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 The United States Postal Service hereby submits this reply to the October 18, 

2006, motion of the American Postal Workers Union seeking to supplement the 

evidentiary record.  The APWU motion seeks to supplement the record in four different 

ways, each of which is addressed below. 

 The OIG Pasadena AMP Audit 

 As indicated by APWU at page 1 of its motion, the USPS Office of the Inspector 

General recently completed a post-implementation audit of one of the 10 ad hoc pre-

END 2005 Area Mail Processing operational consolidations that was included in USPS 

Library Reference N2006-1/5.  The Postal Service, which filed Library References 

N2006-1/7 and N2006-1/8, Government Accountability Office and OIG audits of various 

aspects of the Evolutionary Network Development contemporaneously with its request 

in this docket, has no objection to the Commission taking notice of another relevant OIG 

audit report. 

 Potential AMP Handbook PO-408 Revisions 

 At page 2 of its motion, APWU reports that that the Postal Service is considering 

revisions to the AMP Handbook PO-408.   In fn. 2, the APWU observes that “the 
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decision to revise the PO-408 has not been made a part of the record; nor has the 

Postal Service acknowledged . . . the need to revise that document.”  The APWU 

requests that the Commission direct the production of “each and every draft revision to 

the PO-408 developed by or for the Postal Service since 2004, no matter how 

preliminary or incomplete.”     

 No Postal Service handbook is chiseled in stone for all eternity or deemed by the 

Postal Service to be the perfect expression of policy for all time.  What gets approved 

and published is often the product of healthy internal debate and compromise. 

Accordingly, from the moment it is published, every postal handbook is the likely subject 

of internal discussion about how the finished product could have been different.   All 

handbooks, manuals and management instructions are subject to review. 

 Pre-END AMP decision-making experience, END-related AMP decision-making 

experience to-date,  the aforementioned GAO and OIG audits, and the record in this 

docket have all focused the thinking of some within the Postal Service on how the 

Handbook PO-408 could be changed or, dare we say, improved.  An internal working 

group, including undersigned counsel, has been formed and, contrary to the assertion at 

page 2 of the APWU motion, the group expects to present a set of recommendations to 

senior management for review in early 2007.1 

 With all due respect to the Commission, it has no role in the promulgation of 

internal postal management handbooks such as the PO-408.  Nevertheless, inasmuch 

                                                 
1  There is a process under the terms of Article 19 of its Collective Bargaining 
Agreement (CBA) with the Postal Service though which the APWU will be given notice 
at least 60 days before the proposed implementation of changes and an opportunity to 
consult with postal management regarding such changes.   
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as the PO-408 bears some connection to matters that are the subject of the 

Commission’s advisory role under § 3661 in this docket, it is not wholly inappropriate for 

the Commission, in its opinion, to encourage postal management to consider the 

parties’ proposals on the record for changes in relevant management decision-making 

processes, such as those reflected in the PO-408, as long as the Commission does not 

seek to insinuate itself into matters left by the Postal Reorganization Act to the sole 

discretion of postal management.  In order to complete its mission under § 3661, the 

Commission need not know specifically what changes in the substance or form of the 

PO-408 that different members of the Postal Service working group presently may be 

contemplating, or about which they may be seeking legal counsel.  The Postal Service 

unreservedly objects to the APWU’s request, because it seeks information subject to 

attorney-client privilege.  And, the Postal Service respectfully encourages the 

Commission to decline APWU’s invitation to attempt to insert itself into the ongoing 

internal, pre-decisional deliberations of postal management. 

 The record in this docket, the aforementioned audit reports and the initial briefs of 

the parties, in many respects, form a comprehensive catalogue of matters potentially 

being discussed or subject to discussion through early 2007 by different members of the 

group responsible for developing proposals for changes to the PO-408.  Subject to 

appropriate limitations consistent with § 3661, the Commission is free to offer its opinion 

that postal management should seriously consider various proposals already on the 

record as it moves forward.  Otherwise, APWU will have its opportunity to consult with 

postal management under the terms of CBA Article 19 when specific Handbook PO-408 

amendment proposals have emerged and been deemed suitable for final approval.  
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 Alleged RDC Plan Worksheets For BMCs To Be Converted To RDCs 
 
 At page 3 of its Motion, APWU alleges that it has recently come to its attention that 

an effort to convert certain Bulk Mail Centers into Regional Distribution Centers “has 

already begun” or “will start . . . very soon.”  The Postal Service has previously indicated on 

the record in this docket that no decisions have been made regarding which specific Bulk 

Mail Centers or other facilities will be converted to Regional Distribution Centers.  To-date, 

nothing has changed in that regard.  The current Bulk Mail Center network, to whatever 

extent it is absorbed into the proposed future RDC-based network, currently contains mail 

processing equipment in its fourth -- yes, fourth -- decade of utilization. In whatever 

capacity existing BMCs and other facilities function in the future network -- as RDCs or 

Local Processing Centers -- current BMCs will be modernized through the deployment of 

the Automated Package Processing System (APPS), as well as the High Speed Universal 

Sorter (HSUS) and the High Speed Tray Sorter (HSTS).  The fact that particular BMCs may 

be first in line to receive such equipment should not be construed as evidence that the 

Postal Service has decided to activate those particular facilities as RDCs in the future 

network, or that it has initiated the RDC activation process reflected in USPS Library 

Reference N2006-1/24.  APPS, HSUS and HSTS deployments should not be confused with 

RDC activations or designations.  Irrespective of END, new technologies are being 

deployed to improve productivity in certain bundle and parcel sorting operations and to 

replace aging technology. 

 Without any basis, APWU has jumped to a conclusion about RDC activation. There 

are no facility-specific RDC activation documents responsive to APWU’s motion. 

 BMC Modernization Documents  
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 BMC modernization has been underway for several years now, starting with the 

2001 deployment of high-speed automated induction units on the secondary Parcel Sorting 

Machines, which was the first big upgrade to BMC technology. The more recent 

deployments listed above began in certain facilities in January 2006.  At page 3 of its 

Motion, APWU confesses that it was only recently aware that the Postal Service is 

arranging to contract out some of the work related to the demolition and replacement of 

obsolete mail processing technology at certain Bulk Mail Centers.  APWU’s “recent” 

awareness springs from an August 8, 2006 meeting at which it was formally informed of 

this development by the Postal Service, which was acting under the terms of the 

aforementioned Collective Bargaining Agreement. 

 As explained above, the purpose of replacing antiquated BMC processing equipment 

is to improve mail processing, irrespective of whether the network is realigned from its 

present configuration into a system of RDCs, LPCs and Destinating Processing Centers.  

That some new technology deployments may coincide with the END initiative does not 

make them a part of that initiative.  Nor does it provide a basis for asserting that they are 

steps taken in relation to or in anticipation of END.  At page 3 of its Motion, APWU 

concedes that its request for documents related to demolition and replacement of current 

BMC technology is not “directly related to the substance of the END program . . . .”  It 

certainly has no bearing on the issues before the Commission under § 3661.  APWU, which 

was formally informed of these developments in early August, offers no compelling 

explanation for waiting until the day before initial briefs were due in this docket to launch 

this discovery request. The Commission should not allow 13th-hour Docket No. N2006-1 

discovery to serve as a back channel for access to information that APWU concedes has 
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no direct bearing on the issues in Docket No. N2006-1.    

 To the extent indicated above and for the reasons expressed above, the APWU 

motion should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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