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 On May 14, 2010, the presiding officer denied my motion to compel the 

Postal Service to respond to interrogatory DFC/USPS-T4-14.1  I move for 

reconsideration based on my recent discovery that responsive records exist. 

Background 

On April 1, 2010, I filed interrogatory DFC/USPS-T4-7, which requested 

information on existing Saturday consolidation plans for processing outgoing 

mail.2  The Postal Service responded with a list of facilities that process outgoing 

mail on weekdays but not on Saturdays.  The list also identified the facility to 

which each facility that does not process outgoing mail on Saturdays sends its 

outgoing mail on Saturdays.3  

                                                           
1 POR N2010-1/4, filed May 14, 2010. 
2 Douglas F. Carlson Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to United 

States Postal Service Witness Frank Neri (DFC/USPS-T4-1–9), filed April 1, 2010. 
3 Revised Response of United States Postal Service Witness Neri to Douglas Carlson 

Interrogatory DFC/USPS-T4-7 [Errata], filed April 29, 2010. 
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On April 20, 2010, I filed interrogatory DFC/USPS-T4-14.4  This 

interrogatory reads: 

Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T4-7.  Please identify the 
cost savings from each existing Saturday area mail processing plan. 

The Postal Service did not object to this interrogatory.  Witness Neri answered 

as follows: 

There is no headquarter-sponsored Saturday consolidation program. 
Individual district managers assess the opportunities and, where 
economically feasible and while maintaining service, consolidate 
Saturday originating mail for selected sites into other sites. District 
managers are empowered to evaluate these opportunities and make 
these decisions on their own, at the local level.5 

The interrogatory did not request information concerning a headquarters-

sponsored Saturday consolidation program.  Instead, it asked witness Neri to 

identify cost savings from existing programs.  Witness Neri failed to do so. 

On May 10, 2010, I filed a motion to compel the Postal Service to respond 

to DFC/USPS-T4-14.6  In my motion, I argued that the presiding officer “should 

direct the Postal Service to provide available estimates of savings, regardless of 

the location of the office in which the information resides, to enable participants 

to understand the magnitude of savings from Saturday consolidations.”7  I 

observed that the Postal Service acknowledged that it could still enjoy 75 to 85 

percent of the estimated $3.3 billion in savings from its five-day plan if it 

continued to collect and process outgoing mail on Saturdays.8  The estimate of 

$3.3 billion in projected savings presumably considered the current processing 

environment.  In reality, if the Postal Service stopped carrier delivery on 

Saturdays but continued to collect and process outgoing mail, mail volume on 

                                                           
4 Douglas F. Carlson Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to United 

States Postal Service Witness Frank Neri (DFC/USPS-T4-10–16), filed April 20, 2010. 
5 Response to DFC/USPS-T4-14, filed May 4, 2010. 
6 Douglas F. Carlson Motion to Compel the United States Postal Service to Respond to 

DFC/USPS-T4-14 (“Motion”), filed May 10, 2010. 
7 Motion at 3–4. 
8 Motion at 2; Response to DFC/USPS-T2-3, filed April 15, 2010. 
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Saturdays would decline because carriers would not be collecting outgoing mail 

from homes and businesses on their routes.  To support this alternative, 

participants need to estimate an order of magnitude of the cost savings from 

additional plant consolidations in a hybrid environment in which the agency 

ceased carrier delivery of mail on Saturdays but continued to collect and process 

outgoing mail on Saturdays. 

The Postal Service opposed my motion to compel a response.9  Presiding 

Officer’s Ruling N2010-1/4 summarized the Postal Service’s position succinctly 

[citations are omitted]: 

The Postal Service affirms that the information Carlson seeks in 
DFC/USPS-T4-14 does not exist.  The Postal Service explains that 
consolidation of Saturday processing is decided and implemented at a 
local level based on the district and plant managers’ local expertise.  
Such consolidation decisions are not required to follow a standardized 
review process, as is used for many other consolidations.  Any cost 
savings analysis developed by local managers might be difficult to 
access, and might not be comparable to analysis developed by managers 
in another area. 

The presiding officer observed that the information I requested “could be material 

evidence as to the impact of the Postal Service’s plans or less invasive 

alternatives.”10  However, the presiding officer observed that “[p]arties generally 

are not expected to expend resources creating records or information that do not 

currently exist.”11  The presiding officer denied my motion, concluding that “the 

Postal Service clearly states that the information Carlson seeks does not exist.”12 

Reconsideration 

The presiding officer’s ruling appears to be based on the Postal Service’s 

representation that no responsive records exist.  Under the ruling, the Postal 

Service would not need to estimate cost savings or otherwise create records, but 

                                                           
9 Opposition of the United States Postal Service to Carlson Motion to Compel Response to 

DFC/USPS-T4-14 (“Opposition”), filed May 17, 2010. 
10 POR N2010-1/4 at 2. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. at 3. 
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the Postal Service would be required to provide responsive records that already 

exist. 

On May 20, 2010, I submitted a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 

request to the Postal Service for records providing estimated cost savings from 

the consolidation of Saturday mail processing operations from the San Jose 

P&DC to the Oakland P&DC.  On June 24, 2010, I received responsive records 

indicating an estimated annual cost savings of $136,302.  The relevant records 

appear in Exhibit 1.  One FOIA request produced one cost savings estimate.  

Records that the Postal Service advised the presiding officer did not exist do, in 

fact, exist. 

I move for reconsideration of POR N2010-1/4.  I request a ruling that 

requires the Postal Service to provide responsive records that already exist.  The 

Postal Service does not need to create records, estimate cost savings, or 

otherwise comment on the records.  To the extent that local officials used 

different methodologies to estimate cost savings, these variances may affect the 

weight that the Commission should afford to the evidence, not its relevance.  

However, since I am seeking to determine only an order of magnitude for the 

savings associated with plant consolidations, any variances will be 

inconsequential.  This information will allow participants to offer an alternative to 

the drastic service reduction that the Postal Service proposes in this docket. 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 
Dated:  July 7, 2010    DOUGLAS F. CARLSON 



EXHIBIT 1 


















