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 The United States Postal Service is requested to provide the information 

described below to assist in developing a record for the consideration of the Postal 

Service’s request for a recommended decision on proposed rates, fees and 

classifications.  To facilitate inclusion of the required material in the evidentiary record, 

the Postal Service is to have a witness attest to the accuracy of the answers and be 

prepared to explain to the extent necessary the basis for the answers.  The answers are 

to be provided by September 14, 2006. 

 

1. Please identify the source and the method of distributing the cost reductions and 

other programs identified in USPS-LR-L-49, to operations used in calculating 

both Base Year and Test Year operation specific mail processing piggyback 

functions in USPS-LR-L-52 and USPS-LR-L-98.  Currently, the cost reductions 

and other programs are hard coded in tab ‘CR&OP’ of MPPGBY05PRC, 

MPPGBY08PRC and MPPGBY08 spreadsheets.  Please either update the 

above library references so that hard-coded figures for operation specific cost 

reductions and other programs are linked to their corresponding sources or 

provide a spreadsheet that shows the distribution methodology of the cost 

reductions and other programs from USPS-LR-L-49. 
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2. In the response to Presiding Officer’s Information Request No. 7, Question 1, 

witness Taufique explains that he assumes that mailers of business parcels 

weighing less than one ounce will pay the nonmachinable parcel surcharge.  The 

response goes on to state that, “[m]ailers of pieces weighing between 1 and 2 

ounces would likely prepare a heavier weight piece than pay the nonmachinable 

surcharge.” 

a. Please describe and identify the location of the additional ounce revenue 

adjustment that accounts for this change in mailer behavior. 

b. If no adjustment is made, please explain the rationale for assuming that 

parcels weighing between 1 and 2 ounces will pay neither the 

nonmachinable surcharge nor the additional ounce revenue that would be 

consistent with an increase in weight to avoid the surcharge. 

 

3. Please refer to the response to Presiding Officer’s Information Request No. 7, 

Question 2.c.  Does the use of presort parcel costs to estimate the additional cost 

(above letter costs) imply that parcels in the proposed Business Parcel 

categories will have costs similar to presort parcels, regardless of the category 

from which they migrate?  If not, please explain the rationale for utilizing presort 

parcel costs to estimate the additional cost (above letter costs) of these pieces. 

 

4. During oral cross-examination, witness Taufique stated that the Postal Service 

still anticipates that single-piece parcels will migrate to the proposed Business 

Parcel categories, despite the revision to USPS-LR-L-129 (revised August 24, 

2006).  Tr. 16/4993, 5042-43. 

a. Please confirm that as a result of this revision, the TYAR unit contribution 

of single-piece increases from $0.235 to $0.242 and the TYAR unit 

contribution of workshared decreases from $0.234 to $0.230.  If not 

confirmed, please provide the amounts and sources of the correct figures. 
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b. Please explain why the Postal Service elected to undo the revenue 

adjustment associated with this migration, as opposed to developing and 

presenting a corresponding cost adjustment.   

c. If the answer to b. is that it is not feasible to develop an appropriate cost 

adjustment, please explain why it is not feasible. 

d. If it is feasible, please develop and present an appropriate cost adjustment 

(e.g., a final adjustment), showing all calculations and identifying all data 

sources. 

 

5. Please refer to the response to Presiding Officer’s Information Request No. 10, 

Question 2.f. (revised August 22, 2006).  Is the rationale offered for this 

adjustment method also valid for First-Class presort parcels?  If so, please 

provide an analysis similar to Attachment 4 to the response that calculates a 

parallel adjustment for First-Class presort parcels.  If not, please explain why the 

adjustment method could not be reasonably applied to First-Class presort 

parcels. 

 
 
 
 

George Omas 
Presiding Officer 


