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MMA/USPS-25

Please refer to your response to R2005-1 Interrogatory MMA/USPS-11 and your
responses to R2006-1 Interrogatories MMA/USPS-2-6. In response to R2005-1
Interrogatory MMA/USPS-11, you indicated that, in FY 2004, 38 PostalOne!
mailers sent out approximately 9.4 billion First-Class workshared letters using
permits held in their own names. In response to R2006-1 Interrogatory
MMA/USPS-2, you indicate that, according to the CBCIS data system, in FY
2005 35 PostalOne! mailers sent out approximately 25.3 billion First-Class
workshared letters using permits held in their own names. In response to
Interrogatory MMA/USPS-5 you report that, in FY 2005, the largest 100 First
Class workshare letter permit numbers entered approximately 20.2 billion First
Class workshare letters at PostalOne! equipped offices. In response to
Interrogatory MMA/USPS-6 you report that, in FY 2005, the largest 200 First
Class workshare letter permit numbers entered approximately 26.7 billion First
Class workshare letters at PostalOne! equipped offices. In response to
Interrogatory MMA/USPS-5, you report that in FY 2005 32,016 unique permit
numbers were used to submit First Class workshare letter mailings at PostalOne!

equpped offices.

A. Was the figure of 9.4 billion First Class workshare letters reported for FY
2004 in your response to R2005-1 Interrogatory MMA/USPS-11 also
obtained from the CBCIS data system that you used to obtain the 25.3
billion First Class workshare letters reported for FY 2005 in your response
to R2006-1 Interrogatory MMA/USPS-27? If not, please use the CBCIS
data system to provide the volume of First Class workshare letters sent
out in FY 2004 by the 38 PostalOne! mailers using permits held in their
own names (i.e. the figure that is comparable to the 25.3 billion figure
reported for FY 2005).

B. What do you mean by “PostalOne! equipped offices”? Is this meant to
indicate that the PostalOne! equipped offices are mailers’ facilities or that

they are Postal Service facilities? If PostalOne! equipped offices refers to



Postal Service facilities, please indicate how many offices are equipped
with PostalOne!, the type of offices that are equipped with PostalOne!, and
the number of offices that are not equipped with PostalOne! In addition,
please describe the function(s) that are performed with PostalOne! when a
Postal Service office is equipped with PostalOne!

. Does your response to Interrogatory MMA/USPS- 5 mean that the 35
PostalOne! customers used 32,016 unique permit numbers to mail the
25.3 billion First Class workshare letters you report in response to
Interrogatory USPS/MMA-2? If not, please explain what the 32,016
unique permits number is meant to signify.

. In response to R2005-1 Interrogatory MMA/USPS-2 (H), you reported that,
in R2005-1 BY 2004, more than 90,100 First-Class workshare mailers
entered such mail. What is the comparable number of First Class
workshare mailers in R2006-1 BY 2005?

. Please explain how in one year, from R2005-1 BY 2004 to R2006-1 BY
2005, the volume of First Class workshared letters sent out by Postal One!
mailers using permits in their own names grew from 9.4 billion to 25.3
billion letters, while the number of Postal One! mailers declined from 38 to
35.

. Does the decline in the number of Postal One! mailers, from 38 to 35,
indicate that (1) 3 PostalOne! mailers withdrew from the PostalOne!
program or (2) although new mailers joined the PostalOne! program, more
mailers withdrew (resulting in a net decline of 3 mailers) or (3) the number
of participating PostalOne! declined due to business combinations
between two or more existing PostalOne! mailers or (4) some combination
of these changes? Please explain your answer.

. With respect to the first 100 largest First Class workshare letter permits
that accounted for 20.2 billion letters in FY 2005, please provide the
number of such permits that were held by the 35 PostalOne! mailers in
their own names and the total volumes of First Class workshare letters

mailed under those permits during FY 2005.



H. With respect to the second 100 largest First Class workshare letter
permits that accounted for an additional 6.5 billion letters in FY 2005,
please provide the number of such permits that were held by the 35
PostalOne! mailers in their own names and the total volume of First Class

workshare letters mailed under those permits during FY 2005.

MMA/USPS-26

Please refer to your responses to Interrogatories MMA/USPS-14 -19. It appears
from your answers that you agree that unit costs (using the Commission’s
attributable cost methodology) for R2005-1 TY 2006 and R2006-1 TY 2008 can
be computed in the manner that MMA had done, but that you do not agree that
the changes in those unit costs accurately measure the “real” cost changes.
Furthermore, you refuse to accept those derived unit cost comparisons because
of “a change to the method used to collect and assign IOCS tallies.”

A. Does the preface to this interrogatory accurately reflect your position? If
not, please explain exactly what your position is at it relates to the
accuracy of the R2005-1 TY 2006 and R2006-1 TY 2008 CRA cost data.

B. Please provide the most accurate mail processing unit costs for R2005-1
TY 2006 and R2006-1 TY2008, as well as the percent changes for (1)
First-Class single piece letters, (2) First-Class metered mail letters, (3)
First-Class presorted letters and (4) Standard Regular letters (4). If your
derived unit costs would be the same as MMA’s, please state so. . If
your derived unit costs differ from those derived by MMA, please provide
the derivation of each unit cost together with the sources for all your
computations. If you believe that it is not possible to derive accurate unit
costs with which to compute the cost increase between R2005-1 BY 2004
and R2006-1 BY 2005 that you can accept, please state so.

C. Please provide the most accurate “proportional” mail processing unit
costs (as defined according to your cost pool classifications provided in
this case) for R2005-1 TY 2006 and R2006-1 TY2008, as well as the

percent changes for (1) First-Class single piece letters, (2) First-Class



metered malil letters, (3) First-Class presorted letters and (4) Standard
Regular letters. If your derived unit costs would be the same as MMA's,
please state so. If your derived unit costs differ from those derived by
MMA, please provide the derivation of each unit cost together with the
sources for all your computations. If you believe that it is not possible to
derive accurate unit costs with which to compute the cost increase
between R2005-1 BY 2004 and R2006-1 BY 2005 that you can accept,

please state so.

MMA/USPS-27

Please refer to your response to Interrogatories MMA/USPS-14 -19. It appears
from your answers that you do not accept a comparison of R2005-1 BY 2004 and
R2006-1 BY 2005 cost data (which are the bases for TY 2006 and TY 2008
costs) because of “a change to the method used to collect and assign IOCS
tallies.”

A. Does the preface to this interrogatory accurately reflect your position? If
not, please explain exactly what your position is at it relates to the
accuracy of the BY 2004 and BY 2005 CRA cost data.

B. Please indicate precisely where in the record the Postal Service explains
exactly what changes were made to the method used to collect and
assign IOCS tallies took place as those changes relate to First Class. If
such an explanation is not available, please explain exactly what changes
were made to the method used to collect and assign IOCS tallies and
when such changes were implemented.

C. Please explain exactly how changes to the method used to collect IOCS
tallies affect the reported costs for (1) First-Class single piece letters, (2)
First-Class metered mail letters, (3) First-Class presorted letters and (4)
Standard Regular letters.

D. Please explain exactly how changes to the method used to assign IOCS

tallies affect the reported costs for (1) First-Class single piece letters, (2)



First-Class metered mail letters, (3) First-Class presorted letters and (4)
Standard Regular letters.

. Please explain why and how the changes to the method used to collect
and assign I0CS tallies improves the cost reporting for (1) First-Class
single piece letters, (2) First-Class metered mail letters, (3) First-Class

presorted letters and (4) Standard Regular letters.



