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USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-36 In your response to USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-1(b), you state, 
"Furthermore, it seems likely that many First-Class Mail flats will be sorted on flat sorting 
machines." 
 

(a) Please confirm that by using the term "First-Class Mail flats" you are referring 
to "First-Class Mail single-piece flats," given that this mail stream is what was 
referenced in the original interrogatory.  If you do not confirm, please explain. 

 
(b) Please confirm that non-presort First-Class Mail single-piece flats are 
generally not required to comply with Postal Service mail preparation, 
addressing, and barcoding requirements. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

 
(c) Please quantify your use of the term "many" in your response. 

 
(d) Assuming for purposes of this question that the aggregate average manual 
percentage of 44.7 percent from the response to MPA/USPS-T42-1(a) is reliable, 
would you expect the disaggregate average manual percentage for First-Class 
Mail single-piece flats to be lower, the same as, or higher than that value?  
Please explain your response.  

 
USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-37 Please refer to your response to USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-3(b), 
where you discuss your rationale for invalidating witness Miller's reasons for not 
including incoming secondary factors in the USPS-LR-L-43 cost models.  In your 
discussion of the “Second Reason” you state, "Thus, the critical determinant of the cost 
of incoming secondary sorting is the percentage of flats sorted manually."  
 

(a) Please confirm that your rationale for invalidating witness Miller’s first and 
second reasons hinges on the reliability of the 44.7 percent estimate provided in 
response to MPA/USPS-T42-1(a).  If you do not confirm, please explain. 

 
(b) Assume for purposes of this question that you had determined that the 44.7 
percent estimate was not reliable for cost modeling purposes.  If you had made 
this determination, would you have had any rationale for invalidating the first and 
second reasons provided by witness Miller?  Please explain your answer. 

 
USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-38 Please refer to your response to USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-3(b), 
where you discuss your rationale for invalidating witness Miller's reasons for not 
including incoming secondary factors in the USPS-LR-L-43 cost models.  In your 
discussion of the “Third Reason,” you compare the incorporation of incoming secondary 
factors to the usage of equipment coverage factors. 
 

(a)  Please confirm that data exist which show current equipment locations by 
facility and flats volumes by class of mail which are processed through each 
facility.  If you do not confirm, please explain. 

 



(b)  Please confirm that data do not exist which show the percentage of 
machinable non-carrier route flats processed in manual incoming secondary 
operations in total [bear in mind that the MPA/USPS-T42-1(a) response reflects 
the percentage for all non-carrier route mail]. If you do not confirm, please 
explain.  

 
(c)  Please confirm that data do not exist which show the percentage of 
machinable non-carrier route flats and the percentage of total non-carrier route 
flats that are processed in manual incoming secondary operations by class of 
mail.  If you do not confirm, please explain. 
 

USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-39 Please refer to your response to USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-3(b), 
where you discuss your rationale for invalidating witness Miller's reasons for not 
including incoming secondary factors in the USPS-LR-L-43 cost models.  In your 
discussion of the “Fourth Reason,” you state that witness Miller is mistaken when he 
stated that the incoming secondary factors did not have a significant impact on the cost 
differences. 

 
(a)  When you state that the original cost difference between 5-digit automation 
presort flats and carrier route nonautomation presort flats was 7.066 cents, 
please confirm that the figures used to measure that cost difference were 16.012 
cents (5-digit automation presort flats) and 8.947 cents (carrier route 
nonautomation presort flats).  If you do not confirm, please provide the correct 
figures. 
 
(b)  When you stated that the revised cost difference (assuming no manual 
processing) between 5-digit automation presort flats and carrier route 
nonautomation presort flats was 6.320 cents, please confirm that the figures 
used to measure that cost difference were 15.454 cents (5-digit automation 
presort flats) and 9.134 cents (carrier route nonautomation presort flats).  If you 
do not confirmed, please provide the correct figures.  
 
(c)  Please confirm that your comparison showed that when the assumption that 
20 percent of the flats were processed manually was reduced to zero percent, 
the 5-digit automation flats mail processing unit cost estimate decreased by 
3.48% [(16.012 cents – 15.454 cents)/16.012 cents].  If you do not confirm, 
please explain.  
 
(d)  Please confirm that your comparison showed that when the assumption that 
20 percent of the flats were processed manually was reduced to zero percent, 
the noncarrier route automation flats mail processing unit cost estimate increased 
by 2.09 percent [(9.134 cents - 8.947 cents) / 8.947 cents]. If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 
 
(e)  Please confirm that the incoming secondary factor change you described in 
your example affected all 10,000 pieces flowing through the 5-digit automation 



presort flats model in MPA/ANM-LR-2, and only 954 pieces flowing through the 
carrier route nonautomation presort flats cost model.  If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 
 
(f)  Please confirm that the 5-digit automation presort flats cost estimate 
decreased while the carrier route nonautomation presort flats cost estimate 
increased for the following reasons: 1) the model unit costs changed, and 2) the 
fact that the change resulted in a larger CRA proportional adjustment factor.  If 
you do not confirm, please explain what factors did result in a mail processing 
unit cost estimate that increased for one rate category and decreased for the 
other rate category. 

 
USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-40 Please refer to your response to USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-4(a). 
When asked to provide an empirical basis for your 80 percent machinable / 20 percent 
manual estimates you state, "MPA/ANM-LR-2 estimates that approximately 36% of 
incoming secondary sorts of Periodicals Outside County flats will be manual."   
 

(a) Please confirm that the 80 percent and 20 percent figures were not derived 
from any empirical data (e.g., from postal data collection systems).  If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 
 
(b)  Please confirm that the 36 percent estimate is simply the result from your 
cost models when the 80 percent and 20 percent figures are used. If you do not 
confirm, please provide the derivation of the 36 percent figure. 

 
USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-41 Please refer to your response to USPS/MPA/ANM-T2-7(a). 
Please confirm that the 50 percent figure you used was not derived from any available 
data (e.g., from postal data collection systems).  If you do not confirm, please explain.  


