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I.  Summary of Findings

In quarter 3 of FY 1999, a new methodology will be implemented to conduct the Rural Carrier Costing System (RCCS).  Below are comments on this new methodology based on a field evaluation conducted by Christensen Associates (LRCA) in September – November 1998.  These comments are based on the test of the new methodology at 35 sites around the country, observations of the current methodology at those same sites, and observation of the methodology used for the National Count of Mail (NCM) at four other sites.  Some of these observations were presented at the RCCS Focus Group meeting November 17-18, 1998 and have already been incorporated into RCCS training materials.  

The stated goals of this evaluation were to field test the new RCCS methodology, to find any problems or concerns with the new procedures, and to suggest training issues or refinements to the design of the new procedures that would address these problems.  The results of this investigation are given below.  

· Viability of the new RCCS.  Based on our field test at 35 sites, we found that the new RCCS methodology is viable, should be relatively straightforward to implement, and should be manageable to conduct even in situations where there is heavy volume or mail is distributed to the carrier relatively late in the morning.

These conclusions are predicated on the assumption that adequate training and documentation are provided to Data Collection Technicians (DCTs) and Statistical Program Coordinators (SPCs). The new methodology will result in accurate estimates only if certain training issues are addressed.  These areas where training is needed include definition of the universe, identification of mail flows, rural shape definition, and subclass identification.  These training issues are discussed more fully in Section II.

The need for more training is evidenced by our observations of the current RCCS test procedures.  At our test sites we found: non-use of templates, inconsistent application of rural letter-size definition, inconsistent application of the shape definitions for rigid flat-shaped pieces and flat-shaped mail in the parcel mail stream, inconsistent treatment of vacation holds and vacant boxes in the box skip count, and instances where parcels for the route were not enumerated.  These observations are discussed in detail in Sections III and IV.

· DPS Mail.  Because the new RCCS methodology samples mail pieces before they are cased, the Delivery Point Sequenced (DPS) volume estimates that are needed for cost estimates of this mail flow for rural routes can be obtained.  This represents an improvement over the current RCCS methodology, which does not allow for identification of volumes from the DPS mail stream.  DPS and Sector Segment mail are readily identifiable with adequate training of the DCTs and with sufficient communication between the DCT and the carrier or other station personnel.  

· Comparison with volumes obtained under the old methodology.  The new methodology may change volume estimates in three ways.  First, the proportion of flats in the RCCS should be different than the proportion currently estimated, although whether it will be higher or lower cannot be determined a priori because under the old methodology shape definitions were inconsistently applied.  Two other effects both related to the change in sampling methodology should result in higher volume estimates, and these estimates will be more efficient.  

Theoretically the proportion of flats should be higher under the new methodology than under the old methodology.  The new methodology is similar to that used in the NCM, which produces higher estimated proportion of flats than the old RCCS methodology.  However, how an increase in the proportion of flats could result is not clear.  Because the new methodology will allow different shape definitions for DPS and non-DPS mail pieces, the proportion of flats should actually fall in those tests where a 5-inch rule was used for all letters.  The proportion of flats would fall under this circumstance because those DPS pieces more the 5 inches but less than 6 1/8 inches wide were recorded as flats under the old methodology but will be recorded as letters under the new methodology.  However, if a 6 1/8 inch rule was used for all letters for routes receiving DPS mail, then the proportion of flats will rise under the new methodology (non-DPS pieces between 5 inches and 6 1/8 inches in height were recorded as letters under the old methodology but will be recorded as flats under the new methodology).  This situation is summarized in the table below.

Rule Under Old Methodology
Mail
Shape – Old Methodology
Shape – New Methodology
Overall Flat Proportion (new vs. old)

5 inch rule used for all letters
DPS pieces between 5 and 6 1/8 inches wide
Flat
Letter
Lower

6 1/8 inch rule used for all letters
Non-DPS pieces between 5 and 6 1/8 inches wide
Letter
Flat
Higher

During our test of the new methodology, we observed both the 5-inch and the 6 1/8-inch rule being used.  Because the letter-shape definition is not consistently applied under the old methodology, it is unclear whether the proportion of flats overall will be higher or lower under the new methodology.

The second effect on mail volume estimates comes about because the new methodology should produce more efficient estimates.  Statistical theory states that systematic sampling produces unbiased estimates.  However, systematic sampling over ordered populations may produce inefficient estimates
.  The new methodology could reduce the variance in the piece counts and shape and class distributions.  The new sampling methodology avoids the problem associated with sampling over an autocorrelated population because the systematic sample is selected across pieces, not boxes.  As a result, volume estimates may be higher under the new methodology.  More study would be needed to determine the implications of systematic sampling over a skewed population for shape and subclass distribution in the RCCS (note that this would be a concern for any data system where estimates are based on systematically drawn samples over skewed populations).  

The third effect on mail volume estimates, which may result in higher volume estimates under the new methodology, also relates to the change in sampling methodology.  In general, the average number of pieces per box in the rural routes observed was a skewed distribution – there were many boxes with little or no mail, and only a few boxes with heavy volumes (e.g., non-residential stops).  With this skewed population, the median and mode for the average number of pieces per box will be considerably less than the mean.  Sampling over this skewed population means that the probability that the estimated route volume will be less than the actual volume is greater than 50 percent.  [Simulations illustrating this concept are provided in Appendix A.]  When systematically sampling over a skewed population, overall volume estimates are unbiased, but for most of the samples the estimated volumes are below the true value, and for a few samples the estimated volume are significantly above the true value.  The new sampling methodology avoids this problem because the systematic sample is selected across pieces, not boxes.  As a result, the volume estimates under the new methodology should be higher than those obtained under the old methodology.    

Two other factors could result in a difference in volume estimates between those obtained under the old and new methodologies.  Addressing the inconsistent application of procedures in the RCCS tests in training may lead to differences in volume estimates under the old and new procedures.  In addition, some mail not counted under the old methodology will be counted under the new methodology.  For example, at one site P.O. Box mail was sorted by the carrier, but not delivered.  Under the old methodology these volumes were not counted in the RCCS (although they have work content for the rural carrier). These volumes would be counted under the new methodology.

· Comparison with the NCM.  Theoretically, much of the difference in the proportion of flats in the NCM and the RCCS should be eliminated with the new RCCS methodology.  Under the new RCCS methodology, both the RCCS and NCM tests will be able to identify DPS mail (and so define the shape for this mail the same in both tests).  The shape definition for DPS mail was the major difference between the old RCCS methodology and the NCM methodology. 

However, there may continue to be a difference in the proportion of flats even under the new methodology.  The shape definitions in both the RCCS and the NCM are ambiguous in regard to rigid flats and non-rigid but non-caseable pieces.  Reliance on interpretation for these pieces leads to inconsistency in applying shape definitions.  Because carriers have a stake in the results of the NCM, the shape distribution in the NCM may still differ from that of the RCCS even under the new methodology.  While DCTs are instructed to defer to the NCM definition when there is a question as to whether a piece is caseable (and therefore what its shape is), information on how a particular piece would be defined in the NCM is not always available or is difficult to obtain without interfering with office operations.

· Impact on the delivery operations.  The test route offices should find the new methodology beneficial, as it will require less input from the carriers and should reduce if not eliminate delays in taking the mail to the street.  Under the current methodology, carriers can be delayed 30-90 minutes after mail is ready to be pulled down before the test is completed.  All the carriers and office supervisors we spoke with thought the new procedures would help them meet delivery standards better than the old procedures.

· Impact on DCTs and SPCs.  We found that the DCTs and SPCs we observed were conscientious in trying to apply the old RCCS methodology correctly.  We therefore anticipate continued cooperation and conscientious efforts from the field under the new methodology.  Many of the DCTs observed expressed a need for more training and for better support materials (especially more explicit rules on shape and subclass identification).

The new methodology may require the DCTs to be in the office longer than the current procedures because they will have to start sampling before the carrier arrives, and stay until the carrier leaves the office to deliver the mail.  However, some DCTs currently spend several hours (at one site, five hours) waiting for the carrier to finish casing the mail.  The new methodology will certainly require DCTs to be at the office earlier than they currently are.

The new methodology will preclude most “doubling up” of tests (i.e., the DCT will not be able to do an RPW test earlier in the morning, and then do an RCCS test the same day).  We only observed three DCTs who had doubled up tests on the sample test days.  This practice may not be widespread now, and so would not impact scheduling under the new methodology.  However, some of the SPCs at the focus group meeting did express concern with scheduling and budgeting under the new methodology.

The sampling rate of 1-in-10 pieces used in our evaluation did not interfere with the carriers’ work, and allowed us to collect a lot of data (compared with the sampling rate of 1-in-20 boxes) without compromising data quality. In fact, we experienced some waiting time between the time we sampled all mail that was already available and when additional dispatches or hot case mail could be sampled.  Using a sampling rate of 1-in-10 pieces, we collected on average 116 more pieces per test than the old methodology of sampling every piece in 1-in-20 boxes.  A larger sample size will produce more efficient estimates. 

· Problem with telephone tests.  Based on our field tests, we are concerned that the new methodology will be too difficult to implement in those cases where telephone tests are usually conducted.  Telephone tests will be very difficult to administer under the new methodology because of the difficulty in communicating the universe to be sampled, and the difficulty in ensuring that no mail flows will be missed or double counted during the sampling process.  We recommend that RCCS tests not be conducted over the telephone.

· Top piece rule for direct bundles. One question that we were asked to investigate was whether a top piece rule for identifying the class to attribute direct bundles to would produce representative results.  Direct bundles from mail processing are bundles of mail all to one address (usually a business, school, or other organization) either from a dedicated runout on an incoming primary or secondary sort scheme or from a manual sortation operation.  Direct bundles can be rubber-banded bundles of mail or can be tubs of mail.  Direct bundles from automation or mechanized sortation operations tend to include pieces of all the same shape, but can be mixed classes.  Direct bundles from manual sortation can be mixed classes and shapes, as clerks can consolidate mail from the letter and flat manual cases before bringing the direct bundle to the carrier.  

Direct bundles are recorded as parcels in the RCCS test, but under the new methodology the class to attribute the direct bundle to will also be recorded.  We were asked to test a top piece rule – does using the class of the top piece in a direct bundle from mail processing
 correctly attribute the costs of direct bundles, given that these bundles may contain a mix of mail classes.  If there is no special ordering to pieces in a direct bundle, then a top piece rule should represent the mail in direct bundles on average.  If however the mail pieces in direct bundles tend to be placed in a particular order, then attributing the entire direct bundle to the class of the top piece may overattribute the costs of the direct bundle to that class.  

A thorough study of direct bundles from mail processing would be needed to answer this question.  Limited observation and general knowledge of mail processing indicate direct bundles from letter or flat sorting machines are generally less ordered than are direct bundles from manual operations.  Direct bundles from the sorting machines tend to be less ordered because that mail goes through several sorts, and mail pieces of different classes get intermingled during the sortation process.  In manual operations however, Preferred mail (First-Class, Periodicals) will often get sorted later in the morning (because it gets rejected off the machines, but still has to meet delivery standards on that day) and so tends to be on the top of the direct bundle.  Using a top piece rule in this case would overattribute the costs associated with direct bundles to Preferred mail. 

Only eight direct bundles from mail processing were observed at sample sites, and only six of these bundles had a top piece identified by the sample taker.  The class distribution for the top pieces identified in direct bundles from mial processing is given in Appendix B.  Given this small sample size, we are not able to make inferences about whether a top piece rule identifies the majority of pieces that make up direct bundles in the population.  The results of our small sample of direct bundles indicate that using a top piece rule will over-represent the workload associated with certain classes of mail (e.g., First-Class mail), and under-represent the workload associated with other classes (e.g., Standard (A)), however this result could be due to random variation. 

II.  Training Issues 

Several areas where additional training was needed were identified during our evaluation of the new RCCS methodology; these training issues are discussed below.  Many of the training issues we identify here have already been presented in the RCCS Focus Group meeting and have been incorporated in draft training materials.

· Definition of the universe.  A clear definition of the universe to be sampled will be important with the new methodology.  If the universe to be sampled is not carefully communicated to the DCTs, double counting or missed mail could result.  The problems with universe identification is the sampling of mailflows such as P.M. dispatch mail, curtailed mail, hot case mail, parcels that could not be delivered on previous attempts, and Bulk Business Mail (BBM) that was put in the case on previous days.  DCTs need to be instructed about the importance of communication with station personnel in identifying the universe.  The inability to communicate a clear definition of the universe over the phone could make it very difficult to ensure the reliability of telephone tests.

· P.M. dispatch mail.  P.M. dispatch mail is a concern with the new methodology because some rural carriers case this mail in the afternoon after returning from their route, especially on Saturdays and the days before holidays (because they know the next day’s mail volume will be heavy).  During our evaluation most sites where casing was done in the afternoon were willing to tell the carrier not to case in the afternoon for our study (this option may not be available to DCTs on an on-going basis).  Two sites insisted that the carrier needed to case in the afternoon to ensure delivery standards.  In one of these instances, we sampled P.M. dispatch mail the afternoon before the test date, before the carrier returned to the office to case that mail.  The sampled mail was then tagged to prevent double counting by LRCA personnel on the morning of the test.  This may be too costly a solution to implement nationwide.  It was impossible to accurately separate out curtailed mail in the case from P.M. dispatch mail once both were cased in the one instance that we were forced to use this procedure.  

The solution to the problem of sampling P.M. dispatch mail that was discussed at the focus group meeting (i.e., that office personnel will pull sample pieces before the mail is cased) is feasible only if the universe to be sampled can be communicated correctly to the office personnel.

· Hot case mail.  Hot case mail is a concern for two reasons.  First, carriers often pick up their hot case mail as they are leaving the office to deliver their route.  At some sites this mail is cased up to the time that the carriers leave the office.  DCTs will have to be careful that the test is not complete until the hot case mail that will be delivered that day is included. 

We also observed sites where the carrier leaves the office before all the mail is sorted at the hot case.  In this instance the DCT would have to be sure to identify for a test the mail that was sorted to the hot case the previous morning that the carrier did not deliver.  

Although the volume of mail at the hot case may be low, its distribution is skewed toward preferred mail (First-Class and Periodicals).  For small offices with low sample volumes, exclusion of the hot case mail could significantly affect the subclass and shape distributions.

· Mixed mail flows.  The rules on treating mixed mail flows determined at the focus group meeting should resolve concerns we had with how mixed mail flows are sampled. Under a strict interpretation of the new procedures, noncaseable flats arriving in flat tubs from the flat sortation operations need to be enumerated, while the other flats arriving in the same mail flow are sampled with a skip rate.  Flat-shaped pieces arriving with parcels from the parcel sortation area are sampled with a skip rate, while the parcels are enumerated.  Different skip rates applied to the same mail flow could lead to incorrect sampling (and therefore incorrect inflation of data) and misidentification of shape.  The clarification of procedures for sampling over mixed mail flows that resulted from focus group discussions (i.e., that the skip rates will be applied on a mail flow basis instead of by shape) should forestall these problems.  The software demonstrated at the focus group meeting is designed to allow DCTs to enumerate everything in the parcel mailflow, even if the shapes specified are non-parcel shapes.  Training should emphasize that parcels (noncaseable flats) can come in the flat mail streams and that flats can come in the parcel mail stream.

· Rural shape definition.  Additional training on the rural shape definitions is needed.  While most of the shape definitions are not new, they are currently inconsistently applied, and so retraining is needed.  In addition, training on shape definition is needed because under the new methodology the DCTs will be able to distinguish DPS and non-DPS mail, and these mail flows have different shape definitions.

The shape definitions in both the RCCS and the NCM are ambiguous in regard to rigid flats and non-rigid but uncaseable pieces.  In the RCCS we observed the same pieces being defined as either flats or parcels, depending on the site.  This inconsistency was also seen during observations of the NCM.  This inconsistency in applying the shape definition is due to both problems in training as well as different casing practices used across sites.  In addition, whether a non-rigid piece will fit in a separation with other mail depends on how much mail is received for the separation.

Because carriers have a stake in the results of the NCM, the shape distribution in the NCM may still differ from that of the RCCS under the new methodology.  While DCTs are instructed to defer to the NCM definition when there is a question as to whether a piece is caseable, information on how a particular piece would be defined in the NCM is not always available, or is difficult to obtain without interfering with office operations.  Instructions on how to deal with this situation are needed in training materials.

· Multiple dispatches.  Mail arrival at stations is an iterative process.  Mail can arrive in multiple dispatches, and mail manually cased at the station often is distributed to the carriers’ cases several times a morning.  The software demonstrated at the focus group meeting allows for “multiple sessions.”  For example, the DCT could enter pieces from the first dispatch, then enter parcels, then enter pieces from the second dispatch, etc.   Training should include instructions for the DCT to keep track of where s/he left off in the skip count.  

· Subclass identification.  Some DCTs were concerned about whether they were identifying subclass correctly.  They felt that they did not do enough RCCS tests to acquire proficiency in subclass identification.  These DCTs felt this lack of proficiency because they rarely conducted RCCS tests and other tests they did only asked for markings, not subclass identification.  We observed numerous cases where the subclass was misidentified.  In some instances the problem was with distinguishing between auto and non-auto pieces.  Another problem area was in identifying the subclass for small boxes with one music CD.  These pieces often have a “Bulk Rate” or “Standard” permit imprint indicia, but the piece is also endorsed “Special Standard Rate” in the same areas as the forwarding and return endorsements are located, below the return address.  Some DCTs identified these pieces as Standard (A) mail, some as Special Standard (B).

· “Problem” pieces.  We received comments on the “problem piece” form we used (see Appendix C).  Several DCTs and SPCs thought that the form was a good idea, and wished that they could use something similar to make notes on pieces difficult to identify by subclass.  If a form such as the one shown in Appendix C were used, a determination of the subclass could be made with the help of the SPC once the DCT got back to his/her office, and the example could be used for training purposes.

Detailed results of the new methodology evaluation are given below.  In Section III, details on the results of the testing of the new RCCS methodology are given.  In Section IV, observations on the current RCCS methodology are given.  Comparisons of the RCCS and NCM methodologies are given in Section V.

III.  Comparison of Counts

A.  Shape Definition

The results of the RCCS investigation, in terms of shape definition, are given below
.  Table 1 shows the overall volumes, shape distribution, and subclass distribution for the LRCA sample and the RCCS tests for all sites except one.  One site was excluded from the overall results because its inclusion would have artificially skewed the distribution analysis.  At this site there was a significant amount of curtailed mail that was included in the LRCA universe, but not in the RCCS test because the mail was not cased or delivered.  Since most of the curtailed mail was flat-shaped, this outlier affects the overall shape distribution.  

Tables 2 – 3 show the shape and subclass distributions for the LRCA sample and the RCCS test, respectively. 

The overall results shown in Table 1 indicate that the proportion of flats in the RCCS test is the same as in the LRCA sample.  This result was surprising given our observation of the two methods.  A site-specific examination of the data however shows inconsistencies in the application of the procedures that is masked in the overall results.

Figure 1 shows the percentage of flats per site in the LRCA sample and the RCCS test.  The percentage of flats from the RCCS test is determined by taking the number of flats recorded as a percentage of the total number of letters and flats recorded.  The percentage of flats from the LRCA sample is determined by taking the same ratio, except that the definition of flats used by the National Count of Mail was used in the LRCA sample.

According to Handbook F-65
, “…letter-shaped mail more than 5 inches high (or wide) is classified as flat-shaped for this [RCCS] test.”  (page 4-34)  However, the Handbook also instructs DCTs to indicate whether the test route is DPS qualified (page 4-19).  The Handbook further indicates that CODES displays instructions for using the template to record DPS mail in those cases when the route is DPS qualified or not DPS qualified but receiving DPS mail.  These instructions were not observed during this investigation.  However, the rules for parcels in the Handbook explicitly make a distinction between DPS routes (6 1/8 inches as a minimum height) and non-DPS routes (5 inches as a minimum height)
.  

The rules for the National Count of Mail indicate that for non-DPS mail streams, the 5 inch rule applies, but for DPS (and Sector Segment) mail the maximum width for letter-shaped mail is 6 1/8 inches.

In some instances we could directly observe what rule (5 inch or 6 1/8 inch) the DCT was using for letter-shaped mail.  In those instances where direct observation was not possible, we cannot infer what rule the DCT was using, even by comparing the percentage of flats from the test results with the percentage of flats from the LRCA sample (using either the rural count rule, the 5 inch rule, or the 6 1/8 inch, as given in Table 2).  This inference cannot be made because the differences in the shape distribution for the test results and for the LRCA sample could be the result of sampling inefficiency in the current methodology.  The current methodology records every piece from 1-in-20 sample boxes.  This sampling rate results in 116 fewer pieces per test on average than the sample rate of 1-in-10 pieces tested under the new methodology.  And as discussed in Section I, the old methodology led to less efficient estimates than the new methodology should.  With less efficient estimates, the variation around the mean of the estimates is wider.  This makes it difficult to infer whether shape distribution estimates differ significantly between the test results and the LRCA sample.

Table 1: Comparison of RCCS Test Results and LRCA (New Methodology) Results

Table 2: LRCA Results By Shape and Subclass

Table 3: RCCS Results By Shape and Subclass

Figure 1: Percentage of Flats By Site

Figure 2: Total Volume Comparison

B.  Total Volume

Table 1 shows that the LRCA sample estimated 10 percent more volume than the RCCS test (excluding one site, where there was considerable difference between the LRCA universe and the RCCS universe).  Figure 2 shows the comparison of the total volume estimates from the RCCS sample and the LRCA sample for the 35 sites investigated.  As this table shows, for most sites the volume from the LRCA sample is higher than for the RCCS sample.  In some instances, this is the result of a difference in the universe sampled.  In other instances, the RCCS sample volumes were affected by a high proportion of sample boxes with no mail, or by small sample sizes.  For other sites, the difference in total volume between the RCCS sample and the LRCA sample is due to sampling variation.  Site-specific results are given in Table 4.

As this figure shows, on average the estimated route volume under the new methodology was greater than the estimated route volume under the old RCCS methodology.  We believe that this may be true in general.  Even with adjustments made to total estimated route volumes to account for differences in the universe sampled or missed mail flows (see Table 4) more sites showed higher estimated volumes in the LRCA results than for the test results.  

What may be driving the result that the estimated volume will be higher under the new methodology is that when systematically sampling over a skewed population, the probability that the estimated route volume will be less than the actual volume is greater than 50 percent.  This concept is illustrated in Appendix A for “routes” constructed to mimic the pattern of autocorrelated boxes and skewed box volume distribution we observed for rural routes. The typical rural routes we observed would constitute a skewed distribution, because there were many low volume boxes, some medium volume boxes (e.g., more affluent subdivisions or suburban areas), and a few high volume boxes (e.g., non-residential stops).  Systematic sampling produces unbiased estimates, but may produce inefficient estimates.  Because of the greater variance in the estimates, and with the underlying skewed distribution being sampled over at the carrier case in the old methodology, there is reason to believe that the estimated volumes will be greater under the new methodology than under the old RCCS methodology. 

Given a skip rate of 10 for the new methodology, the sample size should be larger than is currently collected (this was the case for the sample sites examined here).  This should lead to higher efficiency for the estimates.  Higher efficiency may also result because the systematic skip will be applicable to pieces and not to boxes, which may be autocorrelated.  

C.  Site-Specific Results

The site-specific findings are provided in Table 4 and Table 5. 

Table 4: Volume Results By Site

Table 4 continued

Table 5: Route Information By Site

Table 5 continued

Table 5 continued

IV.  Current RCCS Test Observations

Below is a summary of the observations made on the current RCCS test procedures. These observations on 35 tests conducted October 5, 1998 – November 7, 1998 were made as part of the study on the new RCCS testing methodology.  Direct observation of how the current RCCS test procedures are employed was made difficult by several factors.  Observers were often recording data on sample pieces while DCTs were sampling, some DCTs worked in confined spaces, and DCTs in general entered data too quickly to observe the data being entered.  While the observations detailed below do not provide a complete view of how current RCCS test procedures are implemented in the field, they do provide some insight.

Most of the DCTs that were observed during this evaluation seemed conscientious and concerned about following the test procedures correctly.  As discussed below, they are concerned about whether they have enough information to make judgement calls on pieces that fall into gray areas in terms of shape and subclass identification.  Many are also concerned that they do not conduct enough RCCS tests to achieve proficiency in the procedures.  

In summary, our observations of the current RCCS test procedures show that:

· A template was used for all mail flows at only half of the sites observed.  In almost one-third of the tests observed, templates were never used or used infrequently.  

· There was inconsistent application of the rural letter-size definition.  

· There was inconsistent application of the shape definitions for rigid flat-shaped pieces and flat-shaped mail in the parcel mail stream.

· There was inconsistent treatment of vacation holds and vacant boxes in the count to determine sample boxes, and in the recording of sample pieces.

· In a few instances observed, parcels were not enumerated for the route but rather were recorded for only the sample boxes.  This treatment of parcel counts leads to an undercount of parcels.  

Addressing the inconsistent application of procedures in the RCCS tests in training may lead to differences between volumes estimated under the old procedures and volumes estimated with the new procedures beginning in PQ3 1999.

A.  Use of Templates

The majority of the DCTs observed used either the blue or yellow rural template when recording pieces.  The frequency of use of the templates is shown in the table below.

Table 6: Template Use


Number of sites with template use:


For all pieces
For all pieces (infrequent use)
For cased mail only
For parcels only
Not used

Number of tests
17
3
2
3
10

  with DPS/SS mail
12
0
1
2
5

  with no DPS/SS mail
5
3 
1
1
5

Of those tests where no template was used, one DCT had forgotten to bring his but asked to borrow the template that the LRCA personnel had brought.  Seven other DCTs did not have a template with them and so never used one on the tests observed.  Three DCTs had templates with them, but never used them.  Only one DCT used the template shown on the computer screen (and he also had his regular template with him).

Of those who had templates with them, over half (52 percent) had the blue rural template.  It was not observed whether the blue templates used were the newer ones with markings for both 5 inches and 6 1/8 inches.  At least some of the yellow templates in use had 6 1/8-inch markings put on them locally.

B.  Application of Letter-Size Dimensions

One DCT stated that for the test he was doing “the template does not apply” since there was DPS mail in the case.  This DCT used the DMM width definition of letter-shaped mail (6 1/8 inch rule) to determine the shape recorded for each piece.  As discussed in Section III, the application of the 5 inch rule for letter-shaped mail in the RCCS may be unclear when the route is DPS qualified or not DPS qualified by receiving DPS mail.  This rule seemed to be inconsistently applied – some DCTs were observed using the rural definition (5 inch rule) when there was DPS mail in the case, and some used the DMM definition.

One DCT felt that she used her template more than most DCTs, but mentioned that some DCTs feel under pressure from carriers to rush the tests.  As a result, borderline flats “sneak through” as letters, because DCTs don’t feel they have time to measure pieces near the letter/flat dimension cutoff.

C.  Recording of Parcels and “Odd” Pieces

In addition to whether a template was used, there were differences in how the template was applied.  Seven DCTs said that they decide on what the shape of a piece is by whether the carrier whose route is being tested cases the piece.  Applying this “rule” leads to inconsistent shape definitions, because carriers have different practices when it comes to casing thick magazines, rigid flats, parcels, and IPPs (SPRs).  According to Handbook F-65 (page 4-34), whether a piece is cased or not is not a determining factor in its shape definition.   

The rules for parcel definition in the RCCS are based on dimensions, and are given in Handbook F-65
.  The rule for rigid pieces stated in the NCM guidelines does not include any allowance for whether a piece is cased.  The rules for shape definition for rigid pieces and other “odd” pieces for the NCM are given in Postal Bulletin 21952 (8-14-97).  Any rigid article is defined as a parcel if it exceeds any of the following dimensions: 5 inches high, 18 inches long, and 1 9/16 inches wide.  There are however degrees of rigidity.  Rigidity is not defined in the NCM rules. 

But the guidelines further state that any non-rigid article that cannot fit in the letter separation (or flats separation, if used) with other mail is considered a parcel.  The NCM rules state that non-rigid articles should be credited as parcels if they do not fit into the separation with other mail without damage to the article.  But whether a non-rigid piece will fit into the separation with other mail will depend on how much other mail is cased to the separation.  Some carriers were observed casing as much as they possibly could, even if the separation already appeared to be full.  Other carriers would not case anything arriving from the parcel sortation area.  Some carriers always case check boxes, and some never do.

Four DCTs used a “mail flow” rule when determining the shape of rigid flats and pieces like check boxes and IPPs.  If the piece came in the hamper from the parcel sortation operation, then it was a parcel, regardless of the dimensions.  If the piece came in a tub with other flats from a flats sortation operation, then it was a flat.  Use of this rule would lead to a lower percentage of flats than if the rural shape definition rules were used on all pieces.

The recording of shape for check boxes, rigid/unbendable flats, pieces marked “Do Not Bend,” and other “odd” pieces varied from test to test.

Table 7: Shape Definition: Check Boxes


Shape Definition: Check Boxes


Used the 1 9/16 inch thickness rule
Always a parcel
Always a flat
Depends on mail flow
Depends on whether cased
Not applicable or not observed

Number of tests
9
9
0
4
3
10

Table 8: Shape Definition: Rigid/Unbendable Letters/Flats


Shape Definition: Rigid/Unbendable Letters/Flats


Depends on dimensions

Always a parcel (regardless of dimensions)
Always a flat

(regardless of rigidity)
Depends on mail flow
Depends on whether cased
Missed by DCT
Not applicable or not observed

Number of tests
6
10
2
4
5
1
7

Table 9: Shape Definition: Pieces Marked ‘Do Not Bend’


Shape Definition: Pieces Marked ‘Do Not Bend’

 
Depends on dimensions

Always a parcel (regardless of dimensions)
Always a flat (in spite of markings)
Depends on mail flow
Depends on whether cased
Not applicable or not observed

Number of tests
2
7
1
4
6
15

As discussed above, some DCTs determined whether IPPs or SPRs were recorded as flats or parcels depending on whether the carrier would case the piece, regardless of the piece’s dimensions.  Computer CD-ROMs (mailed separately) were one piece that DCTs seemed unsure how to record.  These pieces were no more than 5 inches in width, and were generally cased by the carriers, but they were rigid pieces.  Some DCTs also felt that single (music) CDs fell in the same gray area, as were other boxes near the maximum width for letters, but rigid.   We also observed a plant recorded as a parcel, although technically it fit within the flat dimensions.

In two instances the DCTs were observed culling through the pieces from the parcel sortation area.  They determined which pieces were caseable, and gave them to the carrier to case.  These pieces were recorded as letters or flats by the DCT, even though some had dimensions or rigidity that technically made them parcels.  In both cases the carrier said they would normally not case some of the pieces that the DCT had given them to case.

Another example observed where the shape definition was open to interpretation was envelopes containing loose items, such as medicine bottles.  We observed a couple of these pieces with multiple bottles enclosed.  When the piece was laid flat, it fit within the dimensions of a flat-shaped piece.  But when it was held up as if it were about to be cased, all the bottles congregated at one end of the envelope, and the piece would not fit in the case.  At one site this piece was recorded as a flat in the RCCS test, at another site it was recorded as a parcel.

At one site the DCT changed how they recorded rigid cased parcels after LRCA personnel asked him/her questions.

D.  Sample box selection

Each DCT that LRCA observed instructed the carrier how to count through the boxes and select sample boxes.  Each DCT instructed the carriers to select the first box based on the random start from the CODES software, and then to select every 20th box.  Each DCT recorded the remaining number of boxes after all sample boxes had been selected.

Some observed DCTs instructed the carriers to skip all vacation holds and any boxes vacant more than 90 days in their counts through the boxes and some did not
.

Table 10: Vacation Holds


Vacation Holds – How treated in sample box selection


Not Counted in Skip
Counted in Skip
Not applicable or not observed

Number of tests
15
11
9

Of the nine DCTs who had the carriers include vacation holds in the box count, one said that if a vacation hold had been selected as a sample box they would have counted the held mail (“since it was possible that it could be delivered that day”).  At two sites vacation holds actually were selected as sample boxes: the DCTs in these instances recorded the box in the CODES software as a “hold” and did not record sample pieces (it is our understanding that this is the correct procedure).  Other DCTs who had the boxes on vacation hold counted as part of the skip said that were one of those boxes to be selected, they would have recorded the box as a hold in the CODES software.

E.  Treatment of Uncased Parcels and IPPs

For most sample sites the only mail that was not cased was parcels, rigid flats, and IPPs/SPRs.  Two sites had boxholder mailings that were uncased, and one site had a carrier route mailing that was uncased.  

At two sites the DCT only recorded parcels for the sample boxes, rather than enumerating all parcels.  This lead to an undercount of parcels at these sites, since the parcel volume is obtained from the enumeration, not rolled up from the sample box data.

At all other sites but one the DCT enumerated all pieces, and then matched the pieces to selected boxes.  In one case, the DCT enumerated these pieces, but did not match pieces to sample boxes.  In fact, he did not even record the addresses of the pieces, so it would have been impossible to match the parcels to the sample addresses when he got back to the office, which is what some DCTs do.  This would not lead to an error in the parcel count, but would make it impossible to match parcel volumes with other sample data, if that information is used.

F.  Comments from the DCTs

New Test Methodology

Ten of the DCTs thought that the new procedures would be an improvement.  The reason most cited for why the new procedures would be better was that there would be less disruption to the carrier.  One DCT said that irate carriers sometimes cause him to rush the count.  One carrier at a sample site curtailed the mail to speed the DCT’s test along.

Some DCTs also felt that the counts under the new procedures would be more accurate; they are concerned that low volume or no volume boxes adversely affect the counts.  One DCT said that he was wondering if some of his tests were biased by the fact that some carriers case less mail on test days (i.e., they will curtail mail).

Some DCTs also felt that the new procedures might be easier to do.  Two DCTs liked the new methodology because they thought it was “like the old ODIS.”  Of those who liked the new methodology, some thought it should also be used for the city carrier tests (which many thought were a lot more problematic to do than the rural tests). 

Three of the DCTs did not like the new procedures because it would affect when they had to be at work.  One DCT thought that the new procedures would mean a lot more work for the DCTs.  One disadvantage voiced about the procedures was that they would make it impossible to “double up” tests (i.e., do an RPW test at an office, and then later in the morning do a RCCS test).  We only observed three DCTs who had also done an ODIS or RPW test on the same day as an RCCS test observed.

Current Methodology

Many of the DCTs expressed concerns about how infrequently they were doing the RCCS tests and how little training they had had.  Some said the only training they had had on the RCCS test was to go out to a few tests with another DCT.  Otherwise, they have to rely on the manual, which many found difficult to interpret and to search through for answers to specific questions.  The DCTs think that some of the instructions on shape definition and subclass identification are too vague.  They feel that there are too many gray areas, especially in terms of shape definition, but the rules given in the manual are too black and white.  They expressed concern that the manuals are not current with the software used.  Some felt that the treatment of parcels was cumbersome, and didn’t understand why they had to identify parcels for the sample boxes when they had already enumerated all the parcels.  The DCT and SPC at one site said that they were doing much work, but were uncertain and concerned that they were not getting good data in spite of all their hard work.

Miscellaneous

One DCT said he had a problem with the software in recording ECR flats.  The software wouldn’t allow ECR 6” wide pieces to be entered as flats – he had to enter them as letters.  He asked if he should record these pieces as “auto” flats instead.

V.  The National Mail Count Methodology

We observed the National Count of Mail (NCM) at four sites during September 21 – 30, 1998
.  There are differences between the methodology used in the National Count of Mail (NCM) and the current RCCS procedures that would result in a different proportion of flats in the two systems:

· The universe to be sampled from for each system is different.  For the NCM, the universe is defined as all the mail that arrives at the case since the carrier went out on the previous day.  We did however observe at one site that the universe was all mail that would be cased or delivered on the test day.  In a RCCS test (under the current methodology) the universe is defined as all the mail that will be delivered on the test day.  This difference in the universe should not affect the volume and distribution estimates however.

· The RCCS test cannot distinguish mail processed in a DPS operation from non-DPS mail, because they are commingled in the carrier’s case.  As a result, DPS letters can be defined with a different size than non-DPS letters in the NCM, but they cannot be so distinguished in the RCCS test.  Whether this difference leads to an over- or undercount of flats in the RCCS depends on whether the 5 inch rule for letters is used on all letters in an RCCS test (overcount of flats), or whether the 6 1/8 inch rule is used on all letters (undercount of flats).

· Mail that could not be delivered on a previous day (e.g., mail for a business closed on a Saturday; mail that could not be delivered because a mailbox was full) could get double counted under the current RCCS methodology.  This would happen if the same route was tested on consecutive days, and the sample box with undelivered mail were selected on both days.  In the NCM, the mail would be counted on the first day as the individual pieces and on the second day as a parcel (treated like a direct bundle) if delivery were attempted the previous day.

· For BBM that was undeliverable because the mailer provided more boxholder mail pieces than there are boxes on the route, each piece provided is counted in the NCM (and the carrier also gets a mark-up credit in the NCM for each undeliverable piece).  In the current RCCS methodology, the DCT records either the total number of pieces provided by the mailer or the number of boxes, whichever is less.  This could lead to a higher count of flats under the NCM methodology than under the RCCS methodology.

· Since the NCM is used to evaluate rural routes, there is a different incentive for the personnel doing the NCM in regard to interpreting vague shape definitions than there is for the DCTs doing the RCCS.  For example, carriers get more credit for flats than for letters.  Since there are gray areas in the shape definition, the counts by shape can be affected by these incentives.  In some cases we observed the carrier doing their own counts during the NCM.

We also observed that there was inconsistency across sites, and even by different count takers at the same site, when it came to shape definitions used in the NCM, both for letters and when applying the rigidity rule to flats.  We observed several count takers not using templates at all (in fact, with a few exceptions the only count takers we saw using the templates were the carriers counting their own routes).  We observed one count taker using the mail flow rule when it came to letters (i.e., if it was in a letter tray, it was a letter; if it was in a flat tub, it was a flat).  This would generally lead to an undercount of flats (for non-DPS mail).  Some sites determined whether a piece was a flat or a parcel by whether the piece would be cased, instead of by the dimensions.  For example, at one site the lead NCM counter said that some count CD boxes as flats (because of the dimensions), some as parcels (because they are rigid).  He said that carriers would argue with him when he used the dimension rule, because they thought they should get credit for a parcel because of the rigidity, despite the pieces’ dimensions.

Once the new RCCS procedures are in place there will still be some differences between the RCCS procedures and those used for the NCM:

· Whether the universe for the two systems will be similar depends on how consistently the NCM universe is applied.  There is a slight difference in the definition of the universe.  For the RCCS, the universe is defined as all mail distributed to the case from the start of the final pulldown on the previous day to the start of the final pulldown on the test day, plus any hot case mail delivered on the test day.  For the NCM, the universe is defined as all mail distributed to the case after the carrier went out the previous day until they leave on the test day.  Also, the incentive problem will still exist with the NCM.

· In the NCM curtailed mail is counted on the day it is cased, rather than the day it is distributed to the case, as it will be counted in the new RCCS procedures.  This will in general not lead to any differences in the national counts, since under either methodology the mail is counted only once.

· There will still be a difference in how mail that could not be delivered (e.g., because the business was closed on a Saturday) is counted in each system.  In the NCM, the mail is counted by piece when first cased, and the carrier also gets a parcel count (i.e., the mail is treated as a direct bundle) when the mail is delivered.  In the new RCCS methodology, this mail would only be counted once, when it first is distributed to the case.  This difference would account for a slightly higher percentage of parcels in the NCM, but it should not be significantly higher.

· There will also be a difference in how vacation hold mail is counted in both systems.  In the NCM, the carrier gets a flat piece count when the vacation hold card is put in the case, gets the piece counts when the mail is first cased, and gets a parcel count when the held mail is delivered.   In the RCCS test, this mail is only counted once, when it first is distributed to the case.  This difference would account for a slightly higher percentage of parcels in the NCM.

· There may be a difference in the count of DPS letters, since in some offices machine counts are used for the NCM, while a sample of pieces will be recorded for the RCCS test.  The difference in the count of DPS letters between the two systems will depend on how accurate the machine counts used in the NCM are.

Appendix A

The Effect of Systematic Sampling

On Total Volume Estimates in the RCCS

Simulations were run on three “rural routes” that were constructed to simulate patterns in rural cases observed by LRCA during this evaluation. For most rural routes observed, the businesses were located next to one another on the same street or in the same area, as were households in subdivisions or more suburban areas of the route.  For each route, boxes with very high volume (representing non-residential stops) were grouped together in the “case.”  Boxes with medium volume (representing more affluent subdivisions or suburban areas on the route) were also grouped together.  The rest of the boxes, with low or no mail volume, were spread out along the rest of the “route.”  The route specifications are given below.

For route 1, the volume for each group of boxes was developed from normal distributions, with the mean and standard deviation given in columns 3 and 4.  For some boxes in route 1, the volume as constructed was less than zero.  These volumes were truncated to zero.  For each group, the volumes per box are adjusted to allow for autocorrelation across boxes within each group.  Within each group, the first box’s volume is given by the randomly drawn volume.  The next (adjacent) box’s volume is given by the randomly drawn volume for that box, plus 90 percent of the previous box’s (adjusted) volume.  The actual average number of pieces per box for each group of boxes is given in the fifth column.

For routes 2 and 3, the number of pieces per box for each group is given in the third column.  No distribution was used to construct the pieces per box for these routes.

Route 1:


As Constructed
In Simulation

Group
Number of Boxes
Mean
Standard Deviation
Average Number of Pieces per Box*
Total Number of Pieces for Route

1
4
50
25
42.50
170

2
26
15
9
16.42
427

3
414
0
3
3.40
1,407

Total
444


 
2,004

*Number of boxes with zero volume = 70

Route 2:

Group
Number of Boxes
Number of Pieces per Box
Total Number of Pieces for Route

1
1
100
100

2
3
50
150

3
30
15
450

4
200
5
1,000

5
50
0
0

Total
284

1,700

Route 3:

Group
Number of Boxes
Number of Pieces Per Box
Total Number of Pieces for Route

1
1
100
100

2
3
50
150

3
30
15
450

4
200
5
1,000

5
150
0
0

Total
384

1,700

For each route, the total estimated volume was determined for twenty possible outcomes, corresponding to the twenty different samples that could be taken depending on what random start number was drawn.  These twenty possible estimated route volumes are given below, in ascending rank order.

As these results show, in each instance the percentage of possible outcomes where the route volume estimate is less than the actual volume is considerably more than 50 percent.


Route 1
Route 2
Route 3

Estimated Route Volume*
1,300
700
900


1,620
800
1,100


1,640
1,100
1,100


1,660
1,100
1,200


1,680
1,200
1,300


1,700
1,200
1,400


1,800
1,300
1,400


1,800
1,600
1,400


1,860
1,600
1,400


1,920
1,600
1,500


1,940
1,600
1,500


2,000
1,600
1,600


2,020
1,600
1,600


2,120
1,800
1,600


2,140
1,800
1,600


2,200
1,800
1,700


2,220
2,200
2,500


2,380
2,800
2,800


2,680
2,800
2,800


3,400
3,800
3,600

True volume
2,004
1,700
1,700

Median estimated volume
1,930
1,600
1,500

Mode of estimated volumes
1,800
1,600
1,400; 1,600

Percent of estimated volume outcomes less than true volume
60%
65%
75%

*For the twenty possible random starts

Appendix B

Results on Direct Bundles Sampled by LRCA

Piece Distribution for Direct Bundles

RCCS New Methodology Evaluation

(Christensen Associates, November 1998)



In bundles from mail processing
In mailer-prepared bundles



Number of Pieces
Percent of Pieces
Number of Pieces

Distribution of all pieces in direct bundles
First-Class
270
41.2%
9


Priority
2
0.3%



Periodicals
57
8.7%
7


Standard (A) Regular
228
34.8%



Standard (A) Nonprofit
85
13.0%



Parcel Post
7
1.1%



Express
1
0.2%



Express notices
2
0.3%



International
4
0.6%



 Total
656
100.0%
16


 





 
Mixed Bundles 

(from mail processing)
Mailer-prepared Bundles


 
Number of Bundles
Percent of Bundles
Number of Bundles

Top Piece Distribution
 First-Class
4
66.7%
1


 Periodicals
0
0.0%
3


Standard (A) Regular
1
16.7%



Express
1
16.7%



Top piece not recorded
2




Total
8
100.0%
4

Appendix C

Appendix D

LRCA Evaluation Methodology

Sample Site Selection

Sample sites for the New RCCS Methodology Evaluation were selected from the list of RCCS test sites drawn for PQ1 1999.  Only sites that would be tested from October 5 through December 5 were eligible for selection.  No evaluations were planned after December 5th to avoid interference with heavy mail volumes associated with the December holidays. The week of November 23 (which includes Thanksgiving) was also excluded from sampling.  Sites in Alaska and Hawaii were excluded from the LRCA sample for cost considerations. 

The list of all RCCS tests for that quarter was ordered by area and customer service district.  Originally, 67 sites were randomly selected from that list, using a systematic skip to ensure representation across customer service districts.  Thirty-three more sites were selected that were in close proximity (both geographically and in terms of test dates) to randomly selected sites.  The number of sites selected was determined by budgetary constraints.  

It was subsequently decided that a smaller sample size was needed to ensure that personnel experienced in mail piece identification were available to conduct the evaluation.  Forty-one sample sites were selected from the 100 sites originally drawn.  These forty-one sites were selected to retain geographic variation and so that the workload would be relatively evenly distributed across six weeks.  The original sites selected for the first week of the survey were retained in the second sample selection, as travel arrangements for those sites had already been made.  

Forty-one sites were scheduled to be sampled October 5 – November 14.  After the fifth week of the evaluation it was determined that no new information would be gleaned from evaluating the final six sample sites.  The evaluation is therefore based on the results from thirty-five sites.

The sample sites were:

Alma, KS


Almogordo, NM

Athol, ID

Brimfield, MA


Centralia, IL


Charlotte, NC

Chesterfield, MO

Colfax, WI


Colleyville, TX

Damariscotta, ME

Fargo, ND


Gainesville, FL

Greenwich, CT

Harwood, ND


Holland, MI

Homeland, CA

Hudson, SD


Jacksonville, FL

Janesville, MN

Kingston, OH


Lake Wales, FL

Lewisville, TX


Longwood, FL

Manquin, VA

Millersville, MD

Neillsville, WI


Northwood, IA

Princeton, MN

Ragland, AL


Ringgold, GA


Santa Fe, NM


Smethport, PA

Tucson, AZ

Vardaman, MS

White House, TN

Data Collection

The New RCCS Methodology Evaluation consisted of two steps: test of the new RCCS procedures and observation of the current RCCS methodology.  To test the new RCCS procedures, a sample of mail pieces was taken at each site using the proposed new RCCS sample methodology.  The proposed new methodology consists of enumerating all parcels, accountables, and boxholder mail, and sampling all other mail with a systematic sampling method, with a skip of 10 used.  A skip rate of 20 was used on two occasions when it seemed likely that sampling would interfere with office operations.  

The universe for the new RCCS methodology is all mail that is distributed to a carrier’s case since s/he began final pulldown the previous day to when s/he begin final pulldown on the sample day.  Also included in the universe is any hot case mail or other mail that will be delivered by the carrier on the sample day that the carrier gets after final pulldown.  The universe for the new RCCS methodology differs from that for the current RCCS methodology.  For the RCCS test under the current methodology, any mail delivered on the test day for the sample boxes is to be counted, and all parcels and accountables for the route are enumerated.  

The mail was sampled before the carrier cased it.  For most sites, the carrier did not case mail the afternoon before the RCCS test.  In one instance where the carrier did case the previous afternoon, LRCA personnel sampled the mail before it was cased.  In another instance where the carrier cased the previous afternoon, the LRCA personnel could not count the mail before it was cased, and so attempted to determine which mail pieces already cased were in the sample universe. 

Hardcopy forms were used to record sample pieces.  A copy of these forms is given below.  

The results of the RCCS tests were copied from the DCTs’ laptops onto diskettes.  In a few instances the test results could not be obtained this way.  In these instances Postal Service headquarters personnel provided the data.

A copy of the form used for observing the current RCCS procedures is also provided below.  

Methodology for the NCM Observations

Four sites were selected within driving distance of Madison, WI due to budgetary constraints.  The sites were: Crystal Lake, IL post office; Madison, WI Main Office Carrier Annex; Madison Westside station; Saukville, WI post office. These sites represent three different customer service districts.  The procedures used in the NCM were observed.  The office personnel conducting the count were questioned about the procedures used.  No formal data collection forms were used for these observations.  The LRCA personnel who did the NCM observations were among those who conducted the New RCCS Methodology Evaluation. 

� Systematic sampling can produce less efficient estimates than simple random sampling when done over autocorrelated populations.  Autocorrelated populations are populations where two observations close together in a series are more alike than when they are distant (see William G. Cochran, Sampling Techniques, third edition, 1997).  A rural carrier case is likely to be ordered in such a way as to make the volume per box autocorrelated.  This is because neighborhoods, subdivisions, and business districts are likely to be grouped together in a carrier’s case.  A rural route with a main street of businesses, a new subdivision, and many rural roads will have a string of boxes for the businesses, a string of boxes for the houses in the subdivision, and strings of boxes for the rural roads.  Within each of these groups the volume per box and distribution of subclasses is likely to be similar.  Because of different demographics, volume per box across these groups is likely to be significantly different.


� Direct bundles from mailers are shrink-wrapped or strapped bundles of identical pieces all to one address.  Since direct bundles from mailers consist of identical pieces, the pieces are all of the same subclass.


� The methodology used for the data collection used for this evaluation is presented in Appendix D.


� Handbook F-65: Data Collection User’s Guide for Cost Systems, July 1998.


� “A parcel is a mailpiece that exceeds any of the following measurements: 5 inches high, 18 inches long, and 1 9/16 inches wide, unless the route is a delivery point sequence (DPS) route.  If it is a DPS route, a parcel is a mailpiece that exceeds 6 1/8 inches high, 18 inches long, and 1 9/16 inches wide.” (page 4-39)


� Page 4-34 through 4-35: “To determine whether a mailpiece is a letter, a flat, or a parcel, use the Carrier Cost System Rural Carrier Route Template…If you are unsure what the shape of a mailpiece is, ask the mail carrier or postmaster how a similarly shaped piece was counted during the national Special Count of Mail.”  Page 4-39: “A parcel is a mailpiece that exceeds any of the following measurements: 5 inches high, 18 inches long, and 1 9/16 inches wide, unless the route is a delivery point sequence (DPS) route.  If it is a DPS route, a parcel is a mailpiece that exceeds 6 1/8 inches high, 18 inches long, or 1 9/16 inches wide.”  Although these rules do not explicitly state it, these shape dimensions for parcels should apply to those pieces that do not explicitly meet flat dimensions.


� A rigid article (not marked ‘Do Not Bend’ ) that measures 6 inches by 6 inches by 1 inch would be recorded as a parcel, while a rigid article that measures 5 inches by 5 inches by 1 inch would be recorded as a flat.


� A rigid article marked ‘Do Not Bend’ that measures 5 inches by 18 inches by 1 9/16 inches would be recorded as a flat, while one that measures 5 inches by 6 inches by 1 inches would be recorded as a letter.


� According to Handbook F-65 (pages 4-21 through 4-22) boxes vacant fewer than 90 days should be included in the box count and skip count.


� The methodology for this evaluation is presented in Appendix D.
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