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In response to Gary's request this afternoon, here is some feedback I have on the FSM 100 test we

conducted two weeks ago in Greenville.

I took 52 envelopes to Greenville for testing on the FSM 100. Fifty of them were the same in every detail as the envelopes we used in the test mailings to you. Two of them were 9"x12" envelopes with single CD's and the test inserts. As I carried the envelopes to the machines the USPS supervisor and engineering staff began examining the test pieces. Both the engineering folks and the supervisor expressed concern about the small white envelope, saying that they were afraid that it would not run well on the machine. They both put the short, fat, rigid pieces through the thickness guide before loading the machine (no doubt hoping that they would be too thick to induct).

Satisfied that they were not too thick, the supervisor commented that they were exactly on the edge of the standard for thickness and that usually items that went to the extreme of the specifications did not run well.

We loaded all 52 pieces. All 50 of the small pieces ran perfectly. The two large envelopes both had

difficulty running. The FSM 100 has a set of sizing belts that are spring-loaded and which grip the flat

snuggly on both flat surfaces as it goes through the machine. The first set of belts flexed well and had no difficulty pulling the flats through to the next set of belts. The second set happened to take the thinner portion of the envelope (where there was no CD) and began pulling the rest of the envelope through. As the belt rollers met the lump representing the portion of the envelope holding the CD it seized and crushed the envelope on the leading edge of the CD. The thinner of the two envelopes actually tore at this point while the thicker envelope on the second flat was scored and marked by the crushing. Both CDs were damaged. These were the only CDs damaged in the test.

I brought this up because I think it points out two difficulties I think we will face in this process. One, the entrenched pre-conceptions that operations and engineering staffs in the USPS will have about what constitutes the profile of a machinable flat and two, the task of protecting our product when we do try to meet guidelines developed from those fixed ideas.

Bottom lines:

(1) Engineers offered to take over all testing of proposed BMGCH packages, better

than previous system of mailing 50 samples to individuals. Important point here is

to also design a package that will work on the FSS with automatic infeed.

(That's good)

(2) The problem may not be as much with equipment as with carrier objections.

For example, smaller samples may not "nest" with other flats, awkwardly sliding out

of a pile of "normal" flats. Larger samples must be foldable horizontally so they can

fit inside the new vertical flat mail case slots. (That may be tough to resolve, but USPS

agreed to add a "delivery" person to the group to get carrier input)

(3) Sherry Suggs suggested that BMGCH hire a packaging engineer who is familiar

with USPS processing operations. (That might help, but could delay action needed

very soon).

Unofficially, the group seemed to favor a larger envelope, foldable horizontally, with

a CD anchored on the bottom edge in the middle of the envelope. But this could change.



