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	The Office of the Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) hereby files its response to the  Postal Service’s Motion for Partial Reconsideration of P. O. Ruling R97-1/61� (hereinafter “Ruling 61”), filed November 21, 1997.  OCA requested a brief extension of time before filing this response to review responses to interrogatories OCA/USPS-71, 74a. and b., 75a. and b., and 76-78 that were filed November 28, 1997.  OCA anticipated that at least some portion of the information required by Ruling 61 would be filed on November 28, and we wished to examine that material before responding to the Postal Service’s motion.�  This examination has taken place, but it is clear that the requirements of Ruling 61 have not been fully satisfied, nor is OCA, following the steps outlined by the Postal Service, able to construct new unit costs based upon an assumption of 100-percent variability in cost segment 3 for any benchmark or worksharing category.


 	In its motion, the Postal Service asked to “be excused of any obligation of answering” interrogatories OCA/USPS-72 and 73, which sought page, row, column, and line citations to specified Postal Service documents, permitting the substitution of an assumption of “100% volume variability for mail processing labor costs” in lieu of the lesser volume variability determined by Postal Service witness Bradley.  Ruling 61 granted OCA’s motion to compel answers to interrogatories 71-73, 74a. and b., 75a. and b., and 76-78, “to the extent described in the body of th[e] Ruling.”


	OCA's motion for a brief delay identified the key types of information that were contemplated by the Ruling.  Three types of information that OCA listed were omitted from the answers filed by the Postal Service.  The Service did not:


provide a walkthrough, for at least a representative set of examples, that would permit an analyst to perform the series of steps outlined in n. 7 (p. 7).





“illustrate those procedures . . . showing the calculations that would be necessary to restore the established variability assumption [of 100 percent].”  Id. at 8.





“provide calculations for the worksharing categories and associated rate benchmarks within First-Class, Periodicals, Standard A and Standard B subclasses.”  Id.





	The Postal Service did provide a portion of the information specified in Ruling 61.  For example, its answer to interrogatory OCA/USPS-71 described the general steps to be followed in applying the traditional 100-percent volume variability assumption; and, indeed, the descriptions were furnished for each of the benchmarks and worksharing categories cited at 8-9 of Ruling 61.  Responses to interrogatories 74 and 75 addressed several of the specific obstacles uncovered and described in note 7 of Ruling 61 (p. 7).  However, following an inspection of the answers to questions 71 and 74-78, and an attempt to construct new unit costs incorporating the traditional segment 3 variability assumption, OCA concludes that a wide gap remains between the directives of the ruling and the information that the Postal Service has provided thus far.


	The Postal Service has not yet furnished an illustration of the “procedures . . . showing the calculations that would be necessary to restore the established variability assumption.”�  The responses filed on November 28 do not include a detailed “road map” for even one example.  All that the Postal Service has provided is a very general set of instructions.  If one were to apply the “road map” analogy, the Service has only provided (in response to interrogatory 71) incomplete directions to get from 2345 Elm Street, Washington, D.C., to 6789 Main Street, Boston, MA.  For this hypothetical trip, the Postal Service’s instructions would be equivalent to informing the driver only about the interstate highways that would have to be traveled, but giving no information on which local roads to use.  It would be impossible to get from one address to the other without additional “map” information.  Furthermore, as the Postal Service’s responses to interrogatories 74 and 75 reveal, road conditions are far from ideal – the trip cannot be made in a straightforward manner; many detours must be taken.  If OCA, other participants, and the Commission are to be able to make the trip, considerable additional detailed information must be provided.


	The Postal Service apparently recognizes that additional explanations might be needed, because it indicates its willingness, on the cover page of responses 71 and 74-78, to assist OCA by means of an informal technical conference.  OCA does not find the informal technical conference to be an adequate substitute for written answers to our interrogatories.


Unlike informal oral statements, written responses can be readily included in the record.  Information presented at a technical conference generally is not widely disseminated, in contrast to written interrogatory responses which are sent to all participants under Commission Rule of Practice 3001.12.  Although OCA regularly participates in informal technical conferences, in this instance, we do not foresee any convenient method for distributing this off-the-record information to others.  Moreover,  the gravity of the proposed change to variability warrants a medium that will ensure that any participant have an opportunity to use the information provided and that the information be made part of the record so that the Commission may rely upon it in formulating its decision.


Ruling 61 emphasized the importance of the 100-percent variability assumption:  “the 100 percent variability assumption underli[es] the attribution of the largest single component of Postal Service costs;” “the need to identify and evaluate all of the consequences of that change is compelling.”�  The magnitude of the change in variability proposed by the Postal Service in this proceeding compels the greatest possible access by participants to the explanations ordered by Ruling 61.  Further, the Presiding Officer recognized that the significance of this change and its impact on rates justifies imposition on the Postal Service of even a substantial burden.�


Ruling 61 requires that a representative set of “illustrations” or examples must be provided, which begin with the substitution of a 100-percent variability assumption, in segment 3, for the variabilities determined by witness Bradley.  From that starting point,  OCA (and other participants) are to be led step-by-step, page-by-page, line-by-line, and column-by-column, to the ultimate end, i.e., new unit costs for each benchmark and worksharing category of First Class, Periodicals, Standard A, and Standard B.  OCA concedes that the effort involved in preparing such a “road map” may be substantial.  The burden was lessened, however, by the Presiding Officer’s direction that only a few illustrations need be provided.  OCA believes that it is not unreasonable to ask the Postal Service to furnish one detailed illustration (or road map) for each of the four classes.


	To summarize briefly, OCA has determined that documentation additional to that provided on November 28 must be provided; that such documentation must consist of detailed, step-by-step, fully cited walkthroughs between the changed segment 3 volume variability assumption and the culminating unit cost figures; and that an informal technical conference would be an unsatisfactory substitute for written 











responses.  OCA recognizes that such walkthroughs may be for a limited number of examples and need not be provided for every rate element of the four classes.
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� Issued November 13, 1997.


� Office of the Consumer Advocate Motion for Leave to Delay Briefly the Filing of a Response to the Postal Service’s Motion for Partial Reconsideration of P.O. Ruling R97-1/61, filed December 1, 1997.  The Presiding Officer granted OCA’s motion in P.O. Ruling R97-1/74, and asked OCA to file the instant response by 2:00 p.m. on December 4, 1997.  OCA hereby complies.





� Ruling 61 at 8 (emphasis added).


� Id. at 7 (emphasis added).
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