
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20268-0001 
 
 
 

Periodic Reporting Docket No. RM2019-1 
(Proposal Eight) 

 
 
 

CHAIRMAN’S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 1 
 
 

(Issued October 15, 2018) 
 
 

To clarify the Postal Service’s petition to consider changes to analytical 

principles, filed October 5, 2018, the Postal Service is requested to provide a written 

response to the following questions.1  The answers should be provided by October 22, 

2018. 

1. The Postal Service states that “[a]dvances in Optical Character Reader (OCR) 

and letter processing technology have eliminated the need for processing pre-

barcoded mail in outgoing secondary (OS) operations, and allowed the Postal 

Service to increase processing efficiency by merging the flows of pre-barcoded 

and non-barcoded letter mail in outgoing primary (OP) operations.”  Proposal 

Eight at 1. 

Please confirm that no pre-barcoded mail is currently processed in outgoing 

secondary operations.  If not confirmed, please provide an estimate of the 

amount of pre-barcoded mail that remains in the outgoing secondary operation 

and how the model accounts for this mail. 

2. Please define the term “jackpotted.”  See id. at 2. 

                                            

1 Petition of the United States Postal Service for the Initiation of a Proceeding to Consider 
Proposed Changes in Analytical Principles (Proposal Eight), October 5, 2018 (Petition).  The proposal is 
attached to the Petition (Proposal Eight). 
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3. The Postal Service states that “[i]n FY 1999, total pieces fed (TPF) in OS BCS 

operations were 17.0 billion pieces and TPF for OS BCS operations were 14.6 

billon pieces.”  Id. at 3.  Please confirm that the 17.0 billion pieces in the 

statement refers to OP BCS operations.  In addition, please provide an Excel file 

that includes TPF in outgoing primary and outgoing secondary schemes over the 

past 18 years.  See id. 

4. Please confirm that the Postal Service is proposing to change the benchmark for 

“Automation MAADC Presort Letters” from “Nonautomation Machinable MAADC 

Presort Letters” to a proposed modeled rate category labeled as “Nonauto 

MAADC BC-Benchmark.”  See Petition, Excel file “Prop 8 MM letter costs.xls,” 

tabs “Summary” and “Presort Letters Sum.”  If confirmed, please respond to the 

following questions.  If not confirmed, please explain the purpose of the proposed 

modeled rate category. 

a. In Order No. 1320, the Commission relied on the following criteria when 

establishing a new benchmark:  (1) theoretically correct, (2) empirically 

based, and (3) measurable and verifiable, with cost characteristics that are 

readily traceable to the Postal Service’s existing cost systems.2  Please 

provide a narrative and supporting workpapers that demonstrate that the 

proposed benchmark meets the criteria used in Order No. 1320. 

b. Please provide a comparison of the avoided cost and passthrough for 

“Automation MAADC” using the current modeled unit cost for 

“Nonautomation Machinable MAADC Presort Letters” and the proposed 

modeled unit cost for “Nonauto MAADC BC-Benchmark.” 

                                            

2 Docket No. RM2010-13, Order Resolving Technical Issues Concerning the Calculation of 
Workshare Discounts, April 20, 2012, at 8, 11 (Order No. 1320). 
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c. Please explain the differences in mail processing between 

“Nonautomation Machinable MAADC Presort Letters” and “Nonauto 

MAADC BC-Benchmark.” 

d. Please confirm that “Nonautomation Machinable MAADC” and “Nonauto 

MAADC BC-Benchmark” would qualify for the same rate.  If not confirmed, 

please indicate the rate for “Nonauto MAADC BC-Benchmark.” 

e. Please confirm the benchmark title in Petition, Excel file “Prop 8 

WorksharingTables.xls,” tab “Marketing Mail Letters Proposal,” cell D12 

should be changed to “Nonautomation MAADC BC-Benchmark.”  If not 

confirmed, please explain. 

 
By the Chairman. 

 
 
 
Robert G. Taub 


