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The United States Postal Service hereby objects to MMA interrogatories 

MMA/USPS-14 and 15, filed on August 11, 2005, and denominated as “follow-up” 

interrogatories.  In fact, neither question is a follow-up, and both are untimely.  

Nevertheless, while maintaining its objection on that basis, the Postal Service intends to 

provide answers. 

 Both questions (complete copies of which are attached) relate to city carrier 

costing.  Question 14 relates to MMA-LR-1, a Category 6 library reference filed by MMA 

on August 8.  As indicated in MMA’s Notice regarding MMA-LR-1, that library reference 

is intended to identify the collection portion of city and rural carrier costs under the old 

(PRC) version of carrier costing.  It is unclear why MMA would believe itself entitled to 

“follow-up” on its own library reference.  As a Category 6 library reference, that 

document has no evidentiary status.  The Postal Service has grave concerns that 

parties not be able to bootstrap unsponsored material into the record merely by posing 

interrogatories to the Postal Service on the subject, and then seeking to have 

responses to such interrogatories entered into evidence. 

 Neither the text of question 14 nor the MMA cover page under which the 
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interrogatory was submitted make any reference to Presiding Officer’s Ruling No. 

R2005-1/54 (July 19, 2005).  MMA’s August 8 Notice regarding MMA-LR-1 did cite that 

Ruling, however, and the Postal Service will not pretend that Question 14 is unrelated 

to the matters addressed in that Ruling.  Ruling No. 54 denied MMA’s motion to compel 

the Postal Service to respond to a request (MMA/USPS-T16-26) for an alternative 

version of LR-K-101 from which collection costs were excluded.  The Presiding Officer 

agreed with the Postal Service’s contention that the Postal Service has a more narrow 

duty to respond to discovery regarding PRC versions (such as LR-K-101) than it does 

with respect to USPS versions, because the Postal Service does not sponsor the PRC 

versions.  Ruling 54 at 2.  Pointing to instructions provided by Postal Service witness 

Schenk in the last case regarding the identification of collection costs under the old 

methodology, the Presiding Officer found that MMA had an obligation to do its own 

analysis with the aid of those instructions.  The Ruling also indicated that: 

The Postal Service has a duty to explain to MMA, in response to 
traditional discovery, or through a technical conference, how to apply the 
Schenk approach in this docket, if any modification is needed. 
 

Ruling 54 at 3.  MMA chose to pursue the second avenue of inquiry, by arranging for an 

informal exchange of technical information, and the Postal Service fulfilled its duty 

under Ruling 54 in that regard by explaining how the Schenk instructions needed to be 

modified for those instructions to match the structure of the relevant input data in this 

proceeding.  Subsequent to that informal exchange, MMA filed MMA-LR-1. 

 Having chosen informal means of obtaining the Postal Service input, MMA is 

now trying to get a second bite of the apple in the guise of formal discovery through 
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Question 14.  Specifically, parts A and B of question 14 seek confirmation of the 

analysis provided in MMA-LR-1.  But parts C through E extend beyond that function, 

and now seek additional information about collection costs.  There is nothing in Ruling 

No. 54 that could possibly be construed to authorize such inquiry.  Once again, MMA 

appears to be attempting to shift back to the Postal Service the burden of explaining 

variations on the old methodology, which Ruling 54 clearly contemplates is a burden 

that must be borne by MMA.  Moreover, subparts C and D pose inquiries about 

collection costs at the subclass level, which are not a function of anything done in 

USPS-LR-K-67 or USPS-LR-K-101, the original context of Ruling No. 54.  The Postal 

Service made this point in some detail on pages 6-7 of its July 14 opposition to MMA’s 

motion to compel a response to MMA/USPS-T16-26. 

 Question 15 is an even more overt attempt to make untimely inquiry into 

subclass costing, discovery on which closed on June 17.  Question 15 refers to figures 

provided in library references USPS-LR-K-3 and USPS-LR-K-94.  Both of those library 

references were filed with the case on April 8.  Erroneously labeling Question 15 as a 

“follow-up” interrogatory does nothing to justify the submission on August 11 of a 

question that could have been submitted anytime since April 8, but became untimely 

after June 17.  On its face, Question 15 is patently untimely. 

 Given the procedural schedule established in this proceeding, the Postal Service 

does not interpret Rules 25 and 26 to create any obligation for it to respond to 

MMA/USPS-14 or 15.  Moreover, as noted earlier, the Postal Service is concerned that 

MMA is seeking to shift to the Postal Service the burden of providing material which 
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MMA will seek to have admitted into the record that, in a conventional rate case, should 

not become record evidence unless sponsored by an MMA witness.  Nevertheless, at 

the same time, the Postal Service acknowledges that this is not a conventional rate 

case, and the Postal Service has sought from the initiation of this docket to achieve 

streamlined procedures.  MMA has cooperated in the objective, and did not file direct 

testimony that it might otherwise have been inclined to introduce.  Given the unique 

posture of this proceeding, the Postal Service is willing to voluntarily provide responses 

to MMA/USPS-14 and 15.  It does not, however, waive its right to object to other 

untimely discovery requests, in this proceeding, or in other proceedings. 

 Respectfully submitted, 

 UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
 

By its attorneys: 
 

Daniel J. Foucheaux, Jr. 
 Chief Counsel, Ratemaking 
 

______________________________ 
 Eric P. Koetting 
475 L’Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20260-1137 
(202) 268-2992, Fax -5402 
August 22, 2005 
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MMA/USPS-14.  Please refer to Library Reference MMA-LR-1, page 1, where the 
collection costs are summarized for BY 2004 and TY 2006 using the Commission’s and 
newly proposed USPS cost attribution methodologies for city delivery carriers. 
 

A. Please confirm that BY 2004 collection costs are $752 million higher using the 
Postal Service’s methodology ($904 million) than using the Commission 
methodology ($152 million).  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

B. Please confirm that TY 2006 collection costs are $717 million higher using the 
Postal Service’s methodology ($910 million) than using the Commission 
methodology ($193 million).  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

C. Please explain precisely why the collection costs using the Postal Service’s 
newly proposed methodology are so much higher than the collection costs 
using the Commission’s methodology. 

D. Please explain precisely how collection costs are defined under (1) the Postal 
Service’s methodology and (2) the Commission’s methodology, and state 
precisely where these definitions differ. 

E. Please explain why the collection costs increase 26.4% ($193 million vs. $152 
million) between BY 2004 and TY 2006 under the Commission’s methodology, 
but increase only 0.6% ($910 million vs. $904 million) under the Postal 
Service’s methodology. 

 
MMA/USPS-15.  The following cost data are taken directly from Library References 
USPS-LR-K-3 and USPS-LR-K-94 for BY 2004.
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City Carrier Delivery Costs for BY 2004 Using the USPS and PRC 
Cost Attribution Methodologies 

($ 000’s) 

Cost Category 
Rate 

Category 
USPS 

Methodology 
PRC 

Methodology USPS-PRC 

Segment 6 (In-Office) Single Piece 1,231,576 1,143,214 88,362 
Segment 6 (In-Office) Workshare 566,736 522,968 43,768 
Segment 6 (In-Office) First Class 1,798,312 1,666,182 132,130 
Segment 6 (In-Office) All Other 2,071,648 1,922,576 149,072 
Segment 6 (In-Office) Total 3,869,960 3,588,758 281,202 

Segment 7 (Delivery) Single Piece 1,044,816 500,222 544,594 
Segment 7 (Delivery) Workshare 552,395 483,177 69,218 
Segment 7 (Delivery) First Class 1,597,211 983,399 613,812 
Segment 7 (Delivery) All Other 1,773,951 1,650,190 123,761 
Segment 7 (Delivery) Total 3,371,162 2,633,589 737,573 

Segment 7 (Support) Single Piece 134,689 272,342 (137,653) 
Segment 7 (Support) Workshare 67,279 170,113 (102,834) 
Segment 7 (Support) First Class 201,968 442,455 (240,487) 
Segment 7 (Support) All Other 235,152 604,645 (369,493) 
Segment 7 (Support) Total 437,120 1,047,100 (609,980) 

Segment 7 (Total) Single Piece 1,179,505 772,564 406,941 
Segment 7 (Total) Workshare 619,674 653,290 (33,616) 
Segment 7 (Total) First Class 1,799,179 1,425,854 373,325 
Segment 7 (Total) All Other 2,009,103 2,254,835 (245,732) 
Segment 7 (Total) Total 3,808,282 3,680,689 127,593 

Total City Carrier Delivery Costs Single Piece 2,411,081 1,915,778 495,303 
Total City Carrier Delivery Costs Workshare 1,186,410 1,176,258 10,152 
Total City Carrier Delivery Costs First Class 3,597,491 3,092,036 505,455 
Total City Carrier Delivery Costs All Other 4,080,751 4,177,411 (96,660) 
Total City Carrier Delivery Costs Total 7,678,242 7,269,447 408,795 

A. Please confirm that the data in the table above are correct.  If they are not 
correct, please reproduce the table with the correct data. 

B. Please explain why, as a result of implementing the Postal Service’s 
methodology, Segment 6 (In-Office) attributable costs increase by $281 million 
and why First-Class letters constitutes 47% of that total. 

C. Please explain why, as a result of implementing the Postal Service’s 
methodology, Segment 7 (Delivery) attributable costs increase by $738 million 
and why First-Class letters constitutes 83% of that total. 
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D. Please explain why, as a result of implementing the Postal Service’s 
methodology, Segment 7 (Support) attributable costs decrease by $610 million 
and why First-Class letters constitutes 39% of that total. 

E. Please explain why, as a result of implementing the Postal Service’s 
methodology, Segments 6 and 7, Total City Carrier Delivery attributable costs 
increase by $409 million, and why these costs increase by $505 million for First 
Class while they decrease by $97 million for all other categories of mail. 

F. Please explain why $505 million of Segments 6 and 7, Total City Carrier 
Delivery Costs, which were heretofore deemed to be institutional costs, are 
now deemed to be attributable to First-Class, as a result of implementing the 
Postal Service’s methodology. 

G. Please explain why $97 million of Segments 6 and 7, Total City Carrier Delivery 
Costs, which were heretofore deemed to be attributable to all categories other 
than First-Class letters, are now deemed to be institutional, as a result of 
implementing the Postal Service’s methodology. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify that I have this date served the foregoing document in 

accordance with Section 12 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure. 
 

________________________ 
Eric P. Koetting 

 
475 L’Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20260B1137 
(202) 268-2992, FAX: -5402 
August 22, 2005 


