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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

POSTAL RATE COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20268

Postal Rate and Fee Changes
Docket No. R2000-1

PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 5

(March 14, 2000)


The Postal Service is requested to provide the information described below to assist in developing a record for the consideration of its request for changes in rates and fees.  In order to facilitate inclusion of the required material in the evidentiary record, the Postal Service is to have a witness attest to the accuracy of the answers and be prepared to explain to the extent necessary the basis for the answers at our hearings.  The answers are to be provided within 10 days.


1.  Refer to witness Tolley’s response to POIR No. 1, Question 1.  Please 

provide revised copies of Exhibit USPS-32A and page 1 of 3 attached to witness Mayes’ response to POIR No. 1, Question 4, that reflect the revised TYBR volume forecasts for Periodicals nonprofit, classroom, and regular rate subclasses. 

2. Refer to Supplemental Appendix in witness Musgrave’s Testimony 

(USPS-T-8).  Please provide revised copies of Exhibit USPS-32B and page 2 of 3 attached to witness Mayes’ response to POIR No. 1, Question 4, that reflect the slightly revised TYAR volume forecasts for Priority Mail and Express Mail. 

3.  In USPS-T-35 at 32, witness Moeller states “…if a passthrough similar to 

those for other automation letters were used, a potential rate anomaly could exist between Basic and 3-digit automation letters.”

a. Does the phrase “other automation letters” refer to Standard A commercial 

3-digit and 5-digit automation letters?

   b.  Please identify the potential rate anomaly that could exist between Basic 

and 3-digit automation letters.  Please discuss.

   4.  Please refer to USPS-T-24, Appendix II, pp. II-5 and II-6, and USPS-LR-

I-90, pp. 34 – 36.  Postal Service witness Miller separates CRA mail processing unit costs between (1) worksharing related – proportional; (2) other worksharing related – fixed; and, (3) non-worksharing related.  Postal Service witness Yacobucci separates CRA mail processing unit costs between (1) worksharing related – proportional and (2) non-worksharing related.  Witness Yacobucci does not identify any cost pools as other worksharing related – fixed.  Please discuss the rationale for the different treatment accorded the CRA mail processing unit costs by witness Miller compared to witness Yacobucci.

5. Please refer to USPS-T-24, Appendix II, p. II-30 and USPS-LR-I-90, p. 32.  

The variability factors appearing on those pages, which come from USPS-T-17, Table 1 appear to reflect only the MODS 1&2 Facilities.  Since Standard A mail flows through non-MODS offices and BMCs as well as MODS 1 & 2 facilities, what is the rationale for using variability factors representing only MODS 1 & 2 facilities?

6. In USPS-T-18 at page 15 witness Bradley states, “the Intra-SCF and Inter-

SCF accounts no longer exist,” however, in witness Meehan’s W.S. 14.3 costs are recorded in these accounts.  Please explain.  Please also provide citations for the Inter-SCF and Intra-SCF variabilities used in these workpapers.

7. Please refer to the Response of United States Postal Service Witness 

Robinson to DFC/USPS-T34-4 where it is confirmed that the majority of priority flat rate envelopes weigh less than 1 pound, and DFC/USPS-T34-5 (b) where she states, “Not confirmed that an appropriate rate for the flat-rate envelope is the one-pound rate.”  Please discuss the rationale for setting the rate for flat-rate envelopes at the two-pound rate.

8. Please refer to L.R. I-165. 

a. Attachment I gives the number of on-call pickup stops for TYAR express 

mail as 351,049 and the number of scheduled stops for TYAR express mail as 249,893, and cites USPS-T-36, Attachment B as the source of these numbers.  USPS-T-36, Attachment B gives the numbers as 352,638 and 251,024 (31,641 + 219,383) respectively.  Please reconcile these numbers.  

b. Attachment K gives the final adjustment for delivery confirmation for air 

transportation as 9,739 and for surface transportation as 5,718 and cites LR-I-127, Chapter XV as the source of these numbers.  LR-I-127 has TYBR air transportation costs of 9,877 and surface costs of 5,800 (5,702 + 61 + 37).  Please reconcile these numbers.

9. Please refer to USPS-T-26, Attachments K and L, and Attachment 1 of this 

Presiding Officer’s Information Request.  The footnotes at the bottom of USPS-T-26, Attachment L state that the cubic feet by zone were calculated by multiplying the regression results in Attachment K by the volumes in USPS-T-36.  For convenience, copies of the USPS-T-36 test year before rates volumes are attached.  POIR No. 5, Attachment 1 divides the cubic feet by zone from Attachment L by the regression results in Attachment K.  The resulting volumes by rate cell to not match the volumes from USPS-T-36.  Please explain.

  10.  Please refer to USPS-T-26, Attachment M, page 1.  Footnote 6 states that 

Christmas air terminal handling and hub and spoke costs are non-distance related and cites attachment Z as the source of the distance/non-distance related percentages. 

a. Please explain what the Christmas Network Line Haul costs are, why they 

are considered ‘hub and spoke’ costs, and why they are considered non-distance related. 

b. Please explain why LR I-60, pg. 4 treats these cost as distance related.

10.   In response to OCA/USPS-2 the Postal Service submitted LR-I-179 

entitled “`GAO’ Forecasting Spreadsheet Requested in OCA/USPS-2.”  OCA/USPS-2 asked the Service to provide the “detailed explanation of its volume forecast scenario” that was given to the GAO.  Is LR-I-179 a volume forecast that was given to the GAO by the Postal Service?  If so, please rename the Library Reference accordingly.

Edward J. Gleiman

Presiding Officer

Attachments

