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USPS-TW-T2-1 Please refer to your Autobiographical Sketch at page 2, lines 16 to 21, 
where you discuss your visits to Postal Service mail processing facilities.  Please 
indicate the postal field observations that you have conducted over the past five years, 
including the facility observed, the operations observed, and the approximate date in 
which the observations were made.  
 
USPS/TW-T2-2 Please refer to page 11 of your testimony, where you discuss the 035 
operation. 
 

(a) On lines 8 to 9, you state, "But according to my calculations, only about 
37.2% of Outside County flats encounter the 035 pool."  Please explain your 
derivation of this estimate. 

 
(b) On lines 12 to 13, you state, "Under this approach, very little of the 035 costs 
are attributed to carrier route presorted flats, since few of them encounter the 035 
operation."  Please estimate the percentage of carrier route flats that incur 035 
costs in your model and explain the derivation of your estimate. 

 
(c) On lines 13 to 15, you state, "Also, few non-machinable flats are likely to incur 
035 costs, which helps reduce the cost differential between machinable and non-
machinable flats."  Please estimate the percentage of non-machinable flats that 
incur 035 costs in your model and explain the derivation of your estimate.  

 
USPS/TW-T2-3 In your testimony from page 9, line 21, to page 10, line 3, you state, 
"The equivalent operation to the part of the 035 that involves removal of bundling 
material is typically performed by a manual sorting clerk and is incorporated in the 
recorded productivity rates for manual flat sorting." 
 

(a)  Assuming that your statement is true, please confirm that the manual flat 
sorting productivity figures would contain some costs (e.g., bundle opening costs) 
that would be incurred by flats that are only sorted manually, but which would not 
be incurred by flats that are processed in manual operations after being rejected 
by flat sorting machines. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

 
(b) Did you make any attempt to modify the manual flat sorting productivity 
figures used to sort flat sorting machine rejects? If not, why not? 

 
USPS/TW-T2-4 In your testimony on page 9, lines 12 to 14, you describe tasks 
associated with operation 035.  On lines 18 to 19 of that same page you state, "Carrier 
route bundles and bundles of flats that will be sorted manually bypass that operation." 
 

(a)  Please confirm that the costs for some "prep" tasks that you described for 
non-carrier route flats would be incurred for carrier route presort flats when those 
bundles are processed by carriers at delivery units.  If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 

 



(b) Please confirm that the test year aggregate carrier wage rate is higher than 
the test year "other mail processing" wage rate for clerks/mailhandlers.  If you do 
not confirm, please explain. 

 
USPS/TW-T2-5 In your testimony on pages 10 and 11 you propose a method “to 
distribute flats preparation costs in the 035 cost pool among rate categories.”    
 

(a)  Please refer to witness McCrery's testimony, USPS-T-42, page 16, lines 28-
31, where he makes the following statement concerning the Automation 
Induction (AI) modification to the AFSM100: "Thus, it is anticipated that a total of 
351 operation AFSM 100s will be retrofitted with the AI system. Deployment of 
Phase 2 is anticipated to begin in January 2007 and end in August 2007." Please 
also refer to his testimony on page 15, lines 8 to 9, where he states in reference 
to the AFSM 100, "Currently, there are 534 machines in use."  Please confirm 
that by TY 2008, 66 percent of the AFSM100s (351/534) will have been 
retrofitted with the AI system. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
 
(d) Please refer to Docket No. R2005-1, USPS-LR-K-45, pages 11 to 16, which 
describe the AI system.  Please also refer to witness Miller's testimony in Docket 
No. R2005-1, USPS-T-19, page 5, lines 12 to 14, where he states, "The AI 
system involves the relocation of the flats mail prep operation (operation 035) to 
an area directly adjacent to the AFSM100.  Flat mail will be unbundled and 
loaded into containers that will be placed on conveyors, which will route the mail 
to one of three feed modules.  The AI system will not impact the AFSM100 
staffing requirement, but will result in reductions in clerk work hours, as all 
employees will be mail handlers.  Furthermore, reductions in operation 035 work 
hours are expected." Did you attempt to make any adjustment to the 1FLATPRP 
cost pool to reflect 035 work hour reductions due to AI modifications? If not, why 
not? 

 
USPS/TW-T2-6 In your testimony on page 12, lines 15 to 17, you state, "Yet [witness] 
McCrery confirms that, in reality, about 44.7% of all non-carrier route flats are sorted 
manually in the incoming secondary." 
 

(a) Have you evaluated the empirical basis for that estimate?  If you have, please 
discuss your understanding of the empirical basis for the estimate. 

 
(b) Please confirm that the estimate represents some non-carrier-route flats mail 
types, such as First-Class Mail single-piece flats and Periodicals In-County flats, 
which are not modeled in USPS-LR-L-43.  If you do not confirm, please explain. 

 
USPS/TW-T2-7 In your testimony on page 13, lines 15 to 18, you state, "For each flat 
that would be flowed, based on all the model's other decision rules, to an incoming 
secondary sorting by a machine, I assume that it has an 85% change of actually being 
machine sorted, while the remaining 15% will be manually sorted."  Refer also to your 
testimony on lines 23 and 24 of that page.  Please confirm that the sole reason you set 



the figures at those levels was in order to achieve a model result in which the 
percentage of non-carrier route flats receiving manual incoming secondary sorts would 
be 40%, rather than the lower figure in witness Miller’s model.  If you do not confirm, 
please provide all other reasons why you set the figures at those levels.  
 
USPS/TW-T2-8 In your testimony on page 13, lines 15 to 18, you state, "For each flat 
that would be flowed, based on all the model's other decision rules, to an incoming 
secondary sorting by a machine, I assume that it has an 85% change of actually being 
machine sorted, while the remaining 15% will be manually sorted."   
 

(a)  Please confirm that witness Miller discussed the reasons why his model did 
not include incoming secondary factors in his responses to MPA/USPS-T20-1(e), 
MPA/USPS-T20-5, and TW/USPS-T20-11.  If you do not confirm, please explain.       
 
(b)  Did you make an attempt to analyze whether the reasons provided by 
witness Miller in his responses to the interrogatories mentioned in part (a) were 
valid or invalid?  If so, please provide that analysis and discuss your conclusions.  
If not, why not? 

 
USPS/TW-T2-9 In your testimony on page 20, lines 5 to 6, you state, "For manual 
sorting of bundles on pallets, the pallet is stationary, i.e., there is no pallet dumping." 
Please confirm that some manual operations consist of employees manually sorting 
bundles from conveyor belts, onto which containers, including pallets, have been 
dumped. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
 
 
 


