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UPS/USPS-T37-24.
(a) Confirm that the Postal Service is proposing to pass
through 100% or very close to 100% (see USPS-T-37, WP I.I., page 1 of 3)
of the Postal Service’s estimated cost savings for the rate categorries for
which a new discount is proposed (OBMC, DSCF, DDU, BMC presort, and
prebarcoding).
If not confirmed, explain in detail.
(b) Confirm that providing a worksharing rate discount to mailers who already
perform worksharing in the absence of a discount leads to a decliine in the
net contribution to institutional costs for the volume tendered by those
mailers. If not confirmed, explain in detail.
(c) Confirm that new parcel post volume (k, volume not now being handled by
the Postal Service) generated by the proposed new rate discounts (OBMC,
DSCF, DDU, BMC presort, and prebarcoding) will not yield any additional
contribution to institutional costs. If not confirmed, explain in detail.
(d) Confirm that current Priority Mail volume that will be sent via Pamel Post
because of the proposed worksharing discounts for Parcel Post will yield less
contribution to institutional costs than that same mail now yields ‘when sent
by Priority Mail. If not confirmed, explain in detail.
(e) Confirm that, despite the adjustments to prevent revenue leakage, any new
volume not currently handled by the Postal Service that is attracied to Parcel
Post by the proposed new discounts for OBMC, DSCF, DDU, and
prebarcoding will yield a negative contribution to institutional costs (ie, will
be carried below cost) if the estimated cost savings have been overstated by
even a small amount (i&, by 2% or more). If not confirmed, explain in detail.
(f) Do you agree that the possibility that estimated worksharing cost savings
may be overstated creates a greater danger of yielding rates below
attributable cost in the case of subclasses or rate categories with very low
cost coverages (a,
cost coverages of 102% or less) than for subclasses or
rate categories with relatively higher cost coverages? Explain your answer.
(g) Do you agree that passing through a smaller percentage of estirnated cost
savings is one way to compensate for the risk of overstating estimated cost
savings? Explain your answer.

Response:
(a) Not confirmed.

The passthroughs

associated with the nontransportation

elements of each of the new worksharing

discounts for Parcel Post are

calculated on page 1 of workpaper WP 1.1. The passthroughs

range from
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The measured transportation

cost savings

were passed through at 100 percent, with some small variations due to
rounding to whole cent increments.
(b) This statement cannot be confirmed without additional information
the volume response of “mailers who already perform worksharing
absence of a discount.’

such as
in the

However, I can confirm that for the volume that

would be tendered regardless of the discounts and is already being prepared
in accordance

with the requirements

a unit revenue or contribution
applicable

for new worksharing

discoulnts, there is

loss for that volume that is equal to the

discount or discounts.

(c) Not confirmed.

This statement cannot be confirmed without additional

information regarding, at minimum, the weight and zone distribution
new volume.

Please refer to my response to UPS/USPS-T37-11.

Furthermore,

the passthroughs

of the

associated with the discounts are 100

percent or less of the narrowly-defined

cost savings.

I have no rneans by

which to verify that the new volume generated by the proposed discounts will
have a lower or higher effective contribution

to institutional

costs than

existing Parcel Post at the proposed rates, either with or without participation
ie the worksharing
(d) Not confirmed.

programs.

I have not analyzed the contribution

given piece of Priority Mail or the contribution
shape, weight and zone combination
response to UPS/USPS-T37-11,

--

associated with any

associated with the same

if sent as Parcel Post. As noted in my

the rates for many Parcel Post cells were
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to not decrease, and thus, will be higher than other&e

suggested by the rate design and cost distribution

to those cells. Moreover,

although I did not design the proposed Priority Mail rates, I woulcl believe that
decisions to retain the unzoned rates could affect the contributions

for given

Priority Mail items.
(e) Not confirmed.

The discounts associated with the worksharing

activities are,

in most cases, only a small part of the total cost or rate. The relationship
between the total cost and the rate for any particular piece of mail would
have to be considered.
100 percent passthrough.

In addition, not all of the discounts are offered at a
As indicated in my responses to parts (c) and (d)

above, I do not have sufficient information regarding the specific rate cells in
which this new volume would fall.
(f) I agree that in subclasses with very low cost coverages, there is a smaller
margin for error in the measurement

of any element required to iassess

revenues or costs. At the same time, I would be wary of any pricing scheme
that mechanistically

relates passthroughs

to subclass cost coverages.

Please see my response to part (g).
(g) Passing through a smaller percentage
to ensure a conservative

of estimated cost savings is one way

approach to introducing

new worksharing

discounts.

On the other hand, if the cost savings were narrowly defined and
conservatively

estimated in the first place, there may be no reason to pass

through less than 100 percent of the cost savings identified using such
conservative

means.
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UPS/USPS-T37-25.
Witness Hatfield states (USPS-T-16, Appendix I, page 11
of 13, footnote 3) that the costs associated with Intra-Alaska non-preferential air
was accounted for in your testimony. Confirm that your handling of 1:hese costs
was to adjust the “Markup FactoT (m, on WP 1.1,page 2 of 3) that is applied to
the per piece cost and to the transportation cost in each rate cell in each rate
category of Parcel Post (including Inter-BMC, Intra-BMC, DBMC, DSCF, and
DDU). If not confirmed, explain.

Response:
Please refer to my response to Presiding Officer’s Information Request Number
1, Question 1 .a.(2).
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UPS/USPS-T37-26.
Refer to spreadsheet H197-1 .xIs, underlying the Intra-BMC
Zone 5 rate cells in your testimony.
(a) Confirm that there is a hard-coded value for the fourth iteration of the rates
for Intra-BMC, Zone 5, pound 2. If not confirmed, explain.
(b) Confirm that the hard-coded value is not the same as the value that would
result if the equations used for the other rate cells were applied to these
cells. If not confirmed, explain.
(c) Explain why this value is hard-coded and not developed from the equations
used for the other rate cells.

Response:
(a) Confirmed.
(b) Confirmed.
(c) The rate for two-pound

intra-BMC pieces sent to Zone 5 was set slightly

higher than the rate that would have resulted from application

of the

equations used for the other rate cells. This value was “hard-coded”

to be

the same a!j the rate for two-pound pieces in Zones l&2 through 4 SO as to
prevent discontinuity

in the rate chart.
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UPS/USPS-T37-27.
Are 100% cost passthroughs consistent with the Postal
Service’s past policy with respect to the passthrough of worksharing cost
savings? Explain.

Response:
Passing through 100 percent of narrowly-measured
discounts is not inconsistent with the approaches
previous Postal Service rate design witnesses.

cost savings in the form of
to rate design used by

Please also refer to the

responses of Postal Service witness Fronk to NDMSIUSPS-T32-5
NDMSIUSPS-T32-6.

In my opinion, ‘passthroughs”

light of the resulting rates and their relationships,

should be cons,idered in
and the signals those rates

send to mailers regarding the value of mailer participation
programs.

and

in worksharing
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UPS/USPS-T37-28.
Refer to USPS-T-37, WP 1I.C. and WP I.H. Why is the
amount of “Over 108 Inches” volume unaffected by the change in volume from
before rates to after rates? Please explain.

Response:

No volume over 108 inches in combined length and girth would be permissible
the test year before rates.

in
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UPS/USPS-T37-29.
Refer to lines l-3 on page 5 of your testimony.
(a) Confirm that the equations used to generate the proposed Parcel Post rates
were constructed so that the maximum allowed rate increase for any
particular weight and zone combination of inter-BMC machinable Parcel Post
would not exceed 30%. If not confirmed, provide the correct figure.
(b) Why was any limitation chosen? Why was the specific limitation of 30%
chosen? Cite all supporting Commission decisions.
(c) Confirm that the equations used to generate the proposed Parcel Post rates
were constructed so that the maximum allowed rate decrease for any
particular weight and zone combination of inter-BMC machinable Parcel Post
would not be greater than 15%. If not confirmed, provide the correct figure.
(d) Why was any limitation chosen? Why was the specific limitation of 15%
chosen, and why is this figure different from the limitation on rate increases?
Cite all supporting Commission decisions.
(e) Confirm that the proposed rates for some weight and zone combinations of
BMC Presort, OBMC, DSCF, and DDU Parcel Post would, if adopted, result
in rate decreases of more than 15% from current rates. If confirmed, why
weren’t these decreases constrained, as in the case of inter-BMC machinable
Parcel Post? If not confirmed, explain.

Response:
(a) Confirmed.
(b) The upper limit of 30% was chosen so as to moderate the impact on mailers
of the changes in rates for any particular rate and zone combina,tion.

The

choice of 30 percent as the maximum increase in the basic rates resulted
from exchanges between postal management

and myself intended to balance

rate design and policy concerns, with reference to precedent in constraining
rate cells.
I cannot cite all supporting
several Commission

Commission decisions, but I can refer you to

decisions which incorporate

limits on the changes in
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rates. For example, please refer to PRC Opinion and Recommended
Decision for Docket No. R87-1 at page 750, [6030], wherein the Commission
states that they capped Express Mail rate changes at ‘30 percent increase
over current rates.”
workpapers

Please also refer to page 14 of the Commission’s

for the design of Express Mail rates in Docket No. R90-1 wherein

the rates are constrained

to be at least twice the applicable

Priority Mail rates

“but do not allow rate to increase more than a certain percent over existing
rate,” with the “Maximum % increase:

30.00.”

In its R80-1 Opinion and Recommended
that it was “recommending

Decision, the Commission

stated

moderate constraints on the rate schedule to

avoid a disruption in the market that could be detrimental to user8 of both
parcel post and alternative
Service.”

service, as well as competitors

at page 484, [1037].

Commission

In the same Recommended

and th,e Postal
Decision, the

stated that “Because the process of bringing the parcel post

schedule into conformity with cost incurrence is still continuing,

we have

likewise continued to apply constraints to guard against market disruption.”
Pages 4856.

[I 0391.

In the Commission’s

Recommended

Decision in Docket No. R80-1 (See page

486, at [I 0401) it described the constraints it applied in Docket No. R77-I,
and the rationale for those constraints.
Commission

In Docket No. R77-I, the

imposed constraints such that the rate for no cell could increase

more than 50 percent, and the rate for no cell could decrease below the
existing rate. Similarly, in R80-I, the Commission

chose to restrict rates
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such that they did not decrease below current rates and didn’t increase more
than 20 percent unless a higher rate was required to cover the costs
assigned to that cell. In its R84-1 Opinion, the Commission

stated that in the

two previous cases (R77-1 and R80-1) “an abrupt move from the tradition
[sic] rate structure to a cost-based rate structure would have caused too
much disruption

in the market.” Page 542 at [5521].

It was my opinicln that the shift from the previous approach to tralnsportation
costing in Parcel Post to the results implied by the work of witness Hatfield
(USPS-T-16)

constituted circumstances

that similarly represented

shifts from

an existing structure to a more cost-based structure.
(c) Confirmed.
(d) Since it was necessary for the rate levels for Parcel Post to increase overall,
the decision was made to mitigate the full impact of any rate declreases
implied by the changes in the costs for Parcel Post. A rate decrease of 15
percent was viewed as a reasonable

limit to associate with decreases

resulting not from changes in mailer behavior but primarily from changes in
postal costing methodological

approaches.

This approach was viewed as

permitting the newer, more accurate cost data to be reflected in lihe resultant
rates, while somewhat limiting the impact on the Parcel Post ratss which
must reflect, not only the general cost increase, but also the increase in costs
due to the refined methodology.
above.

Please refer to my response to part (b)

In R77-1 and R80-1, the Commission established

a constraint that no

Parcel Post rates be allowed to decrease below the current rate!:.
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Unlike the changes reflected in the rate design for tihe basic
rates for machinable

inter-BMC Parcel Post, the changes in the

rates resulting ,from the offering of new worksharing

discounts were intended

to send pricing signals and deaverage rates for mailers capable of and willing
to perform worksharing

activities.

worksharing

in some instances, would have represented

discounts,

The rates facing the mailers eligible for
even

larger decreases from current rates had the basic rates not been constrained.
As stated in my response to part (d) above, the basic rates were constrained
to not reflect the full impact of changes in postal costing methodology.
discounted

rates reflect both the changes in the costing methodology

as the introduction

of deaveraged

mailer participation

in worksharing

rates intended to encourage
programs.

The
as well

and reward
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UPS/USPS-T37-30.
(a) Confirm that the revenue gained in the Test Year After Rates from the “Over
108 Inches” Parcel Post volume is $12,822,340 minus $180,180, or
$12~342,160. See your Workpaper ILC., page 1, lines 13 and 115. If not
confirmed, please provide the correct figure.
(b) Confirm that the costs incurred in the Test Year Afler Rates from the “Over
108 Inches” Parcel Post volume is $19,080,130 minus $145,578, or
$18,934,552. See your Workpaper II.C., page 3, lines 2 and 4. If not
confirmed, please provide the correct figure.
(c) Confirm that in the Test Year After Rates, the “Over 108 Inches” Parcel Post
volume does not cover its attributable costs. If not confirmed, @ease explain.
(d) Confirm that any underestimate of the “Over 108 Inches” Parcel Post volume
would yield a lower cost coverage for Parcel Post in the Test Year Afler
Rates.

Response:
(a) Confirmed.
(b) Confirmed.
(c) As calculated,

the revenue derived from the additional volume .with combined

length and girth exceeding 108 inches does not cover the costs associated
therewith.
(d) Confirmed.
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UPS/USPS-T37-31.
In calculating the WAR volumes, the 1996 distribution of
volume among zone and weight cells is used to divide the TYAR total volume
among rate cells. Please provide an explanation and any evidence you have to
confirm that the volume distribution is static. If you cannot confirm or provide
any evidence or analysis to support a static volume distribution, please discuss
and explain how your calculation of total revenue and cost coveragie would be
affected by shifts in volume distribution.

Response:
Prior to this case, I prepared rate design and revenue estimation workpapers

for

use in three omnibus rate cases, as well as examined the Commission’s
workpapers

from the same cases, and have observed that, in the s,ubclasses

with which I am familiar, the distribution

of both TYBR and TYAR volumes to

individual rate cells for revenue estimation purposes is performed jwith reference
to the volume distribution
understanding
distributing

that existed in the base year. In other words, it is my

that in the approved and generally accepted methoidology for

test year volumes to rate cells for revenue estimation purposes, the

base year volume distributions
factor representing
volume.

to cell are multiplied by a volume adjustment

the ratio of the TYBR or TYAR total volume to ,the base year

The exceptions to such practice occur when there is additional

information,
adjustments.

such as from market research, that allows for more preecise
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is the focus of neither my testimony in this case, nor my work
However, it seems to me to be beyond the realm of

possibility and plausibility to consider independently
and defending

calculating,

establishing

a unique elasticity estimate for every rate element in every

subclass of mail. In the absence of additional information such as market
research, the generally accepted means of estimating the volumes for revenue
estimation and rate design has been to apply the fixed distribution

of volume to

weights and zones to the new estimate of total volume. The before- and afterrates volume forecasts for Parcel Post were performed at an aggregate
Inter-BMC,

Intra-BMC and DBMC separately.

level for

The volume figures appearing in

each cell for revenue estimation purposes are not volume forecasts, per se, for
each cell. They simply represent the distributions

of the aggregate forecasted

volumes according to the base year distribution.

For further discussion regarding these issues, please refer to the response of
Postal Service witness Ashley Lyons to Presiding Officer’s Informertion Request
No. 3, Question 1, in Docket No. MC96-3.

Tr. 8/3002-3.
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UPS/USPS-T37-32.
Confirm separately that WP II.C., p.3, footnote 12, should
read, ‘WP II C page 1 line 24 over (1)” for TYBR cost coverage but that the
coverage for TYBR is as the footnote reads. If you cannot confirm, please
explain the TYBR cost coverage of 96.88% resulting from the calculation
described in the footnote as stated and provide any relevant sources.

Response:
I am not sure that I understand

the question as written.

However, I can confirm

that the footnote associated with line (12) for TYBR should read “WP II.C., page
1, line (24) over (1)” as there is no line (11) for TYBR on page 2 of WP 1I.C. As
lines (12) and (24) on page 1 of WP 1I.C. are identical for TYBR, so would be
lines (1) and (11) on page 2. Since there is no line (11) for TYBR ton page 2, I
cannot trace or confirm the 96.88% figure you have cited.
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UPS/USPS-T37-33.
(a) Please confirm that in the 3’d iteration, any 2”d iteration rate thal: is unaffected
by the 30 percent rate increase constraint is marked up by 4% [(WP ILL., p.39,
line 8).
(b) Confirm that the rates resulting from this additional markup become the 3’d
iteration rates as long as they do not crossover with Priority Mail rates.
(c) Similarly confirm that in the 4’h iteration, any 3’d iteration rate that is still
unaffected by ,the 30 percent rate increase constraint is marked1 up an
additional 0.36% (WP I.M., p.37, line 8).
If you are unable ‘to provide unqualified confirmation of any of the above, please
explain why you cannot confirm.

Response:
(a) Not confirmed.

The 30 percent constraint is not the only constraint applied.

In the local and Zones l&2, if the 2”d iteration rate multiplied by the additional
markup from WP I.L. would result in a rate higher than the applicable
Mail rate less a nickel, then the rate was constrained

Priority

to be the applicable

Priority Mail rate less a nickel. In Zones 3 through 8, if the 2”d iteration rate
multiplied by the additional markup from WP ILL. would result in a rate lower
than the current rate, then the current rate applied.
(b) Not confirmed.

Please refer to part (a) above.

(c) Not confirmed.

Please refer to part (a) above.
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UPS/USPS-T37-34.
(a) Please explain the process by which the 3’d iteration markup of ,4% and 4’”
iteration markup of 0.36% were derived. Is there an algorithm that resulted in
these markups? If so, please provide the algorithm in hard cop!/ and
electronic form with an accompanying explanation,
(b) Please discuss any and all other markup factors that were considered.

Response:
(a) Please refer to Library Reference H197, file Hy97-1 .xIs for the rnethod by
which these additional markups were determined.
workpapers
recovering

I used the Commission’s

from Docket No. R94-1 as the source of this methodology

for

the revenue that would otherwise have been lost (or gained) by

virtue of imposing constraints on the rates that otherwise resulted from the
simple application of a markup factor to the underlying cost distributions.

At page 17 of the Commission’s

workpapers for the design of Parcel Post

rates in Docket No. R90-1, the Commission

used the same methodology

to

recover the revenue that was lost by setting Parcel Post rates a nickel below
the comparable

Priority Mail rates. In Docket No. R90-1, unlike in Docket No

R94-1, the Commission

chose to recover this revenue by a per,-piece

surcharge on the unaffected cells. I believe that the markup methodology

is

more fair than a per-piece surcharge because it ties to the cost and revenue
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base for each cell rather than the relatively more regressive

peir-piece

surcharge approach that places relatively more burden on the low-cost, lowweight items.
(b) The goal of the derivations

at workpapers

WP ILL. and WP I.M. was to

develop the markup factors that, when applied to the unaffected volumes,
would result in the same total revenue that would have been obtained with
unconstrained

rates. No other markup factors were considerecl.
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UPS/USPS-T37-35.
Please confirm that markup factors that differ across rate
cells (ie., from one rate cell to another) were not considered, and explain why
varying markups were not used or considered.

Response:
Because the development

of rates for Parcel Post, in particular, ha:s traditionally

been handled by both the Commission and the Postal Service in a rather
mechanical manner, I was unfamiliar with a precedent of using different markup
factors across rate cells. In the absence of a compelling reason - :juch as
evidence of dramatic differences

in demand characteristics

applying to different cells - I followed the Commission’s

or market factors

methodology

of applying

the same markup to the unaffected cells, as described in my response to
UPS/USPS-T37-34.
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UPS/USPS-T37-36.
Please refer to USPS-T-37, WP ILK.
(a) Confirm that the same markup factor has been separately applied to the
inter-BMC, intra-BMC, and DBMC transportation costs in deriving the
preliminary rate schedules.
(b) Confirm that the approach referred to in (a) above yields a different markup
in cents per piece for a parcel of the same weight and zone regiardless of
whether the parcel is sent as an inter-BMC, an intra-BMC, or a DBMC parcel.
If not confirmed, explain.
(c) Confirm that the Parcel Post rate designs in Docket Nos. R90-1 and R94-1
resulted in the same markup in cents per piece for a parcel of tlhe same
weight and zone regardless of whether the parcel was sent as tan inter-BMC,
an intra-BMC, or a DBMC parcel. If not confirmed, explain.
(d) Confirm that even when transportation costs are estimated separately for
inter-BMC, intra-BMC and DBMC, a Parcel Post rate design wilh an equal
markup in cents per piece for a parcel of the same weight and zone
regardless of whether the parcel was sent as an inter-BMC, an intra-BMC, or
a DBMC parcel can be derived for each of the three rate categories. If not
confirmed, explain.
(e) Explain why you did not use an equal markup in cents per piece for a parcel
of the same weight and zone regardless of whether the parcel is sent as an
inter-BMC, and intra-BMC, or a DBMC parcel.

Response:
(a) Confirmed.
(b) The methodology

used results in different per-piece contributiolns for cells

with different estimated unit cost bases.
(c) To the extent ‘that the estimated intralinter-BMC

cost differential

and the

DBMC cost savings relative to intra-BMC rates were passed through
completely

in the rate design, the unit contribution

for comparable

intra-BMC,

inter-BMC and DBMC pieces of the same weight and zone would have been
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the same. However, the cost methodology
that the transportation

costs underlying

used in those dockets assumed

intra-BMC and inter-BMC for the

same zones and weights were the same. As witness Hatfield’s (USPS-T-16)
testimony demonstrates,

the transportation

costs underlying

intra-BMC,

BMC and DBMC are not the same for any given combination

inter-

of weight and

zone.
(d) It would be possible to assess a per-piece surcharge on top of the estimated
transportation

costs and per-piece costs, excluding markup, for any given

zone and weight combination

for DBMC, intra-BMC and inter-BMC.

(e) Because of the relative importance of transportation
considered

it more appropriate

costs to Parcel Post, I

to tie the per-piece contribution

to the

estimated total costs of the providing service to that piece, rather than set the
contribution

per piece such that it tied only to the transportation

costs for

inter-BMC.

Please also refer to my response to UPS/USPS-T37-34(a).
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UPS/USPS-T37-37.
Please refer your second iteration for all weiclhts in zones
Local, 1 and 2, for the Intra-BMC, Inter-BMC and DBMC categories
(a) Confirm that this is the only place in your analysis that constrains rates from
decreasing by more than 15%. If not confirmed, please explain.
(b) Explain why you use the constraint referred to in (a) above in these areas
only and not anywhere else in the analysis.
(c) Explain your reasons for using 15% as a constraint and not sorne other
percentage.
(d) Confirm that your analysis has no other constraint on the amoulnt by which a
rate cell can decrease. If not confirmed, please explain.
(e) Confirm that no rates are decreased by more than 15%. If not confirmed,
please explain.

Response:
(a) Confirmed.

The rates in Zones 3 through 8 were constrained

s;uch that they

not decrease at all.
(b) As noted in my response to part (a) above, a managerial decision was made
to constrain the rates in Zones 3 through 8 from decreasing.
the desire to encourage dropshipping,

However, given

the downward rate change constraint

was relaxed somewhat for the Local zone and Zones l&2.
(c) Please refer to my response to UPS/USPS-T37-29(d).
(d) Not confirmed.

Please refer to my responses to parts (a) and (b) above.

(e) None of the basic underlying rates for intra-BMC, inter-BMC or DBMC
service decreased

more than 15 percent.

I.N., pages 7 through 12.

Please refer to my workpaper

WP
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UPS/USPS-T37-38.
Confirm that the Springfield, MA BMC and SCF are located
in the same building.
(a) What SCFs are served by the Springfield, MA BMC?
(b) Will all Springfield, MA DBMC Parcel Post destinating to the Sprillgfield, MA
SCF receive the DSCF discount?
(c) If in a DBMC shipment to the Springfield, MA BMC there are somle parcels
destinating to the Springfield, MA SCF and some parcels that destinate to
other SCFs, how will the DSCF discount be applied? Explain, particularly
with respect to minimum volume requirements.
(d) Did you take into account in your rate design the loss in revenue from
Springfield, MA DBMC Parcel Post becoming automatically eligible for the
DSCF discount? Explain.
(e) Will all inter-BMC presort parcels brought to the Springfield, MA I3MCISCF
building recleive the OBMC discount? Explain.
(f) Did you take into account in your rate design the loss in revenue from
presorted Springfield, MA Inter-BMC Parcel Post receiving the 013MC
discount, rather than the inter-BMC presort discount? Explain.

Response:
Confirmed.
(a) Please refer to DMM sections LOO5 and L602.
(b) No. DSCF parcels must be presorted to the five-digit ZIP Code level, a
requirement

not currently imposed on DBMC mailings.

(c) It will depend on how the mailer had prepared and entered the mailing.
Please refer to my response to UPS/USPS-T37-16
(d) Please refer to my response to part (b) above.
DBMC Parcel Post volume will automatically
discount.

I deny that Sprin!gfield, MA

be eligible for the DSCF

Some portion of that mail may qualify for DSCF rates. Please refer

RESPONSE

OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS

to my workpapers,

MAYES TO UPS INTERROGATORIES

particularly WP I.F., for the estimated DSCF ,volume

before and after the introduction

of the DSCF discount.

I did noi have

separate analyses for each BMC, and have not developed estimates of
mailer adoption of discounts and resulting impacts on revenue cln a BMCspecific basis.
(e) I assume that you are referring to the BMC presorted mail. It is my
understanding

that if the BMC presorted mail otherwise met the requirements

for OBMC entry and was dropped at the Springfield
with postal guidelines,

SCFlBMC in accordance

it would qualify as OBMC mail.

(f) Please refer to my workpapers,

particularly WP I.F., for the estirnated OBMC

volume before and after the introduction

of the OBMC discount.

I did not

have separate analyses for each BMC, and have not developed estimates of
mailer adoption of discounts and resulting impacts on revenue on a BMCspecific basis.

RESPONSE

OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS

MAYES TO UPS INTERROGATORIES

UPS/USPS-T37-39.
For each BMC and ASF, provide the parcel post
Government Fiscal Year 1998 volume for each category below:
(i) Intra-BMC
(ii) Inter-BMC
(a) Originating
(b) Destinating
(iii) Destination BMC
(a) Entered at BMC
(b) Entered at P&DC

Response:
(i) Please refer to the attached charts at pages 9 and 10.
(ii) Please refer to the attached charts at pages 1 through 8.
(iii) Please refer to Attachment

S of Library Reference H-135.

Statistics are not

available separately for volume entered at the BMC and at P&DCs.
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to

Response

GFY-1996 INTRA-BMC LONE-RATE PARCEL POST VOLUMESBY BMC,A.SF

to

09:07

UPS/USPS-T37-39(+
Friday.

August

.I
15.

,997

9

Attachment

GFY-1996

to

Response

INTRA-BMC ZONE-RATE PARCEL POST VOLUMESBY BMC,ASF

to

UPS/USPS-T37-39Ci.:)

09:07

Friday.

/\ugust

15.

1997

10

RESPONSE

OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS

MAYES TO UPS INTERROGATORIES

UPS/USPS-T37-40.
For each BMC and ASF, provide the estimated test year
before rates Parcel Post volume for each category below:
(i) Intra-BMC
(ii) Inter-BMC
(a) Originating
(b) Destinating
(iii) Destination BMC
(iv) Destination SCF
(v) Destination Delivery Unit

Response:
Aside from applying an inflation factor representing

the ratios of TYBR total

volumes from WP LA. to the FY 1996 volumes for each of these categories
provided in the response to UPS/USPS-T37-39,
by BMC or ASF for the test year.

as

I have no estimates of volume

DECLARATION

I, Virginia J. Mayes, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing answers
are true and correct, to the best of my knowledge,

Dated:

d.-z-&a,l9Qf-

information,

and belief.

CERTIFICATE

OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document
participants

of record in this proceeding

in accordance with section 12 of the Rules of

Practice.

Scott L. Reiter

475 L’Enfant Plaza West, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20260-l 137
August 20, 1997

upon all

