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R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-1 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-1.  With respect to your testimony at page 20 lines 2-5, please 
explain fully whether it would be an anomalous or undesirable result if the 
percentage rate increases faced by worksharing mailers are similar to the 
percentage rate increases of non-worksharing mailers, assuming that the 
worksharing mailers currently pay lower postage per piece than the non-
worksharing mailers. 

RESPONSE 

 In the section you are referring to – The Overall Effect of the 

Proposed Rate Design – I am simply pointing out that, under the rates proposed 

by USPS, that mailers engaged in co-mailing and co-palletization would face 

similar or larger rate increases by engaging in these efficient practices than by 

not doing so.  This is because the USPS proposal does not significantly increase 

the incentives to comail and copalletize – a result I consider undesirable.  See 

also Witness Glick’s response to MH/MPA/ANM-T2-1. 

 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-2 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-2.  With respect to your testimony at page 12 lines 8-17, 
please provide a copy of the Folio article that is cited and quoted. 

RESPONSE 

A copy is attached. 





R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-3 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-3.  With respect to your testimony at page 13 line 8 through 
page 14 line 9, please provide the circulation per issue of each of the 
publications discussed. 

RESPONSE 

I did not collect data on circulation per issue from the publications 

mentioned on pages 13-14 of my testimony.  However, I have been able to 

obtain public circulation figures for the titles from Audit Bureau of Circulation 

(ABC) data, SRDS compilation, or Oxbridge Communications.   The following 

table provides the figures: 

 
  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 

Mother Earth News 260,423 70,170 330,593 

Farm Collector n/a n/a 40,000 
Gas Engine n/a n/a 20,000 
Herb Companion  38,678 12,292 50,970 

Natural Home and Garden  n/a n/a 58,060 
Utne Reader 185,910 41,309 227,219 

    
 

  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 
Beadwork  30,052 56,065 86,117 

FiberArts  11,025 5,899 16,924 

Handwoven  19,570 6,413 25,983 
Interweave Knits  n/a n/a 87,906 

Piecework  14,667 7,903 22,570 

Spin-off  15,104 9,406 24,510 
    

 
  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 

Hallmark magazine (2006 
new magazine) n/a n/a n/a 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-3 
 
 

 
  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 

Yankee Magazine- The 
Magazine of New England 
Living 485,342 25,352 510,694 

    
 

  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 
Latina magazine 390,996 16,659 407,655 

    
 

  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 
Fine Cooking 133,850 99,284 233,135 

Fine Gardening 128,051 53,377 181,428 
Fine Homebuilding 204,847 105,733 310,580 

Fine Woodworking 200,664 82,225 282,888 

Threads  83,393 41,300 124,693 
    

 
  Subs Single Copy Total Paid 

Western Horseman 157,478 42,671 200,149 
Alaska 135,660 8,527 144,187 

 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-4 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-4.  With respect to your testimony at page 15 lines 10-14, 
please provide any and all information available to you regarding the costs of co-
mailing, co-palletization, and dropshipping, respectively, and the charges 
assessed therefore by printers and/or other parties to mailers. 

RESPONSE 

 I did not collect cost information or ask any worksharing providers 

for cost information while preparing my testimony.  Any anecdotal information on 

the costs of co-mailing, co-palletization, and dropshipping that I have gleaned 

over the years is unlikely to be accurate, timely or representative. 

With regard to the charges assessed by printers and/or other parties to 

mailers, there is no one model of how printers and publishers share the benefits 

and costs of co-mailing and co-palletization, as I stated on page 15 of my 

testimony.  I believe a variety of methods are used to assess charges.  I also 

believe that a separate charge is not always applied – rather the costs are 

recovered through the overall price of the printing and mailing services. 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-5 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-5.  With respect to your testimony at page 19 lines 14-17, 
please explain fully how the USPS-proposed container charge “would incent 
mailers to create less finely presorted pallets” in view of the fact that under that 
proposal, the average per-piece container charge for pallets would be only 0.052 
cents, as confirmed by witness Tang in response to MH/USPS-T35-1(b). 

RESPONSE 

 Witness Tang’s proposed container charge is 85 cents no matter 

how many pieces are in or on a particular container.  All else equal, the finer the 

presort level of the container, the fewer pieces it contains.  Therefore, the 

container charge will increase on a per-piece basis as piece counts per container 

decrease.  Periodical publishers, who are always looking for ways to reduce 

postage costs, could reduce their postage (sometimes by small amounts and 

sometimes by large amounts depending on their individual circumstances) by 

putting more pieces on a pallet.  This will incent mailers to create less finely 

presorted pallets. 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-6 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-6.  With respect to your testimony at page 24 lines 3-6 that 
“an enhanced pallet discount will . . . threaten small publications with less 
financial harm[] than would the container charge proposed by the Postal Service 
in this case,” please explain fully whether such publications could incur a greater 
adverse rate impact from the increased piece rates resulting from the MPA/ANM-
proposed pallet discounts than from the USPS-proposed container charge. 

RESPONSE 

In my testimony on page 24 I was referring to the possible large rate 

increases that publishers with small number of pieces in containers could face 

under the Postal Service proposal.  As shown by Witness Tang in her August 17 

response to the question posed by Chairman Omas at the August 10 Hearing, 

publishers using small sacks or alternative containers could face rate increases 

in the range of 30 to 40 percent under the USPS rate proposal.  Although the use 

of small containers will not be common practice in the Test Year given the recent 

rule change regarding sack minimums, such large increase could still apply in 

limited instances – e.g., when  uncontainerized bundles are entered at the DDU.  

The MPA/ANM rate proposal moderates this effect.  See also Witness Glick’s 

response to MH/MPA/ANM-T2-2. 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-7 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-7.  With respect to your testimony at page 21 lines 18-19 that 
under the MPA/ANM proposal, “[w]itness Tang’s proposed container rate is 
replaced with an increased incentive to palletize,” please explain fully whether 
the container rate proposed by the Postal Service could provide a greater 
incentive for a publication to switch from sacks to pallets than the MPA/ANM-
proposed per-piece pallet discount. 

RESPONSE 

Witness Glick and I designed our rate proposal to increase the incentive to 

palletize.  Our proposed 2.7 cent pallet discount is larger than the 1.9 cents that 

the 85 cent container charge would translate into if reconfigured as a pallet 

discount.  Looked at from the other direction, our 2.7 cent pallet discount would 

translate into a $1.15 container charge, larger than the Postal Service’s 85 cents.  

So in general, the MPA/ANM proposed pallet discount will create a greater 

incentive for a publication to switch from sacks to pallets.  There are exceptions – 

see Witness Glick’s response to MH/MPA/ANM-T2-3. 

 



R2006-1 
RESPONSE OF MPA/ANM WITNESS COHEN 

TO MH/MPA/ANM-T1-8 
 
 

 
MH/MPA/ANM-T1-8.  Please explain fully whether, in your view, a per-piece 
pallet discount is presently the best way to encourage movement of Periodicals 
mail from sacks to pallets, as opposed to a weight-based pallet discount or some 
form of container-based charge(s) or some other rate design, whether in 
conjunction with a per-piece pallet discount or otherwise. 

RESPONSE 

As I stated in my testimony (MPA/ANM-T-1) on page 24, I believe that the 

set of pallet discounts we propose is the best interim solution to providing the 

correct price signals to publishers.  On the preceding page of my testimony, I 

stated MPA and ANM’s support for recognizing containers as an important cost-

causing element of Periodicals mail.  Container costs includes both pound and 

piece components.  The pallet discounts were a known and implementable 

alternative to the unsophisticated container rate proposed by the Postal Service.   

See also Witness Glick’s response to MH/MPA/ANM-T2-4. 


