
 
 

 
 

BEFORE THE 
POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20268-0001 
 

CUSTOMIZED MARKET MAIL MINOR 
CLASSIFICATION CHANGES 

                       Docket No. MC2003-1 

 
RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE  

WITNESS ASHE TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE OFFICE OF CONSUMER 
ADVOCATE (OCA/USPS-T1—14-19(A-B), 20-21) 

 
 The United States Postal Service hereby provides the response of witness 

Ashe to the following interrogatories of the Office of Consumer Advocate:  

OCA/USPS-T1—14-19(a-b), 20-21, filed on March 25, 2003.  An objection to 

interrogatory OCA/USPS-T1—19(c) was filed on April 1, 2003.  The 

interrogatories are stated verbatim and are followed by the responses. 

      Respectfully submitted, 
 
      UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
 
      By its attorneys: 
 
      Daniel J. Foucheaux, Jr. 
      Chief Counsel, Ratemaking 
 
      Anthony Alverno 
      Attorney 
 
475 L'Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20260-1137 
(202) 268-2997; Fax –6187 
April 3, 2003 

Postal Rate Commission
Submitted 4/3/2003 12:00 pm
Filing ID:  37586
Accepted 4/3/2003



RESPONSE OF U.S. POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS ASHE TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

 
 

 
 

OCA/USPS-T1-14. No one is willing to pay for such a review; rather, they believe 
that the Postal Service should provide the service without a fee because it will 
benefit from added mail volume if such pieces were permitted. 
 
(a) In establishing the price of mailing a CMM mail piece, did you incorporate the 
cost of reviewing the specification drawings or prototypes of a CMM piece? 
 
(b)  If your response to part “a” of this interrogatory is affirmative, please provide 
your estimate of the cost of the review. Please include copies of all documents, 
analyses, notes, workpapers and data sources used in developing the estimate. 
Provide copies of all source documents relied upon, cite all sources used and 
show the derivation of all calculated numbers. 
 
(c) If your response to part “a” of this interrogatory is negative, please explain 
why you did not include the cost of reviewing a CMM mail piece. 
 

RESPONSE:   
(a) - (c) Not applicable. As stated in my testimony at p. 11, lines 14-16, “[d]esign 

approval would not be required, and physical or graphic content would be subject 

to existing standards and statutes.” 
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OCA/USPS-T1-15.  The following refers to USPS-LR-2, question number 6, part 
2, page 3, of the questionnaire titled “Screener – Chicago MarketMail 
Advertisers.”  Please explain what the acronym “FSIs stands for and provide a 
copy of an example. 
 
RESPONSE:   
The acronym “FSIs” stands for free-standing inserts.  It is a commonly used 

advertising term that corresponds to the advertisements that are inserted into 

newspapers (most typically on Thursdays, Saturdays, and Sundays) as stand-

alone pieces.  They are distinguished from “ROPs,” which are “run-of-press” ads.  

ROPs are placed in newspapers on the same pages as news and feature stories.  

These terms are very familiar to both advertising executives (e.g., account 

managers, etc.) and advertisers.  Respondents were not shown a copy of a 

typical FSI, since they were screened by telephone.  It was not necessary to 

show such a sample during the focus group sessions, since the focus was on 

Customized MarketMail.  Several examples of pages from FSIs from last 

Sunday's Washington Post are attached. 



alvernaf
Attachment to OCA/USPS-T1-15
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OCA/USPS-T1-16.  USPS-LR-2 provides copies of the two telephone surveys 
(Advertisers and Ad Agencies) conducted in Chicago. Were identical telephone 
surveys used in New York? If not, please provide a copy of each survey used in 
New York and fully explain where the New York and Chicago surveys differ; and, 
why they differ. 
 
RESPONSE:   
Yes.  Identical surveys were used in New York. 
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OCA/USPS-T1-17.  Please refer to USPS-LR-2, question number 14, page 6, of 
the questionnaire titled “Screener – Chicago, MarketMail – Advertisers.” 
 
a. Please provide a table showing the total number of respondents, New York 
and Chicago, for each ranking level of interest.  For example: 

 
 
 
 

 
b. Please provide the total number of New York and Chicago advertisers that 
were called for this survey.  
 
c. For the New York and Chicago advertiser discussions, please provide the total 
number of advertising personnel that were available on the date of the survey. 
 
d. For the New York and Chicago advertiser discussions, please provide the total 
number of different advertising firms represented. 
 

RESPONSE:  
(a) Eighteen advertiser executives completed the screening form and attended 

the focus group sessions.  As shown in the chart below, 15 of the 18 respondents 

gave a rating of 5 or 6 to the question regarding how likely or unlikely they would 

be to send an irregular piece of advertising mail.   

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
--- 1 1 1 7 8 18 

 
 

(b) The telephone portion of this project was merely used to identify eligible 

companies/respondents who could then be invited to the focus group discussions 

in each city.  The recruiters from the focus group facilities used by National 

Analysts consulted telephone directories, their own database, and other sources 

to identify potential advertising executives for screening purposes.  They were 

Ranks 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
Total per rank       Total 

Rankings 
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not specifically asked to keep track of the total number of calls they made to 

complete their screening/recruiting efforts, as is customary for focus group 

recruiting.  Therefore, the total number of advertisers called is not available. 

 
(c) Ten advertisers were recruited for each group, for a total of 20, with 18 

executives ultimately attending the focus groups.  This number represents the 

number of individuals who were screened, eligible, and available to attend the 

focus group sessions on the dates and times established for these groups. 

 
(d) The unique number of advertisers (companies) represented in these groups 

was 18.  Only one individual per company was recruited.  
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OCA/USPS-T1-18.  Please refer to question number 9, of USPS-LR-2, page 4 of 
the questionnaire titled “Screener – Chicago, MarketMail – Ad Agency.” 
 
a. Please provide a table showing the total number of respondents, New York 
and Chicago, for each level of interest.   For example: 

 
Ranks 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
Total per rank       Total 

Rankings 
 
b. Please provide the total number of New York and Chicago ad agency 
personnel that were called for this survey. 
 
c. For the New York and Chicago ad agency discussions, please provide the total 
number of ad agency personnel that were available on the date of the survey. 
 
d. For the New York and Chicago ad agency discussions, please provide the 
total number of different ad agencies represented. 
 
RESPONSE:  
(a) There were a total of 18 advertising firm executives who completed the 

screening form and attended the focus group sessions.  As shown in the chart 

below, 15 of the 18 respondents gave a rating of 5 or 6 to the question regarding 

how likely or unlikely they would be to send an irregular piece of advertising mail.  

Please note that one respondent did not complete this question. 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Don’t 

Know 
Total 

--- --- 1 1 2 13 1 18 
 
 
(b)  As noted in OCA/USPS-T1-17(b), no specific records of the number of 

telephone contacts were maintained, as is customary for focus group recruiting.  

Therefore, this figure is not available. 
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(c)  Ten advertising executives were recruited for each group for a total of 20, 

with 18 executives ultimately attending the focus group session.  This number 

represents the number of individuals who were screened, eligible, and available 

to attend the focus group sessions on the dates and times established for these 

groups. 

  

(d) The number of unique advertising agencies represented was 18.  Only one 

individual per agency was permitted to attend the focus group discussions.   
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OCA/USPS-T1-19. The following refers to USPS-LR-2, “Customized MarketMail 
Study Ad Agency Discussion Guide.” 
 
a. Was the same Ad Agency Discussion Guide used in both the New York and 
Chicago discussion groups? If not, please provide a copy of the second Ad 
Agency discussion guide. 
 
b. If the discussion guide used for the two Advertiser groups differed from that 
used for the ad agency discussions, please provide a copy of each Advertiser 
Discussion Group Guide used and explain why the advertiser guides differed 
from the ad agency guides. 
 
c. In the discussion guide introduction, the ground rules indicate that the 
discussions may have been audio taped. Please provide copies of all audio tapes 
and video tapes made during each of the four discussions. 
 

RESPONSE:   
(a) The same Ad Agency Discussion Guide was used in both cities. 

 
(b) There were two different discussion guides:  one for advertising agency 

executives and one for advertiser decision-makers.  The advertiser discussion 

guide was filed as an attachment to OCA/USPS-T1-5.  Many of the same topics 

were covered in both guides.  However, the ad agency guide asked for the 

executives to think about the clients they service and the various design and 

production considerations that go into dealing with their clients.  The advertiser 

guide focused explicitly on advertisers’ own companies and the philosophies and 

practices they use for making their direct mail design and production decisions. 

 
(c)  An objection to this subpart has been filed.
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OCA/USPS-T1-20. The following refers to your testimony at page 10, lines 5 
through 7. Please explain what you meant by the following: “drop shipment 
containers would be limited to three sizes per mailing … .” 
 
a. What are the three box sizes? 
 
b. What are the three envelope sizes? 
 
c. Can a mailing consist of boxes and envelopes? 
 

RESPONSE:   
(a) & (b) The Postal Service does not intend to prescribe the exact types and 

sizes of the boxes and envelopes that would serve as containers eligible for  

dropshipment of Customized Market Mail (CMM) pieces to delivery units.  See 

my testimony at p. 8, lines 4-11.  In order to minimize the complexity of CMM 

entry verification procedures, a maximum of three different types of containers 

could be used in a given mailing.  For example, a mailer could enter a CMM 

dropshipment mailing that consists of ten 16” x 16” x 16” Priority Mail boxes, 

each containing CMM mail pieces; ten 15” x 15” x15” Express Mail boxes, each 

containing CMM mail pieces; and ten 14” x 14” x 14” Express Mail Boxes, each 

containing CMM mail pieces.  The mailing would be eligible because it would 

consist of 30 boxes of CMM mail pieces using no more than three different types 

of containers. 

 

(c) Yes, a combination of both boxes and envelopes could serve as 

dropshipment containers for a single CMM mailing.   
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OCA/USPS-T1-21. The following refers to page 10, lines 17 to 20 of your 
testimony. You indicate that the CMM mail piece must be “sufficiently flexible to 
withstand movement in the mailstream, the normal handling required for casing 
and delivery, and folding or rolling to fit in a small mail receptacle (such as a post 
office box).” 
 
a. USPS-LR-1 provides examples of a thin cardboard motorcycle and car cutout. 
However, the maximum thickness of a CMM mail piece is three-fourths of an 
inch. Please explain what materials you envision mailers using such that the 
material is sufficiently flexible when three fourths of an inch thick. 
 
b. In order to understand the dimensional requirements for CMM mail, please 
provide four examples of CMM qualifying mail pieces that are three-fourths of an 
inch thick, 12 inches high and 15 inches long. 
 
c. In your testimony at page 10 and 11, you indicate that CMM mail pieces must 
be sufficiently flexible to fit into a small mail receptacle.  Please explain why a 
sufficiently flexible mail piece that can fit into a small mail receptacle must be 
marked with a Carrier Release marking. (See also, USPS-T2, page 2, lines 11 
through 14.) Include in your response examples of “sufficiently flexible mail 
pieces” that would not fit into a small mail receptacle. 
 

RESPONSE:   
(a) - (b) The Postal Service does not have samples that are responsive to this 

request.  Also, for purposes of clarity, the motorcycle and automobile cut-outs 

provided in USPS-LR-1 are made of a plastic synthetic material, and not of 

cardboard, as indicated in the question.  A possible example of a CMM piece at 

¾” thickness could be a piece that is constructed out of a sponge-like material. 

 

(c) The Postal Service does not have samples that are responsive to this 

request.  The proposed requirement for the use of the carrier release marking on 

CMM mail pieces will enable carriers to deliver CMM pieces on the first delivery 

attempt, subject to carrier release guidelines.  Without knowing the dimensions of 

the “small mail receptacle” in question, it is difficult to assess the need for a 
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carrier release marking on a given piece of CMM mail.  Suffice it to say that small 

mail receptacles come in a variety of shapes and sizes.  The requirement is 

particularly helpful when, despite his or her best efforts, the carrier cannot insert 

the piece into the small mail receptacle (for example, because the receptacle is 

stuffed with other items).  In such instances, the carrier release marking will 

permit the carrier to leave the piece in a safe location for the recipient of the mail 

piece, thereby averting the need for the piece to be returned to the carrier station 

for further handling.  Without the carrier release marking, if the piece does not fit 

in the mail receptacle and the customer is not home, the Postal Service would 

likely have to leave a delivery notice at a residential delivery address requesting 

that the customer travel to the delivery station to retrieve the CMM piece.  

Because it is believed that customers would not want to incur the time and 

expense of traveling to a delivery unit to retrieve a piece of advertising mail, the 

product description has incorporated features that eliminate handling procedures 

after the first delivery attempt.   

 


