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USPSIPostCom-Tl-3. On page 10 of your testimony, you state that you 

developed MPA-LR-2 with Time Warner witness Stralberg. Please refer to the 

mail processing unit costs on the worksheet entitled ‘CRA Cost Pools’ within 

MPA-LR-2. 

(a) Please confirm that these mail processing unit costs are identical to the mail 

processing costs on the worksheet entitled ‘CRA Cost Pools’ within USPS 

LR-I-90. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

(b) Please confirm that these mail processing unit costs do not reflect any 

changes due to proposed volume variability, cost reduction program, cost 

allocation, or cost distribution differences from the Postal Service’s proposal. 

If you do not confirm, please explain. 

(c) Please confirm that, if these mail processing unit costs reflected any changes 

due to proposed volume variability, cost reduction program, cost allocation, or 

cost distribution differences from the Postal Service’s proposal, then the 

proposed presort/automation cost differentials calculated from MPA-LR-2 

would, in all likelihood, be different. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

USPSIPostCom-T1-4. Please refer to your testimony at page 7, at lines 20-22, 

where you state that “as described by witness Lubenow (PostCorn, et al.-T-3), 

the Postal Service has not quantified all of the cost savings that result from the 

higher address quality that result directly from automation requirements.” 

(a) Please identify and describe each distinct component of cost savings that 

results from the higher address quality associated with automation 

requirements. 

(b) Please quantify each distinct cost savings as a percentage of total mail 

processing costs and provide the supporting data, reports, or analyses. Show 

all calculations and provide citations for all figures used in your analysis. 

USPSIPostCom-Tld. Please refer to your testimony at page 17, at 14-16, 

where you state that “accounting for costs caused by address problems via the 



CPA cost adjustments essentially ignores them for the purpose of determining 

automation-related cost savings.” 

(a) Please quantify the percentage of total mail processing costs caused by 

address problems and provide the supporting data, reports, or analyses. 

Show all calculations and provide citations for all figures. 

(b) Please identify each CPA mail processing cost pool that address problems 

affect. 

(c) For each CPA mail processing cost pool identified in subpart (b). please 

quantify the percentage of the cost pool’s total mail processing cost that is 

caused by address problems and provide the supporting data, reports, and 

analyses. Show all calculations and provide citations for all figures. 
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