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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Public Representative finds that the theory motivating the Commission’s 

Value of Monopoly modes, the profitability cost method, is the most appropriate method 

to use when valuing the Postal Service’s letter and mailbox monopolies. He also finds 

that the modifications the Commission has made to the model to incorporate product 

changes, changes in the Rural Mail Count, and the use of End of Run Counts for the 

majority of Delivery Point Sequenced (DPS’d) mail, are appropriate. He recommends 

the Commission consider his analysis of the difference between the value of the legal 

versus economic value of the Postal Service’s monopoly. In his opinion, the value of the 

legal mailbox and letter monopolies should be the target of the Commission’s estimate 

of the value of these monopolies. 

II. INTRODUCTION 

In this Docket, the Commission requested interested parties to comment on the 

procedures, data sources, and assumptions it uses to estimate the value of the letter 

and mailbox monopolies.1 Order 5832 at 2. The Commission also published the SAS 

programs, datasets, input workbooks and output files used to estimate the FY 2018 and 

FY 2019 mailbox and postal monopolies,2 along with documentation which describes 

                                            

 
1 
Docket No. PI2020-1, Notice Of Filing Library Reference PRC-LR-Pi2020-1-NP-1 and Order 

Setting Comment Deadline, (Order 5832), Public Inquiry on the Methodology to Estimate the Value of the 
Postal Service Letter And Mailbox Monopolies (Issued February 10, 2021). The statutory source of the 
mailbox monopoly is 18 U.S.C. § 1725. The letter monopoly is codified in the Private Express Statutes. 
See, 18 U.S.C. §§ 1693–1699 and 39 U.S.C. §§ 601–606. 

2
 See, Order 5832 at 2, n. 2. “The mailbox monopoly is the Postal Service’s exclusive right to 

deliver to and collect from mailboxes. The letter monopoly is the Postal Service’s exclusive right to carry 
and deliver most addressed, paper-based correspondence. The combined letter and mailbox monopolies 
{postal monopolies} are together referred to as the postal monopoly. Subtracting the value of the mailbox 
monopoly from the value of the postal monopoly does not yield the value of the letter monopoly because 
there is overlap in the contestable mail available for capture by an entrant, and there is a different 
frequency of delivery by the competitor between the letter and mailbox monopolies. Without access to 
mailboxes, it is unlikely that the competitor could successfully capture mail directed to a specific person or 
address because those pieces are delivered to and collected from mailboxes. Therefore, a separate 
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the manner in which these files are used to develop the estimates of the mailbox and 

postal monopolies.3  

The Commission notes that although it has updated several aspects of the letter 

and postal monopolies in response to the changing competitive or monopoly status of 

products, and in response to changes in data sources; the theoretical bases of the 

models have not changed, and the models and data sources it uses to implement its 

theory of valuing the Postal Monopolies have remained rather stable.4  

The Public Representative hereby provides comments pursuant to Commission 

Order No. 5832.  

III. THE COMMISSION’S THEORY OF THE VALUE OF THE MAILBOX AND 
POSTAL MONOPOLIES 

A. The Commission Uses A Profitability Cost Approach To Measure The Value 
Of The Mailbox And Postal Monopolies 

The Commission’s analysis of the value of the mailbox and postal monopolies is 

based on the (nearly universally-accepted) reasoning that the most appropriate method 

to value these monopolies is to compare the profit earned by the Postal Service when it 

is the sole entity who delivers mail, to a counterfactual estimate of the profit it would 

earn if the delivery restrictions which comprise the mailbox or postal monopolies were 

removed and a hypothetical entrant finds it profitable to divert or “skim” mail which the 

Postal Service would otherwise have delivered. This measure of the change in 

                                            

 

 

estimate of the value of the letter monopoly alone (retaining the mailbox monopoly) is not calculated.” { } 
are added by the Public Representative.  

3
 PRC-LR-PI2020-1-NP1 - Analysis of the Value of the Postal and Mailbox Monopolies, Revised 

March 1, 2021. 

4
 See, Report on Universal Postal Service and the Postal Monopoly, December 19, 2008 (USO 

Report), especially Appendix Section F1, Efforts to Calculate the Cost of the USO and the Value of the 
Postal Monopoly in the US and Abroad, by Kalevi, A., and Niederpruem, A; Appendix Section F2, 
Methodologies for Costing the USO and Valuating the Letter and Mailbox Monopolies, by Panzar, J; and 
Section F4, Quantitative Analysis of the Value of the Postal and Mailbox Monopolies, by Cohen, R. 
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estimated profitability of the Postal Service before a competitor is able to deliver mail 

into a customer’s receptacle, as well as deliver most types of addressed, paper-based 

correspondence; and its estimated profitability once the legal prohibitions for delivering 

mail to the mailbox and addressed mail are lifted is referred to as the “profitability cost of 

the mailbox and postal monopolies respectively.5  

Finally, the Commission’s model runs various scenarios reflecting different 

conditions under which an competitor might face when entering, including five different 

discounts off the price the Postal charges for each mail product in order to attract 

customers; five different sets of contestability factors for contestable mail; three different 

levels at which its workers average wage is less than that of the Postal Service; and 6 

different days it is chooses to deliver mail, referred to as the entrant’s delivery 

frequency.  

B. The Commission’s Method Of Implementing Profitability Cost Approach 

The Commission’s method of implementing a profitability cost approach to 

estimate the value of the mailbox and postal monopolies is presented in great level of 

detail in Section F4 of the USO Report. Accordingly, the Public Representative will 

provide only a brief description of the Commission’s method and model in this section of 

his comments.  

The Commission’s approach involves specifying contestable mail products, and 

estimating the percentage of contestable mail product which will be “skimmed” if an 

entrant would find it profitable to deliver mail to a route. In order for an entrant to find it 

profitable to skim mail from a route served by the Postal Service, the sum of its fixed 

and variable cost (delivery cost) of providing contestable mail to a route must be greater 

                                            

 
5
 See, USO Report, Appendix F2 at 6-7. 



Docket No. PI2020-1           Public Representative Comments  
 

6 

than the revenue it will earn by delivering the mix and volume of contestable mail to this 

route.6   

The value of the mailbox monopoly is calculated as the profit the Postal Service 

would lose if it no longer delivered mail found to be contestable if the legal restrictions 

conditions which determine the mailbox monopoly were removed. The value of the 

postal monopoly is calculated as the profit the Postal Service would lose if it no longer 

delivered mail found to be contestable if the legal restrictions which determine the postal 

monopoly were removed. It is noteworthy that the Postal Service will continue to deliver 

non-contestable mail to each city and rural route identified in the model. 

IV. NOTABLE CHANGES IN THE COMMISSION’S METHOD OF CALCULATING 
THE VALUE OF THE MAILBOX AND POSTAL MONOPOLIES 

A. Changes in Data Sources 

The Commission approved changes to the collection of data used to form 

samples for the City Carrier Cost System (CCCS) and the Rural Carrier Cost System 

(RCCS) which are used to estimate the volume of mail delivered to city and rural areas, 

respectively.7 The changes permitted the Postal Service to develop the majority of the 

sample of delivery-point sequenced (DPS’d) mail using digital images of 3-Digit, end of 

run (EOR), mail processing reports, and to develop the majority of the sample of other 

mail shapes using the previously approved CCCS and RCCS sampling methods, which 

manually collected data on delivered mail by shape and sub-class at the route-level. 

In its Comments to what I am calling “Phase 1” of this proceeding, the Postal 

Service explained that the digital and manual samples of DPS’d mail could not be 

                                            

 
6
 In other words, the Commission’s model assumes a new entrant is able to receive locally 

presorted and dropshipped mail to deliver so that it does not need to perform upstream work or 
preparation prior to delivery. 

7
 See, Docket No. RM2017-13, Order on Analytical Principles Used in Periodic Reporting 

(Proposal Nine), December 15, 2017 (Order No. 4278); and Docket No. RM2018-4, Order on Analytical 
Principles Used In Periodic Reporting (Proposal One), July 13, 2018 (Order No. 4712). 
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combined to create route level data for the CCCS and RCCS because digitally sampled 

dates did not match the manually sampled dates, and the route level reference for 

digital and manual data (referred to as testids) did not match.8  

Using data the Postal Service provided, the Commission was able to match 

digital strata to manual strata.9 Supplemental manual and digital sample datasets, along 

with DPS route-day data allowed the Commission to develop a reasonably accurate 

distribution of digitally sampled DPS’d mail to manually sampled, route level, data in the 

CCCS and RCCS, which in turn, provided a reasonably accurate10 sample of route-level 

delivered city and rural mail volumes.11  

B. Changes in Rural Mail Count Evaluation Factors 

The Rural Mail Count (RMC) determines the time allotted to different rural mail 

carrier activities through a negotiated process between rural carrier representatives and 

the Postal Service.12  During the mail count, carriers record the number and type of 

activities they perform on their route each day of the “Count,” and the Postal Service 

records the volume of delivered mail by shape and special services. Multiplying mail 

                                            

 
8
 See, Docket No. PI2020-1, Responses of The United States Postal Service to Questions 1-5 of 

Chairman’s Information Request No. 1 (CHIR 1 Response), response to questions 1.b. and 4a, October 
17, 2019. 

9
 See, Docket No. PI2020-1, Public Material Provided With The Postal Service Initial Comments, 

Library Reference USPS-PI2020-1/1, PI.2020.1.Cmmtns.Fldr1.Preface.pdf, Nov. 1, 2019, along with 
USPS-PI2020-1, Response to CHIR No. 3, question 8. 

10
 It appears as if the digital and manual strata are defined differently, even though they are 

matched. In addition, the digital data are matched to manually routes on different days than the manual 
samples were collected. Accordingly, there is may be a small degree of error and/or inconsistency from 
year to year. The Commission should monitor the stability of matched manual and digital data over time. 

11
 See, Docket No. PI2020-1, USPS-PI2020-1/NP2 - Nonpublic Material Provided With Response 

to CHIR No. 3, Response to CHIR No. 3, question 5, Files: ch3q5a_cccs_manual_fy19.sas7bdat, and 
ch3q5a_cccs_digital_fy19.sas7bdat. See also, Docket No. PI2020-1, USPS Response to CHIR No. 4, 
question 4, Library Reference USPS-PI2020-1/NP3, USPS-PI2020-1-NP3 - Nonpublic Material Provided 
With Response to CHIR No. 4, question 4, File: “CHIR4 ROUTEDAYS AND NODM FINAL.xlsx, May 11, 
2020. 

12
 These agreed upon times are referred to as the evaluation factors for each activity – i.e. how 

much time each activity is evaluated as necessary to be performed. 
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shape volumes and special service volumes, both of which represent activities, by the 

evaluation factors for these activities yields the “evaluated time” for each route. Thus, 

the Rural Mail Count provides route-level data on volume of mail delivered per rural 

route by shape and special service, whether the activity and its time were variable or 

fixed, and the time it takes to deliver mail for each route-day. Over time the Postal 

Service and Carrier Representative have agreed that new activities have become a 

regular part of a carrier’s daily activities and should be included in the Mail Count.13 The 

changes made to the Rural Mail Count have not raised any methodological concerns 

about the appropriateness of the method the Commission uses to estimate the mailbox 

or postal monopolies. 

C. Change in Competitive Status of Market Dominant Products 

Finally, the original monopoly methodology considered “Parcel Post” as the only 

contestable parcel product. The Commission notes that “[b]ecause “Parcel Post” [has] 

evolved, the FY 2018 and FY 2019 models include Parcel Select/Parcel Select 

Lightweight, Retail Ground/Standard Post and First-Class Packages. See, Order 5832 

at 3. As was the case with the Rural Mail Count, these changes do not raise any 

methodological concerns about the appropriateness of the method the Commission 

uses to estimate the mailbox or postal monopolies. 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

A. The Matching Of Digital And Manual Sample Data Has Preserved The 
Appropriateness Of The Commission’s Existing Methodology 

Of the changes the Commission has made to its methodology and methods of 

implementing its methodology to estimate the value of the mailbox and postal 

monopolies, only the discrepancies between the digital and manual samples of the 

                                            

 
13

 For example, the 2009 Mail Count included new activities, with their respective agreed upon 
times, such as the number of Non-Signature Scan Items, the number of carrier pickup requests, and the 
number of carrier pickup items, to name a few. 



Docket No. PI2020-1           Public Representative Comments  
 

9 

CCCS and RCCS raise any concern. The Public Representative has reviewed the 

techniques the Commission has used to resolve those discrepancies, and concludes 

that they are reasonable and do not require the Commission to abandon its route-level 

method of estimating the value of the mailbox and postal monopolies. 

B. Valuing A Legal Monopoly Is Different Than Valuing Monopoly Power 

The Commission’s Value of Monopoly models rightly employ the profitability cost 

approach. However, the original discussion of this method is not limited to the 

conditions established by the letter and mailbox monopolies. The USO Report also 

includes a factor which is separately included as part of the profitability cost of the 

Universal Service (USO) Obligation, namely frequency of delivery days.  

The value of the legal monopolies should not include conditions which are 

estimated as part of profitability cost of the USO obligation. Doing so amounts to double 

counting the impact of this factor. The Public Representative maintains the new 

entrant’s delivery carriers should be treated as if it operated under the same economic 

conditions faced by postal carriers. Doing so would remove the market power the Postal 

Service exerts because of its USO obligations, such as a delivery network capable of 

delivering mail to every address and Post Office Box in the country, from the estimates 

of the value of the mailbox and postal monopolies. 

Accordingly, the Public Representative recommends removing the discount and 

wage factor parameters from the model. He also recommends using the Base Case for 

the Contestability Factors, for these are based on an estimate of the most likely volume 

of contestable mail products dropshipped to the SCF or DDU which are available for 

capture by a new entrant.14 

                                            

 
14

 The Model must also establish a base case for the percentage of dropshipped mail which is 
contestable. Different levels of contestability, such as the low, base, and high cases, are appropriate, 
although the most likely case, the base case should be preferred, and in fact is the case the Commission 
reports in its Annual Reports. 
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Retaining economic assumptions which reflect the discounts made by entrants, 

their cost advantages, and the delivery frequency at which they would most likely need 

to operate at in order to become a “going enterprise,” could prevent an accurate 

estimate of cost the legal monopoly statutes, because they include more than the 

minimum number of economic assumptions that must be made to estimate the 

profitability cost of lifting the legal monopolies. The Public Representative maintains that 

the effort to value the profitability cost of legal monopolies should strive to treat the 

Postal Service and an Entrant as legal equals, but for the statutory restrictions which 

prevent unfettered entry.15 

C. Separating Rural and City Monopoly Estimates Would Provide Useful Policy 
Information 

(a) Introduction 

It is often thought that the rural cost of delivering mail is much greater than the 

cost of delivering city mail, primarily because rural carrier routes cover a greater 

distance, than city carriers, thus incurring greater drive time per route (higher fixed 

costs); and because the density  of mail per route is lower for rural compared to city 

routes.16 The Public Representative has developed a method which he believes allows 

one to estimate separate values of the mailbox and postal monopolies for city and rural 

routes. In order to carry out this analysis, he made several modifications to the unit cost 

and revenue calculations the Commission uses in its value of monopoly models. The 

                                            

 
15

 The Public Representative also maintains that including the ability of an entrant to choose 
profitable clusters to reduce its fixed costs, accounting for the mail processing and sorting costs an 
entrant might incur in reality, or the advantage which brand loyalty provides the Postal Service, reduce 
the accuracy of the valuation of the legal monopolies, because the factors are not legal restrictions or 
advantages. See, e.g., Postal Rate Commission, Annual Report To The President And Congress, Fiscal 
Year 2019, January 21, 2020 at 51. 

16
 See, e.g., Rural Delivery And The Universal Service Obligation: A Quantitative Investigation, by 

Cohen, R.; Ferguson, W.; and Xenakis, S., July 31, 1992, located at 
https://www.prc.gov/sites/default/files/papers/rural.pdf. This study shows, among things, that the cost of 
delivering mail to rural routes is not significantly different than the cost of delivery mail to city routes. 

https://www.prc.gov/sites/default/files/papers/rural.pdf
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following paragraphs discuss the modifications made, their limitations, compares the 

value of the mailbox and postal monopolies for city and rural areas, identifies the types 

of costs which are greater for rural than city carriers, and presents policy conclusions 

which flow from his analysis. 

(b) Method To Develop Unit City And Rural Values 

The Public Representative modified the Commission’s unit calculation file, 

RMC_18_support.xlsx17 by taking the following steps. 

 Obtain city delivered volumes for contestable products and services from the CCCS. 

 Obtain rural delivered volumes for contestable products and services from the RCCS. 

 Determine delivered city volumes as a share of RPW volumes (CCCS/RPW). 

 Determine delivered rural volumes as a share of RPW volumes (1 - (CCCS/RPW)). 

 Apply city and rural volume delivered percentages of each product and service to each products’ 
RPW volumes to obtain RPW-adjusted city and rural volumes, the sum of which equals RPW 
volumes. 

 Apply city and rural volume delivered percentages of each product and service to each ones' 
attributable costs to obtain rural and city adjusted attributable costs for each product (assumes 
proportionality between volume and attributable costs. 

 Use already calculated unit revenues for each product.  Assumes USO mandate for constant 
costs is unchanged. 

 Develop unit city variable delivery costs for each product by dividing each product's piggy-backed 
variable delivery costs by RPW-adjusted city volumes 

 Develop unit rural variable delivery costs for each product by dividing each product's piggy-
backed variable delivery costs by RPW -adjusted rural volumes 

 Develop adjusted city non-delivery costs by subtracting piggybacked city variable costs from 
adjusted city attributable costs. 

 Develop adjusted rural non-delivery costs by subtracting piggybacked rural variable costs from 
adjusted rural attributable costs. 

                                            

 
17

 PRC-LR-PI2020-1-NP1 - Analysis of the Value of the Postal and Mailbox Monopolies (PRC18 
LR), February 10, 2021, File: RMC_18_Support.xlsx. 
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 Calculate unit city non-delivery costs by dividing city non-delivery costs by RPW -adjusted city 
volumes 

 Calculate unit rural non-delivery costs by dividing rural non-delivery costs by RPW-adjusted Rural 
Volumes 

Once RPW-adjusted unit values are calculated for city and rural products, they 

are manually substituted for the unit values found in the Commission’s SAS programs. 

Contestability factors remain the same, but the Public Representative only runs the 

base case, with no discount, no wagefactor, and six day delivery frequency. The 

programs are run in the same order as indicated in PRC18, File: “PRC-LR-PI2020-1-

NP1_FY 18 Monopolies.”18 

(c) Rural Unit Variable Delivery Costs Are Less Than Those Of City, While 
Rural Unit Non-Delivery Costs Are Much Greater Than Those of City 

Table 1, below compares the unit variable, non-delivery, and attributable costs of 

rural and city delivery. It is interesting to see that, in general, rural unit variable delivery 

costs are less than those of city, while rural unit attributable delivery costs are much 

greater than those of city. Accordingly, unit attributable rural costs are approximately 

$0.23 greater than city costs on average, excluding special services. When special 

services are considered, rural unit costs are approximately $.10 less than city costs. 

Surprisingly, as is the case with unit attributable costs, rural unit non-delivery costs are 

approximately $0.25 greater than city costs. 

 

Table 1 
Comparison of USPS' City v Rural Unit Costs FY2018 

  Non-Delivery Variable Delivery 
Attributable 

Delivery  Difference 

  City Rural City Rural City Rural 
Rural Minus 

City 

  A B C D E F G=F-E 

                                            

 
18

 See, Docket No. PI2020-1, PR-LR-PI2020-1-NP1 – Public Representative Analysis of the 
Value of the City and Rural Postal and Mailbox Monopolies, March 26, 2021. 
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First Class Single Piece 
Letters 0.20 0.99 0.15 0.04 0.36 1.02 0.67 

First Class Presort Letters 0.14 0.20 0.07 0.03 0.21 0.23 0.02 

First Class Single Piece 
Cards 0.12 0.27 0.17 0.05 0.29 0.32 0.03 

First Class Presort Cards -0.02 0.07 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.00 

Priority 6.02 6.34 0.48 0.44 6.50 6.77 0.28 

Express 9.83 10.63 1.33 1.71 11.16 12.33 1.17 

Periodicals 0.37 0.34 0.01 0.10 0.38 0.44 0.06 

Marketing Mail/Standard 
Regular 0.07 0.13 0.08 0.03 0.15 0.17 0.02 

Marketing Mail/Standard 
ECR 0.03 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.14 0.19 0.05 

Parcel Post/Parcel 
Select/Retail Ground/STD 
Post/FCPkgs 0.89 1.28 0.58 0.48 1.47 1.75 0.29 

Bound Printed Matter 0.46 0.66 0.30 0.29 0.76 0.95 0.19 

Media & Library Mail 4.07 4.41 0.49 0.46 4.56 4.87 0.30 

USPS* 0.87 1.11 0.27 0.09 1.14 1.20 0.06 

Free 0.64 0.77 0.17 0.12 0.81 0.89 0.08 

International 1.79 1.95 0.25 0.27 2.03 2.22 0.19 

Registered 9.20 9.16 0.70 0.00 9.90 9.16 -0.74 

Certified 2.04 1.86 0.92 0.00 2.97 1.86 -1.11 

Insured 2.66 2.44 0.10 0.00 2.75 2.44 -0.32 

COD 6.16 4.99 1.80 0.00 7.96 4.99 -2.97 

Source:  PRC-LR-PI2020-1-NP1 - Analysis of the Value of the Postal and Mailbox Monopolies (PRC18 LR), February 10, 2021,  
File: “Compares Unit C&R Costs.xlsx, Sheet: “Unit Rev&Cost Rural.” 

 

 As the reader might expect, the Public Representative’s estimates of the value of 

the estimated values combined rural and city postal monopolies, as well as the rural and 

city mailbox monopolies are significantly less than those estimated by the Commission, 

primarily because his theory of the legal value of these monopolies required an entrant 

delivery mail six days a week.  Table 2, below compares his estimates to those of the 

Commission.19 

 

 

Table 2 
Comparison of PR and PRC Monopoly Value Estimates 

 Public Representative PRC 

 City $B Rural $B Combined $B $B 

 A B C=A+B  

                                            

 
19

 It should be noted that the Commission’s FY 2019 Annual Report is based upon FY 2018 data. 
The PR’s unit cost and SAS programs also use FY 2018 data. 
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Combined  Monopoly FY18 0.138 1.396 1.534 5.51 

Mailbox Monopoly FY18 0.267 1.396 1.663 0.77 

Sources:  PRC-LR-PI2020-1-NP1, February 10, 2021, File: Summary Six Basic.xlsx, Sheets: “CM6day,” and “MM6day,” and Public 
Regulatory Commission, Annual Report to the President and Congress, Fiscal Year FY 2019, January 21, 2020. 
 
 
 

There are several interesting results of the Public Representative’s analysis. 

First, the combined city monopoly value is approximately ten times greater than the 

rural. This appears to be due to the result that only 3,455 out of 143,520 (2.4%) of city 

routes are skimmed, while approximately 32,852 out of 75,000 (42.5%) of rural routes 

are skimmed. Even though nearly one-half of rural routes are skimmed, they constitute 

only about one-third of the Postal Services Routes. In addition, the entrant’s rural 

variable costs are approximately 5.2 times greater than city routes; rural fixed delivery 

costs are approximately 14 times greater than city routes; and rural delivery costs are 

approximately 9 times greater than city routes.  As expected, the Public 

Representative’s estimate of the value of the city plus rural combined monopolies is 3 

times less than the PRC’s because his model requires a delivery frequency of 6 days 

rather than three. The result that the estimated value of Public Representative’s city 

plus rural mailbox monopoly is a bit more twice that of the Commission’s estimate, even 

though he required the entrant to delivery six, rather than one day a week, appears to 

be due to the result that the Postal Service’s rural non-delivery costs are 1.6 times 

greater than its city non-delivery costs, even though the Postal Service’s city variable 

and fixed delivery costs are much lower than its rural variable and fixed delivery costs.20  

An interesting possible policy implication of the Public Representative’s finding 

that the legal value of the combined monopoly is so much lower than the Commission’s 

estimate, while his mailbox monopoly estimate is higher than the Commission’s 

suggests that lifting the mailbox monopoly will make more difference to an entrant than 

lifting the combined (or letter) monopoly. This conclusion doesn’t mean if lawmakers lift 

                                            

 
20

 See, PRC-LR-PI2020-1-NP1, February 10, 2021, File: Summary Six Basic.xlsx, Sheets: 
“CM6day,” and “MM6day,” 
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either legal monopoly, entry will occur.  Because the Commission’s analysis of the 

combined monopoly only requires the entrant to deliver mail three days a week, and this 

allows the entrant a greater ability to skim routes, it shows that the Postal Service’s 

economic, rather than legal, monopoly power is the key factor determining whether or 

not and the extent to which an entrant will be able to offer the Postal Service’s 

customers a meaningful choice. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

 The Public Representative respectfully submits the foregoing comments for the 

Commission’s consideration. 

 Respectfully submitted,  

 

 _________________________ 

 Lawrence Fenster   

 Public Representative     
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