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Michael W. Hall
Major Mailers Association’s Second Set Of Interrogatories And Document Production Requests For USPS Witness Linda A. Kingsley

MMA/USPS-T39-8
Please refer to your response to Part C of Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T39-1 where you refer to the USPS response to Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T2-12 in Docket No. MC95-1.

A. Please confirm that this engineering study was never presented to the Commission as evidence, was never sponsored by any Postal Service witness, and was never subjected to any cross examination whatsoever.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

B. Please confirm that, despite some of the engineering study’s conclusions regarding heavy weight pieces that you cite, in every omnibus rate proceeding prior to this one, the Postal Service has proposed Standard Mail letter rates that do not increase with weight so long as the weight of a piece stays at or below 3.3 ounces. If you cannot confirm, please explain.

C. Please confirm that, despite some of the engineering study’s conclusions regarding heavy weight pieces that you cite, in this case the Postal Service has proposed to increase the maximum letter weight for Standard Mail letters to 3.5 ounces.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

D. Please confirm that the engineering study you cite did not study any letters below 1.75 ounces, so that no conclusions can be drawn about letters weighing up to 1.75 ounces.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

E. Please confirm that in his response to Part A of Interrogatory USPS/MMA-T2-3 in Docket No. MC95-1, MMA witness Bentley testified that, as shown by the engineering study, “the throughput rate decreased only gradually as the weight increased to about 2.25 ounces and decreased at a faster rate as the letters’ weight increased from 2.5 ounces to 4.5 ounces.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

F. Please confirm that the engineering study did not, in any way, measure the increase in costs due to the throughput reductions that it measured for heavier letters.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

G. Please confirm that in his response to Interrogatory USPS/MMA-T2-2 in Docket No. MC95-1, MMA witness Bentley “attempted to translate reduced throughputs into increased processing costs and found that “the additional costs that might be caused by excess weight up to three ounces are minimal in relation to the mount of postage that is collected.”  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

H. Please confirm that the study Docket No. MC95-1 engineering study measured decks of 1,000 identical heavy letters that did not represent the real world situation where heavy letters are interspersed among lighter weight letters.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

I. Please confirm that in Docket MC95-1, MMA witness Bentley concluded in answer to Part c of Interrogatory USPS/MMA-T2-3 that “only .14% of First-Class letters weigh over 2 ounces,” and that “USPS witness Smith readily admits” that the “impact of such a small amount of heavyweight volumes would hardly affect the costs.” 

J. Please confirm that MMA witness Bentley reported, in response to Interrogatory Part d of USPS/MMA-T2-3 in Docket No. MC95-1, that “when heavyweight letters comprised one percent of and were intermixed with lightweight letters,” the throughput decreased by just .6%.  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

MMA/USPS-T39-9
Please refer to your response to Part A of Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T39-5 where were asked if allied operations costs were considered volume variable.  Your response claims that such costs do not vary 100% with volume.  

A. Is it your understanding that the Postal Service attributes such costs to specific subclasses?  If no, please explain.

B.  Is it your understanding that allied operations costs are “covered” by each subclass to meet the requirement of Section 3623(B)(3) of the Act? 

1
3

