheet 4a on page 000030 or was the original TPH count of 599,352 for 060 used in those calculations?

b) Please confirm that 060 is a manual sorting operation.

c) Please confirm that based on R2005-1 data national outgoing primary productivity for the AFSM100 is more than 4 times that of manual outgoing primary productivity and almost 3 times that of outgoing primary productivity for operation 441. If you can not confirm, please provide the most recent productivities available for these operations.
d) What has the USPS done or what will the USPS do to allow the Tacoma facility to process flats as productively as the Olympia facility?

APWU/USPS-T2-32  On page 000040 of N2006-1/5, one of the notes states “Western Area Change: Used BPI of 456 in place actual productivity of 199.”
a) Please identify what is meant by “Western Area” in this comment.

b) Please define actual productivity as referenced in this comment.

c) Please define BPI as referenced in this comment.

d) Was BPI used in all the current calculations (both for the consolidated facility and the receiving facility?) If not which current calculations was it used in?

e) Was BPI used only in the worksheet using proposed volumes and hours?
f)  Was BPI used for both facilities or for only the receiving facility on worksheet 4a?

g) What assumptions underlie BPI calculations for the Tacoma facility? 

h) Is there anywhere in N2006-1/3, Area Mail Processing Guidelines USPS Handbook PO-408, where managers completing AMPs are instructed to use BPI?

i) Have managers been given those instructions through a different means? If so please identify the document or other means used to communicate that information.

j) Was BPI used in lieu of actual productivities in any of the other AMPs presented in N2006-1/5? If so please identify which ones and where the BPI was used. In places where the BPI was used, was it used for both facilities or just for the receiving facility?  
APWU/USPS-T2-33  On page 000040 of N2006-1/5, one of the notes states “The current Tacoma 010 productivity is 1197 pieces per hours according to worksheet 4. When 010 volume is moved to Tacoma on worksheet 4a the 010 productivity is reduced to 725 pieces per hour. Using the current 010 productivity value the number of work hours necessary to process the 010 volume is 123 less than worksheet 4a.” 
What productivity number was actually used in the calculations of cost savings with respect to operation 010 worksheet 4 and worksheet 4a for both Olympia and Tacoma?

