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RESPONSE OF FLUTE NETWORK WITNESS PRITCHARD

TO INTERROGATORIES USPS/Flute-T1-1-4 

 
USPS/Flute-T1-1.  On page 31 of your testimony, you refer to the February 2006 and 

March 2006 issues of The Flute Network .  In Exhibit IV of your testimony, you provide 

the first pages of those two issues.  Please provide copies of the entire February 2006 and 

March 2006 issues of The Flute Network .

RESPONSE TO USPS/Flute-T1-1 
 

All eight pages of each issue follow.  (My apologies for the quality of the scans – I’ll be 

happy to supply a hard copy to anyone who wants one.)



































RESPONSE OF FLUTE NETWORK WITNESS PRITCHARD

TO INTERROGATORIES USPS/Flute-T1-1-4 

 
USPS/Flute-T1-2.  For the survey you conducted regarding the February 2006 and 

March 2006 issues, as you describe the survey on page 31 of your testimony, you 

requested approximately 6,200 subscribers to The Flute Network to respond, and you 

received 228 responses to your February 2006 request, and 307 responses to your March 

2006 request.

Please confirm that the responses you received were based on the readers’ individual 

decisions to respond to the survey, and not a random selection determined by you.  If you 

do not confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE TO USPS/Flute-T1-2. Totally confirmed.  To be clear, our request for 

help with the information we were looking for was printed on the front page of each of 

the February and March issues - thus all subscribers, everywhere, without restriction, 

were invited to participate.  All February and March issues were printed exactly the same 

for their respective press runs (full copies of both issues are included here, as per the first 

question of these Interrogatories).  Those who responded did so freely by their own 

choice, at their own expense, and without expectation of remuneration of any sort.   

When all the responses were tallied, we had specific information about 228 of the 

February issues and 307 of the March issues, nationwide.  



RESPONSE OF FLUTE NETWORK WITNESS PRITCHARD

TO INTERROGATORIES USPS/Flute-T1-1-4 

USPS/Flute-T1-3.  Please refer to page 8 of your testimony, where you describe how 

issues of the Flute Network are prepared.  You say, at line 10, that the issues are “folded 

in half again and tabbed.”

(a) Do you mean that each mailpiece measures 8 ½ by 5 ½ inches (because the 8 ½ by 11 

inch pages are folded over)?  If your answer is no, please indicate the measurements of 

each mailpiece.

(b)  When you say that the issues are “tabbed” do you mean that the mailpiece is fastened 

on the end opposite to the last fold? If your answer is yes, please describe how the issues 

are tabbed or fastened.  If your answer is no, please explain what yo mean by “tabbed.”

RESPONSE TO USPS/Flute-T1-3.  

(a) Yes – mailpieces measured no more than 8 ½ by 5 ½ inches;  the actual measure was 

generally 1/16 inch less than that on each dimension.

(b) Yes.  The tab consisted of a piece of white paper tape measuring 9/16 inch wide by 

approx. 15/16 inch long.  The tab was applied by hand, flush to the edge, on the end 

opposite to the last fold, with the longer length of the tape bridging the sides being 

secured.   

May I add that in 2002 and 2003, I took samples of our mailpieces with me to two open 

meetings of our local Postal Customer Council here in San Bernardino, CA where the 

topic of mailpiece design was featured and the program included persons to advise us on 

such things ( I understood these to be “higher ups” in the bulk mail service, and that they 

had been brought in as “special presenters” from the San Diego USPS offices).  Both 

times, I stayed to the very end and asked specifically for feedback and advice on our 

mailpiece – both times I was told we were fine as it was.  Nothing has changed with ours, 

then, since that time.



RESPONSE OF FLUTE NETWORK WITNESS PRITCHARD

TO INTERROGATORIES USPS/Flute-T1-1-4 

 

USPS/Flute-T1-4.  Have you collected any other raw data on delivery times for The 

Flute Network beyond the data presented at page 29 of your testimony, and the surveys 

stemming from the February 2006 and March 2006 issues?  If your answer is yes, please 

provide copies of all raw data you collected.

RESPONSE – Yes. (And thank you for this question!)

1) Although not specifically asked for, we did hear from four of our subscribers regarding 

their zip codes and the date they received their April 2006 issues.  As before, this 

information was provided to us out of the goodness of the senders’ hearts, totally 

voluntarily, this time – however - without having been asked for it.   Our April issue 

entered the USPS bulk mail system in Waynesville, NC on April 13, 2006.   This 

additional raw data is as follows:

APRIL ISSUE RECEIVED ON APRIL 25, 2006

The red pin represents Waynesville, NC – the origination mailing office.  The two 

subscribers reporting receipt of the April issue (mailed April 13) on April 25 (i.e., 12 

days in transit) are:  Clifton, CO at 81520,  and Santa Monica, CA at 90403.



APRIL ISSUE RECEIVED APRIL 28

The red pin represents Waynesville, NC – the originating mailing office.  The blue pin 

represents Kapaa, HI at 96746, who reported receiving his April issue on April 28th – 15 

days in transit.

APRIL ISSUE RECEIVED MAY 3

The red pin represents Waynesville, NC – originating mailing office; the blue pin 

represents 70461 - Slidell, LA – who received his issue on May 3 (20 day transit time).



To be clear:  all information specifically pertaining to receipt of our February and March 

2006 issues is included in the Testimony already provided, without exception.  

[Maps included here, again, courtesy of www.frappr.com]

2)  On September 13, 2006, we received a follow up communication from the publisher 

whose experience was included as “k” in Line 20 on page 40 of our Testimony – she had 

subsequently found some of her notes and provided the following particulars to her 

experience (to protect the privacy of the individual she named, I will not include it here at 

this time – it can be provided, however, if deemed necessary).  She wrote as follows:

“I did not find the letter I sent to the post office about my complaint, but I found a few 

notes.  ________________ in Manchester NH was the one who told me what I should do.  

He said to send them a form #3533 with a copy of my catalog, saying I was a small 

business.  This is what I did.  I also sent it with the postage statement from the company 

who did my mailing with the amount of the postage bill, telling them I had lost a lot of 

business since the bulk mailing took 5 weeks instead of the suggested 10 days.  This has 

happened 3 years in a row.  The mailing was sent April 4, 2005 and took until May 9th for 

some people to get the catalog.  It cost me $1181.89 in postage.  I asked for some 

compensation on my bill, but never even got an answer.”

3.  Since filing our Testimony, we also heard from (and took notes about) two other 

entities who wanted to share with us about their experiences and frustrations with USPS 

services. Their comments were as follows:

(a) First up, we heard from a large nationwide non-profit organization who also has had 

longstanding delivery problems with their print publication via USPS Standard Mails 

(especially of concern to them were the substantial number of complaints received by 

their office regarding members “pre-convention issue” being received several weeks after 



the convention had happened each summer over the past 4 or 5 years, when it had indeed 

been mailed out well ahead of convention time).  

 
(b) Also heard from is a small manufacturing  company located in a suburb in the

northwest  who spoke to us of numerous problems with USPS services (most notably, the 

lack of USPS delivery of  packages to them which were correctly addressed and 

unremarkable in terms of size, weight, or frequency – instead, they were/are given only a 

notice of it/their being available for pick up; the local delivery person was highly praised 

however – and this company reports understanding that this practice of “no knock being 

necessary/just leave a package notice” was something of a local managerial decision).  Of 

relevance to the topic at hand though was his subsequent comment: “…it all just makes 

me wonder what else somebody along the way might decide is not worthy of actual 

delivery”. The promised letter of follow-up to our conversation, including more 

particulars about this company’s experience and concerns, has not yet arrived.


