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On May 4, 2010, Douglas Carlson submitted the following interrogatories to the 

United States Postal Service: 

DFC/USPS-T4-22: Please provide the number of AFCS machines at 
each facility that cancels and processes outgoing mail. 
 
DFC/USPS-T4-23: For each facility that cancels and processes outgoing 
mail on Saturdays, please provide the percentage of the AFCS 
cancellation volume at that facility on an average weekday that that 
facility’s AFCS machines cancel on an average Saturday.  For example, if 
the cancellation volume on an average weekday is 1 million pieces, and if 
the cancellation volume on an average Saturday is 600,000 pieces, the 
answer to the interrogatory would be 60 percent. 
 
DFC/USPS-T4-24: For each facility that cancels and processes outgoing 
mail on Saturdays, please express the AFCS cancellation volume at that 
facility on an average Saturday as a percentage of AFCS cancellation 
capacity at that facility.  With reference to appropriate Postal Service 
productivity benchmarks, please determine a reasonable measure of 
AFCS cancellation capacity and explain the measure you selected.1 

 
The Postal Service filed an objection on May 14, 2010, observing that the requested 

information is irrelevant to the request at issue in this docket.2  In its objection, the 

Postal Service offered to provide in aggregate form the information requested by 

                                                 
1 Douglas F. Carlson Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to 
United States Postal Service Witness Frank Neri (DFC/USPS-T4-22–24) (May 4, 2010).  
2 Objection of the United States Postal Service to Interrogatories DFC/USPS-T4-22 to 
24 (May 14, 2010). 
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DFC/USPS-T4-22; the Postal Service provided this information on May 18, 2010.3 

 On May 19, 2010, Mr. Carlson filed a motion to compel the Postal Service to 

respond to the interrogatories, claiming that the interrogatories were reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, based on a theory that the 

evidence’s relevance to Mr. Carlson’s alternative proposal makes the evidence relevant 

to the proposal at issue in this docket.4  In order to be admissible, evidence must be 

relevant and material to issues in the docket pending before the Commission.5  Mr. 

Carlson’s interrogatories are calculated to lead to the discovery of evidence that is 

irrelevant to the request at issue in this docket.  In addition, some of the information 

does not presently exist and could not be produced without an unduly burdensome 

expenditure of time and resources that would far outweigh any value that the requested 

information would have in analyzing whether the Postal Service’s planned service 

changes conform to the polices of title 39, United States Code.  Accordingly, the motion 

to compel should be denied. 

Discussion 

To begin, the information sought by DFC/USPS-T4-22 to 24 is irrelevant to the 

request at issue in this docket, namely the Postal Service’s request under 39 U.S.C.     

§ 3661 for an advisory opinion from the Commission on planned nationwide service 

                                                 
3 Response of United States Postal Service Witness Neri to Interrogatory of Douglas 
Carlson (DFC/USPS-T4-22) (May 18, 2010). 
4 Douglas F. Carlson Motion to Compel the United States Postal Service to Respond to 
Interrogatories DFC/USPS-T4-22–24 (May 19, 2010) (hereinafter referred to as 
“Motion”).  
5 39 C.F.R. § 3001.31. 
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changes that affect the delivery of mail to street addresses and the outgoing processing 

of mail on Saturdays.  The interrogatories request facility-specific information on the 

number of Advanced Facer Canceller System (AFCS) machines in use, AFCS volume, 

and AFCS capacity.  None of the requested facility-specific information would shed any 

light on whether the service changes proposed by the Postal Service conform to the 

policies of title 39, United States Code.6 

To make a claim for the relevance of the information, Mr. Carlson asserts that it 

was Congress’s intent that participants in a 39 U.S.C. § 3661 proceeding would present 

alternative plans to the plan submitted by the Postal Service for an advisory opinion.7  

As in a previous motion to compel that he filed regarding other interrogatories, this 

assertion is supported only by Mr. Carlson’s claim that his reading of the statute is 

“obvious.”8  However, Mr. Carlson’s “obvious” interpretation of the statute is contradicted 

by its plain language.  Section 3661 requires the Postal Service to seek a non-binding 

advisory opinion from the Commission on the nature of any (at least substantially) 

nationwide service change that the Postal Service plans to implement.  Only the Postal 

Service is authorized to determine what service change it plans to implement.  Section 

3661 authorizes the Commission to conduct proceedings for the review of that service 

change and to offer a non-binding opinion regarding that change.  The section was not 

                                                 
6 The Postal Service notes that it is conceivable that the information requested by 
DFC/USPS-T4-23 arguably could be relevant in aggregate form to the Postal Service’s 
request, by clarifying the amount of cancellable mail that enters the outgoing processing 
system nationwide on Saturdays.  However, Mr. Carlson has not requested this 
information in aggregate form. 
7 Motion at 3. 
8 Motion at 7. 
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established for the Commission to conduct proceedings for the development and 

recommendation of alternative service changes that it or other parties would prefer be 

implemented.  Nor was it established for the issuance of advisory opinions in response 

to service change proposals that the Postal Service has not submitted to the 

Commission for review. 

As noted in a previous pleading filed by the Postal Service in opposition to a 

motion filed by Mr. Carlson,9 if Congress had intended for Section 3661 to create a 

forum for the adversarial development of competing service change plans by different 

parties, it would have structured the section similarly to former Section 3622(a).  This 

latter provision formerly (1) authorized the Commission, in response to a Postal Service 

omnibus rate request, to recommend a mix of rates to satisfy the Postal Service’s 

revenue requirement, and (2) permitted the Postal Service to accompany its request 

with “suggestions for rate adjustments as it deemed suitable.”  Sections 3661 and 

former section 3622(a) stand in stark contrast to one another and were never intended 

by Congress to authorize identical review processes. 

The very narrow and very clear purpose of Section 3661 is to provide for exactly 

what the section states on its face – an opportunity for the Postal Service to request and 

receive an advisory opinion on the Postal Service’s nationwide service change 

proposal.  The Postal Service does not submit “suggestions” for service changes to the 

Commission under Section 3661 and await recommendations from the Commission as 

                                                 
9 Opposition of the United States Postal Service to Carlson Motion to Compel Response 
to DFC/USPS-T4-14 (May 17, 2010). 
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to what service changes it should implement.  Under Section 3661,10 the Postal Service 

does not submit a financial savings target and request that the Commission solicit and 

recommend service and related operational changes that could achieve that target. 

Even assuming that it were consistent with the purposes of Section 3661 for Mr. 

Carlson to present an alternative to the Postal Service’s planned service changes in the 

instant docket, the Postal Service has already provided him with the information 

necessary to do so.  Mr. Carlson has made clear that his alternative would involve the 

Postal Service maintaining some level of collection and processing of outgoing mail on 

Saturdays.  The Postal Service has provided him with extensive information on its 

proposal to eliminate Saturday collection and processing, including a rough estimate of 

the differential in savings between the Postal Service’s plan and a theoretical plan that 

would retain collection and outgoing processing on Saturday.11  If Mr. Carlson wishes to 

                                                 
10 In contrast to former section 3622(a). 
11 See, e.g., Response of United States Postal Service Witness Pulcrano to 
Interrogatory of Douglas Carlson (DFC/USPS-T1-1) (April 15, 2010) (explaining in detail 
why the Postal Service decided to propose eliminating collection and outgoing 
processing on Saturday); Response of the United States Postal Service to Carlson 
Interrogatories DFC/USPS-T2-1–3, Redirected from Witness Corbett (April 15, 2010) 
(providing, inter alia, a rough estimate that retaining collection and outgoing processing 
on Saturday while eliminating street delivery would result in approximately 75 to 85 
percent of the cost savings estimated for the Postal Service’s proposal); Responses of 
United States Postal Service Witness Pulcrano to Douglas Carlson Interrogatories 
DFC/USPS-T1-2, 3, 6, 8 and 11 (May 4, 2010) (explaining, inter alia, the timeline of the 
Postal Service’s decision to propose eliminating collection and outgoing processing on 
Saturday, the logistics of collection from collection boxes, whether the Postal Service 
considered retaining limited collection, and the Postal Service’s views of whether the 
elimination of collection and outgoing processing on Saturday would be fair to 
customers); Responses of the United States Postal Service to Douglas Carlson 
Interrogatories DFC/USPS-T1-4, 5, 7 and 10 Redirected from Witness Pulcrano (May 4, 
2010) (explaining the reasoning behind the Postal Service’s proposal to eliminate 
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counsel the Commission on his alternative plan, he possesses the information needed 

to do so.  Further, despite Mr. Carlson’s caricatures of the Postal Service’s views in his 

Motion,12 the Postal Service fully appreciates that the Commission’s advisory opinion 

will be more than a one-word “Yes” or “No” answer.  The information already provided 

by the Postal Service to Mr. Carlson is more than sufficient to enable the Commission to 

render a nuanced opinion on the proposal to eliminate collection and outgoing 

processing on Saturday. 

Further, the overly detailed, facility-specific information now requested by Mr. 

Carlson in the interrogatories presently at issue is irrelevant also because it would not 

be sufficient to serve the purpose Mr. Carlson argues it will serve.  Essentially, Mr. 

Carlson states that the information will allow him to determine whether more Saturday 

consolidations are feasible.  But to make such a determination, Mr. Carlson would need 

extensive amounts of additional information, such as facility-specific volumes, workforce 

availability, transportation capabilities, distances, driving times at different times of day, 

etc.  On top of this, Mr. Carlson would need to know what level of Saturday volumes 

would exist if street deliveries were eliminated, a number that is currently unknowable.  

                                                                                                                                                             
collection and outgoing processing on Saturday, its market research, its expectations of 
the effect of the elimination on customer mailing behavior, and its expectation of the 
effect of the elimination on electronic diversion); Response of United States Postal 
Service Witness Pulcrano to Douglas Carlson Interrogatory DFC/USPS-T1-9 (May 5, 
2010) (explaining why it would be relatively costly and operationally inefficient to 
transport and process only mail from collection boxes at or near post offices on 
Saturday).  There are many more examples, but the above should provide a sense of 
the range of information provided by the Postal Service to Mr. Carlson regarding the 
collection and outgoing processing of mail on Saturday. 
12 Motion at 5-6. 



 
 

 7

Given the tremendous amount of information needed to create Mr. Carlson’s alternative 

plan, it is unclear whether Mr. Carlson’s interrogatories in this vein would ever end.  Mr. 

Carlson believes that “every penny spent” by the Postal Service in gathering the 

information he requests is justified.  The Postal Service disagrees; the generation of 

irrelevant information unduly wastes ratepayer money and ties up Postal Service 

employee resources.  This is unjustified, particularly at a time when the Postal Service 

is operating at a substantial deficit. 

Apart from being irrelevant, a portion of the information sought by Mr. Carlson is 

presently unavailable and would require a long, expensive, invasive process to create.  

DFC/USPS-T4-24 requests that the Postal Service present the AFCS cancellation 

volume at each facility on an average Saturday as a percentage of AFCS cancellation 

capacity at that facility.  The interrogatory appears to be based on an assumption that 

capacity equals throughput.  In reality, throughput is only one factor in determining 

capacity.  Equally important is the arrival time of each portion of mail to be cancelled 

that day, which in turn is affected by collection times, volume, transportation resources, 

driving distances, the time of day that the driving occurs, workforce availability, etc.  The 

analysis included at Appendix A provides an example of this complexity.  To answer Mr. 

Carlson’s request, the Postal Service would have to perform the kind of analysis 

represented at Appendix A for each facility that processes outgoing mail on Saturday.  

And to perform such analyses, the Postal Service would have to compile information 

from each facility that is not necessarily recorded locally and certainly not stored 

centrally, such as information on the earliest time that mail is available at each facility, 
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and information on the time that it takes for mail from facilities not operating on Saturday 

to arrive at facilities operating on Saturday.  Even if the creation or compilation of such 

information and the performance of such analyses were possible, it would take 

hundreds of workhours to complete and would involve the use of resources that would 

be grossly disproportionate to the utility of the information, since the requested facility-

specific information sheds no light on whether the Postal Service’s planned nationwide 

service changes result in service that conforms to the policies of title 39.  Further, the 

Commission has previously stated that information that does not currently exist is not 

discoverable.13   

The Postal Service endeavors to provide intervenors in the present docket with 

information relevant to the service changes it plans to implement, in order to permit a 

fair examination of whether those changes would satisfy applicable statutory criteria.   

The record in this docket bears ample evidence that the Postal Service has refrained 

from objecting to every request for information that is irrelevant.  Such forbearance has 

minimized motions practice and the need for the Commission to step forward to resolve 

disputes.  However, there are limits that must be managed by the Commission if the 

purposes of section 3661 are to be respected and served.  Accordingly, the motion to 

compel should be denied. 

 

 

                                                 
13 Presiding Officer’s Ruling Denying Douglas F. Carlson Motion to Compel the United 
States Postal Service to Respond to DFC/USPS-T4-14 (May 19, 2010). 
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  Respectfully submitted, 

  UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
 
  By its attorneys: 

 
  Daniel J. Foucheaux, Jr. 
  Chief Counsel, Pricing and Product Support 
         
  ______________________________ 
  Nabeel R. Cheema 
 
  Michael T. Tidwell  
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Washington, D.C. 20260-1137 
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Appendix A 
 

The following example is provided to demonstrate the complexities of determining the 
cancellation capacity at a facility that processes outgoing mail. 
 
Assume that there are 300,000 pieces of mail to cancel and five AFCS machines that 
can process 20,000 pieces per hour.  Further assume that the operating plan dictates 
that all mail has to be cancelled by 21:00 in order to complete outgoing processing and 
meet dispatch times. 
 
Initially, one could assume that it would take three hours to work all of the mail.  This 
would be true if all of the mail arrived by 18:00.  However, if an appreciable portion of 
the mail arrived prior to 16:00, and the remainder still arrived by 18:00, the site would 
have excess capacity.  On the other hand, if, for example, only 17 percent of the mail 
arrived prior to 19:00, the five AFCS machines would not be enough (see table below). 
 

Total cancellation volume                 300,000 

Time when the processing of 
mail has to be completed in 
order to make dispatch 21:00
Number of AFCS Machines 5
Throughput per machine                  20,000 

Amount of mail on hand prior to 
19:00 

 
50,000 

Amount of mail that arrives 
after 19:00 and creates a 
consistent flow to the machines 
in order to complete processing 
prior to 21:00.                250,000 

Volume that can worked on five 
AFCS machines in a two hour 
period.   200,000

volume of mail in danger of not 
making dispatch 50,000

 
As shown above, understanding the arrival times and clearance times are essential, and 
slight deviations to these times can result in delayed mail and missed service 
commitments.  Further, once the mail is cancelled, it is processed on a Delivery Bar 
Code Sorter (DBCS) machine running an outgoing sort program.  A second analysis 
would have to be conducted to determine whether there is enough DBCS capacity to 
meet the increased volume in order to meet clearance times. 
 


