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OCA/USPS-T8-28.  In your testimony at 106, you state, 


The 1995 cost to manufacture a postal card was 1.1 cents.  This cost is 0.7 cents higher than the cost presented in Docket No. R76-1.





a.	In R90-1, did the Postal Service include selling, shipping, and manufacturing costs of postal cards when developing the postal card pricing proposal presented?  Please identify which of the above costs were included and cite the source(s) of your answer.


b.	In R94-1, did the Postal Service include selling, shipping, and manufacturing costs of postal cards when developing the postal card pricing proposal presented?  Please identify which of the above costs were included and cite the source(s) of your answer.


c.	In preparing your testimony, please explain why selling and shipping costs were not included in your testimony at 106-107.


d.	Your testimony at 107 indicates that the proposed cost coverage of 170% reflects the high value inherent in the postal card.  In establishing the proposed cost coverage, please identify what consideration was given to the lack of privacy a postal card message has. 
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