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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS NIETO TO INTERROGATORY
OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T2-1. Please refer to pages 21 and 25 of library reference H-89. These
pages describe data recoding that was performed for the city and rural carrier systems
because of implementation of MC95-1 rate categories on July 1, 1996. Some third-
class single piece mail was randomly recoded as third-class bulk rate to achieve
consistency between PQ 4 volumes for FY 1995 and FY 1596.

a. Piease explain whether it was necessary to randomly recode any of the TRACS
data to adjust for implementation of the MC95-1 rate categories.

b. Please explain whether it was necessary to randomly recode any of the TRACS
data to adjust it to conform with data from other sources or with TRACS data for
other time periods.

C. If any random recoding process was implemented, please describe completely.
Include the specific rules for random recoding, the programs used to randomly
recode the data, the number of tallies affected by recoding, and the justification
for the recoding used.

d. If random recoding was not used, please explain why it was not needed to
account for the changes implemented with the MC95-1 rate categories.

Response:

a. No, it was not necessary to randomly recode any TRACS data to adjust for
implementation of MC95-1 rate categories.

b. No changes were made to the TRACS data to make it conform to data from any
other data system or to TRACS data from any other time period.

C. No random recoding was performed.

d. There were no data problems in the TRACS data that would necessitate random

recoding.
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