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INTERROGATORIES OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO RICHARD E. BENTLEY 

USPSIMMA-16. In your response to MMWJSPS-S(c), you state that the cost 

methodology used by the Commission in this docket “is very similar, if not identical” to 

what you define as the approved cost methodology (Docket No. R94-1 on 

reconsideration). Please explain in detail the basis for your conclusion, including a 

discussion of all evidence or other information which supports your conclusion. 

USPSIMMA-17. Have you performed any analysis of the Commission’s costing 

methodology reflected in PRC-LR-1 and 2? If so, please provide that analysis, 

including all notes, spreadsheets, workpapers, electronic files, and other related 

documentation. If not, why not? 

USPSIMMA-18. Have you replicated or attempted to replicate the Commission’s 

costing methodology reflected in PRC-LR-1 and 2? If so, please provide any and all 

notes, results, spreadsheets, workpapers, electronic files and other documentation 

related to that effort. If not, why not? 

USPSIMMA-19. Have you compared or attempted to compare the Commission’s 

costing methodology reflected in PRC-LR-1 and 2 with the Commission’s costing 

methodology frorn its Docket No. R94-1 recommended decision on rec:onsideration? If 

so, please provide any notes, results, spreadsheets, workpapers, electronic files and 

other documentation related to that effort. If not, why not’? 



INTERROGATORIES OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO RICHARD E. BENTLEY 

USPSIMMA-20. Have you compared or attempted to compare the Commission’s 

costing methodo180gy reflected in PRC-LR-1 and 2 with the Commission’s costing 

methodology from its initial Docket No. R94-1 recommended decision? If so, please 

provide any notes, results, spreadsheets, workpapers, electronic files and other 

documentation related to that effort If not, why not? 

USPSIMMA-21. Have you compared or attempted to compare the ICommission’s 

costing methodology reflected in PRC-LR-1 and 2 with the Commission’s costing 

methodology from its Docket No. R90-1 recommended decision on remand? If so, 

please provide any notes, results, spreadsheets, workpapers, electronilc files and other 

documentation related to that effort. If not, why not? 

USPSIMMA-22. Have you compared or attempted to compare the ‘Commission’s 

costing methodology reflected in PRC-LR-1 and 2 with the Commission’s costing 

methodology frorn its initial Docket No. R90-1 recommended decision? If so, please 

provide any notes, results, spreadsheets, workpapers, electronic files and other 

documentation related to that effort. If not, why not? 
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INTERROGATORIES OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
TO RICHARD E. BENTLEY 

USPSIMMA-23. Please refer to PRC LR-2. Please confirm that the cost model 

documented in this library reference differs from prior Commission cost models 

(specifically Dock,et No. R94-1 upon reconsideration, PRC LR-17) in at least the 

following respects 

a) PRO Component Numbers 309 through 316 (see page 2 of 13 of PRC 

LR-2, Component Titles and Numbers) formerly received a redistribution mail volume 

effect, but now receive a direct mail volume effect. 

b) PRC Component Number 1002 formerly received a non-volume workload 

effect, but no longer receives such an effect. 

If you cannot confirm, please explain fully. 

USPSIMMA-24. Is it your testimony that, if the Postal Service had attributed costs in 

this case in a manner consistent with the “Commission-approved method,” after such 

attribution the Postal Service’s “institutional cost apportionment factors” (percentage 

shares of institutional cost burden) would be 62.27% for First-Class Mail, 19.60% for 

Third Class BRR, and 17.93% for all other? If so, please explain fully why. If not, 

please explain fully what “institutional cost apportionment factors” would apply, and 

why. 
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USPSIMMA-25. Please refer to your response to USPSIMMA-3, in which you state 

your position that the Commission should not act upon the Postal Service’s proposed 

changes in this docket until after the Postal Service provides certain cost information 

conforming to Commission-approved methods. 

4 Please confirm that it is your position that, given the current status of the 

evidentiary and procedural record of this case, the Commission should delay issuance 

of its recommended decision. If you confirm, state and explain fully the basis upon 

which the Commiission could delay issuance of its decision. If you do not confirm, 

please explain fully. 

b) Would your position change in any way if the Commissioii were to provide 

the cost information in question, and provide a witness to sponsor, defisnd and explain 

it? Please explain fully. Include in any answer any objection you may have to 

Commission spolnsorship of disputed methodologies. 

--- 
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USPSIMMA-26. Assume that in the roll-forward methodology set out in the 

Commission’s Do,cket No. R94-1 Recommended Decision on Reconsideration, the 

Commission, in its “ripple” file (see Docket No. R94-1, PRC LR-17, filename 

E:\RATE\R94-l\ROLL\R94REClO\RIP94.DAT), distributed components 1208 (Motor 

Vehicle Service-Personnel-Special Delivery Messengers) and 1219 (M’otor Vehicle 

Service-Supplies 8, Materials-Special Delivery Messengers) on component 902 (Special 

Delivery Messengers-Street), but made no such distributions on component 901 

(Special Delivery Messengers-Office). Assume further that the Commission, in the 

methodology described in library reference PRC-LR-2 (see filename PRC96RIP,DAT), 

distributed components 1208 and 1219 on component 901, in addition to the above- 

described distributions on component 902.. In your opinion, would the Commission’s 

PRC-LR-2 metho’dology be consistent with the methodology described in the 

Commission’s Docket No. R94-1 Recommended Decision on reconsideration? Please 

explain your answer in detail 
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