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PROCEEDINGS 

[9:32 a.m.1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Good morning, ladies and 

gentlemen. Today we'll resume hearings in 

Docket No. MC98-1, considering the Postal Service request to 

initiate Mailing Online service. 

The Commission has already issued one recommended 

decision in this docket which the Governors of the Postal 

Service accepted. As a result, a market test -- a market 

test -- of Mailing Online began at the end of last month. 

Now the first order of business today is to 

welcome to the bench our newest Commissioner, sitting on my 

left-hand side, Mr. Danny Covington. Also to congratulate 

on my right-hand side, our Chairman, Ed Gleiman, who got his 

reappointment and is still Chairman. So I want to make sure 

I get that on the record. 

Now I think we are fortunate to have in my mind a 

complement of the Commissioners to consider the issues in 

this case. It's an important case and one that we will take 

under advisement. 

Now does anybody have any comments before we get 

started today? 

Yes, sir. 

MR. BUSH: Mr. Presiding Officer, this is Graeme 

Bush, representing MASA. I have a number of what I would 
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call housekeeping matters, and I don't know whether that's 

what you're asking for at this point or whether you want to 

wait. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: We'll wait for that in just 

a moment. Let me get through some of these that I have, and 

then we can get to that in a moment. If I forget to do it, 

please remind me. 

Mr. Reporter, please note that today's hearing 

should be identified as volume 5 of the transcript in this 

proceeding. It should begin with the page number 890. 

Testimony and exhibits that were received into 

evidence earlier in this docket continue to be part of the 

record in this case. I urge counsel to try to avoid 

burdening the record by asking witnesses questions that have 

already been answered and that are already in evidence. 

You all may notice that the Commission has some 

new equipment up here in front of all of us. All the 

Commissioners now have access from our bench up here for the 

electronic data files. This should make it easier for us to 

follow questions and arguments when counsel moves from data 

source very quickly, we hope. 

However, while we're getting used to this new 

system, you may hear a few beeps from the computers on the 

bench, so please bear with us. You might not only hear 

beeps, you may hear a few words. So just bear with us there 
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too. 

But today we will receive evidence from three 

Postal Service witnesses whose direct testimony is already 

part of our record. Tomorrow, two other witnesses are 

scheduled to appear. Please note that hearings tomorrow 

will begin at 1:30 p.m. -- 1:30 p.m., not 9:30. If the 

hearing runs late, it will be continued on Friday morning at 

9:30. 

There were no requests for oral cross-examination 

of the remaining three Postal Service witnesses. However, 

the Office of Consumer Advocate and Mail Advertising Service 

Association filed designations of written cross-examination 
tki *M 

of Witness I-&m. We will introduce the written 

tl 9.u.w 
cross-examination of Witness -Ham as our first order of 

business tomorrow. 

Cross-examination during this round of hearings is 

to focus on the Service's request for authority to offer 

Mailing Online for two years as an experimental Service. 

Before we begin, I have a couple of procedural 

matters to mention. First, the Commission's earlier 

recommended decision in this case described in some detail 

the market test data reports to be filed during the next 

three months. Now I'll get Mr. Hollies or Mr. Rubin, who'll 

take the lead here? Mr. Hollies? 

If for any reason the Postal Service will be 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

unable to meet the Commission's expectations on the filing 

of all this particular data, we would like to be informed as 

soon as you become aware that there is a problem and what 

you intend to do to solve that problem. 

MR. HOLLIES: I thought you might ask that 

question. The Postal Service was able to determine or at 

least I was able to determine yesterday that we should have 

no problems reporting each of the data elements requested. 

There was some concern about data regarding the 

level of presortation of jobs going through the Mailing 

Online system, but I am informed that software changes 

necessary to make that much simpler likely will be 

implemented in the first week of December. We further 

expect that those changes will permit us to apply a 

retrospective to the Mailing Online traffic that will have 

gone through the system prior to that date, and that we will 

be able to provide full reports with respect to that volume. 

So the bottom line there appears to be there may be some 

delay before we get that up and running. 

We had been trying to grapple with the fact that 

the mailing statement data plus the mail piece 

characteristics data provided most of what we wanted by way 

of presortation, and we are quite gratified to be able to 

report that the software changes, in particular a file 

called MAIL.DAT, which has been the subject of some 
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interrogatory discussions, that feature is expected to be 

available and to resolve the remaining difficulties that we 

had. 

Notwithstanding that, I might point out that our 

efforts to get the first report out are still mired rather 

deeply in the mud, if you will. We're trying to get the 

information to flow to our contractors who are supporting us 

on this, and we have made a great deal of progress, but we 

are not there yet. Again I think the bottom line is there 

may be some trouble getting the data flowing, but once we 

get it flowing, it will be able to permit us to take a look 

at the total Mailing Online volume that has flowed through 

the system. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I know that the bench and 

other parties will be following this. I believe Mr. Wiggins 

has a comment. 

MR. WIGGINS: Yes, I'm just a little bit intrigued 

to know -- that was an interesting statement, but I have no 

notion when we're going to start seeing information. Could 

you give us that? 

MR. HOLLIES: I wish I could be more precise. 

There was a statement that we made -- I believe Mr. Garvey 

made at one point to the effect that we thought there was 

some hope of getting the first report regarding the first 

week's activity roughly two weeks after the close of that 
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activity. That's not necessarily still out of bounds, but I 

guess I'm softening that promise a little bit here this 

morning. 

MR. WIGGINS: Well, two weeks after October 30 it 

seems to me has come and gone. 

MR. HOLLIES: Fair enough. Then the softness is a 

little more than I'm suggesting. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Is there an objection 

there, Mr. Wiggins, or a problem with that, and -- 

MR. WIGGINS: There's a -- I can't object to it, 

it seems to me, but -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 

MR. WIGGINS: I find it objectionable, but the 

problem, it seems to me, Mr. Presiding Officer, is that 

those of us who care about this case, and my client does a 

lot, are scheduled to present their affirmative cases on 

December 4. What I hear Mr. Hollies saying is that we are 

not likely to have all of the information that the 

Commission required by that date, and by my calendar, I 

don't know when we're going to have any of that information, 

which makes it kind of tough to inform our witnesses who may 

well want to present to the Commission their view of the 

state of the state, informed with an evaluation of the first 

bunch of information. I don't know what the heck to do 

about that. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Yes, sir. 

MR. BUSH: Just to follow up on Mr. Wiggins' 

statement -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please identify yourself 

for the record. 

MR. BUSH: I'm sorry, it’s Graeme Bush, 

representing MASA. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 

MR. BUSH: I have some of the same concerns. 

Under the schedule that has been set in the case there is an 

opportunity to file -- I don't know exactly what you'd call 

it, whether it's supplemental evidence or rebuttal evidence 

based on the market-test data on January 27, but I know that 

the expert witness that MASA has retained to file testimony 

in this case was interested in seeing at least the 

preliminary data that came out of the market test before he 

filed any even his first round of testimony -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Urn-hum. 

MR. BUSH: And so the timing of this is 

problematic and causes us concern too. I don't have a real 

solution to it, other than I suppose we could start 

monkeying with the schedule. But I don't know whether 

that's -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Well, that's the last thing 

that we're trying to do -- at this particular point is to 
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keep the procedural schedule on track as such. 

Mr. Hollies, would you get together with your 

people for us and get back with the bench, Presiding 

Officer, in writing no later than the end of the week, of 

this particular week, and get us a definitive time frame as 

humanly possible at this particular point that we can get to 

all parties, and at that point we can adjust the procedural 

schedule if that becomes necessary, which I hope it will 

not, or we can make other adjustments as the bench sees fit 

at that particular time. 

Is there a problem with that? 

MR. HOLLIES: No, that's not a problem. There is 

some potential that Mr. Garvey himself could be queried 

regarding these matters tomorrow or on Friday, but we will 

certainly put in a statement -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: But in the meantime let's 

just plan on getting that to us in writing so that all 

parties will have a chance to take a look at that, and if we 

have to, we'll make some adjustments at that point. 

Mr. Wiggins, Mr. Bush, OCA, is that acceptable to 

all parties? 

MR. WIGGINS: Absolutely acceptable to Pitney 

Bowes. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes, sir. 

MR. BUSH: Acceptable to MASA. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: And if possible we may want 

to query Mr. Garvey tomorrow, but in the meantime we will 

have this in writing by the end of the week. 

Now before we begin I also have a couple of other 

things that I'd like to talk about, is a conditional motion 

filed by Pitney Bowes in which it indicates that it may seek 

authority to file additional interrogatories concerning 

materials filed under protective conditions by the Postal 

Service in response to Presiding Officer's information 

request number 2, question 4(a). 

The motion indicates that cross-examination of 

Witness Garvey may eliminate the need for further 

interrogatories on this subject. I appreciate Pitney-Bowes 

providing advance notice of this particular problem. 

Mr. Wiggins, Witness Garvey is scheduled to be 

cross-examined, as you know, Thursday afternoon and/or 

Friday morning, if necessary. I will ask you to review the 

transcript and either renew or withdraw your motion by 

Tuesday, November 24th. If you intend to renew your motion, 

please include representative examples of the subject matter 

of your questions. 

If possible, I urge counsel for Pitney-Bowes and 

the Postal Service to work out an accommodation on this 

matter. Again, if at all possible, I would like to avoid 

having to extend the time for filing participants' direct 
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evidence. Our current schedule calls for Pitney-Bowes to 

file its direct case in chief on or before December 4th. 

Now, does any other party have any procedural 

matter to raise before we begin? Mr. Bush. 

MR. BUSH: Yes, I have a couple, Commissioner 

LeBlanc. First of all, on the point that you were just 

discussing, I have also raised with Mr. Hollies a question 

that is related to that. We have designated, MASA has 

designated an interrogatory answer that would include as a 

Library Reference the marketing plan which has been filed 

here on a confidential basis, access to which is permitted 

only to people who have signed the acknowledgement of the 

terms of the confidential status of that document. 

I, too, have some questions for Mr. Garvey related 

to that. As I discussed it with Mr. Hollies earlier, it may 

well be that my questions will get the information I need 

without putting on the record anything that would be deemed 

confidential by Mr. Hollies, but if that is impossible, then 

perhaps we will need to revisit the same question that Mr. 

Wiggins has raised in his motion. 

We also need to decide how to treat that Library 

Reference because it is only limited access, yet it is a 

part of the record, so I just raise that. It may be that 

the Commission has a procedure for dealing with that and it 

is not a big problem, but I did want to raise it so 
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everybody was aware of it. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Well, number one, in the 

meantime, keep talking to Mr. Hollies and others trying to 

work at anything that you have. If you do not get any 

satisfaction from Mr. Garvey, if you will present it to the 

Commission, in writing, we will take it under advisement as 

to what your problems are at that particular time, and I 

will rule on it at that point. 

MR. BUSH: Okay. The second issue, I have only 

two more issues, you have already covered one of my four 

issues, has to do with Mr. Garvey. I apparently misread the 

schedule and assumed that Mr. Garvey, because of the way it 

is noted here, was not going to go until Friday morning, and 

I, unfortunately, can't be here tomorrow. I understand that 

it is probably not going to be a problem, because it sounds 

like Mr. Garvey is not going to be completed tomorrow and I 

would be able to do what I suspect will be about a half an 

hour of cross-examination on Friday morning. But I did want 

to alert the Commission to that. I don't believe Mr. 

Hollies has an objection to that, or Mr. Wiggins has any 

objection to that. In any event, it may be kind of a moot 

point if he wasn't able to be finished tomorrow anyway. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: On the other hand, if he is 

finished tomorrow, you need to be aware of the fact that if 

there is a problem and you need to come up with some 
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questions, or whatever you feel or deem appropriate at that 

particular point, could you get that to us in writing? 

MR. BUSH: Well, I guess -- what I had talked with 

Mr. Hollies about was that if it turns out -- I mean you 

would have to finish Witness Rothschild and Mr. Garvey both 

tomorrow between 1:30 and normal closing time. If it turns 

out that happens, I suspect it will be pretty near the end 

of the day anyway, and Mr. Hollies has said that he doesn't 

have any objection to coming back on Friday morning. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: That's fine. 

MR. BUSH: As long as the Commission doesn't have 

any objection to that, that would be the way I would like to 

do it. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Hollies, is that 

acceptable? 

MR. HOLLIES: That is acceptable. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins? 

MR. WIGGINS: That is absolutely agreeable to 

Pitney-Bowes. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Ms. Dreifuss, is there a 

problem? 

MS. DREIFUSS: No problem to us either. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Bush, you lucked out, 

it looks like here. 

MR. BUSH: Thank you. Thank you very much. I 
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hope I keep on my lucky string here. 

The last question I have is simply a point of 

order. As I was looking over this schedule that has been 

set by the Commission, I am a little bit confused by a 

couple of dates, and I wanted clarification if I can get it 

from the Commission. One of them relates a little bit to 

the question Mr. Wiggins and I raised earlier about Garvey 

and follow-on interrogatories. 

We have a date here of January 19th, which says 

completion of discovery directed to the Service. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Yes. 

MR. BUSH: That would be a time during which, or 

shortly following the completion of evidentiary hearings on 

the cases in chief of the intervenors and OCA, and I am 

simply asking for clarification whether it is the 

Commission's view that discovery can proceed against the -- 

or of the Postal Service even following these hearings? 

Whether it relates to the market test data, or whether it 

relates to other issues that are still open issues? Or 

whether it is the Commission's view, notwithstanding this 

date, that discovery of the Postal Service is closed? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: At -- 

MR. BUSH: As of now. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: As of now? 

MR. BUSH: I would argue for continuing to leave 
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it open, and I took that as what this must mean. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are we talking about the 

market test data here, experimental data? 

MR. BUSH: Well, I am talking -- I think it 

probably would be focused on market test data if we start to 

get it, but I suppose there could be other issues. I don't 

want to end up in a lot of squabbling over whether this is 

within or outside of some proper scope of discovery. But I 

guess my first question is -- Is discovery on some basis 

continued? Does it continue to be open and available 

through January 19th, as this appears to reflect? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: That was the understanding 

of the printout, that is correct. 

MR. BUSH: Okay. That's all I have then. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. Mr. Wiggins, Mr. 

Hollies, does anybody have any comments? 

MR. HOLLIES: Yes. On that particular issue, our 

understanding is that discovery, as against the Postal 

Service's direct case, has, with the usual exceptions, 

closed already. The deadline in January, on January 27, is 

what we would call Rule 2(e) material. So if you need 

studies or things available only from the Postal Service 

that you need to rely on for evidence, that would still be 

fair game until, or up through January 27. Looking at the 

schedule, it would -- excuse me, January 19. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: January 19th, right. 

MR. HOLLIES: That would suggest that if those 

materials are being woven together with evidence you are 

producing on the market test data, that is when I think 

those provisions would apply. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Remember, this is market 

test data only now. 

MR. HOLLIES: Yes. If I have misspoken myself, I 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I might have misunderstood 

you, but I want to make sure that that is clear, though. 

Okay. 

MR. HOLLIES: Well, the -- I guess I will just 

agree with that. Yes, market test data only. 

MR. WIGGINS: It seems to me, Mr. Presiding 

Officer, that so long as we have an understanding that we 

can ask questions, the Commission is in a position to rule 

if there are objections to those questions, as the questions 

are formed and objected to, and you don't need to decide 

that now. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: No, obviously not, and if 

there are, we will take it understand advisement at that 

particular point. You can put your objections in writing, 

and, again, we will take it under advisement at that 

particular point, but I think that should answer everybody's 
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questions and concerns at this point. 

Mr. Bush, is there anything else? 

MR. BUSH: I am satisfied. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Now, moving right along, as 

they say, one other thing I want to bring out at this point 

is I recognize that the Thanksgiving holiday is next week. 

Nonetheless, I ask counsel to try to submit transcript 

corrections for this week's hearings on or before December 

1st, 1998. If this poses a real hardship on anyone, I will 

grant extensions, but, if possible, I would like to have the 

record corrected before participants' cases are filed. 

Now any objections or that or problems? 

[No response.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I'll proceed then with our 

scheduled testimony for today. 

Mr. Hollies, will you introduce your first 

witness, please? I'm sorry -- Mr. Rubin are you going to 

take the lead on this one? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, I will. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I’m sorry. You can 

introduce him then. 
S-GdiCE 

MR. RUBIN: The Postal -Rat+ calls Daniel Stirewalt 

as its next witness. 

Whereupon, 

DANIEL STIREWALT, 
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a witness, was called for examination by counsel for 

OCA/USPS and, having been previously duly sworn was further 

examined and testified as follows: 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Stirewalt, you are 

already under oath and your direct testimony is already in 

evidence as was filed. 

Have you had an opportunity to examine the packet 

of designated written cross examination that was available 

in the hearing room this morning? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If these questions were 

asked of you today, would your answers be the same as those 

you previously provided in writing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, with the exception of two 

corrections I need to make. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please make them. 

THE WITNESS: The first is a correction to 

OCA/USPS-T-3-72, my response to Part A. 

I make reference to OCA/USPS-T-3-67A. It should 

read 68-A. The same correction for Part B of my response to 

the same interrogatory. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Rubin, do you have 

those corrected copies we can present to the Reporter? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, the corrections have been made to 

the copies. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: And has two copies been 

given to the Reporter? 

MR. RUBIN: Not yet. I believe Mr. Stirewalt has 

one more correction. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: One more correction -- I'm 

sorry, Mr. Stirewalt -- please. 

THE WITNESS: My second correction is in 

OCA/USPS-T-3-77, on the second page, in the table labelled 

Summary of Change to Attachments 1 and 2 in response to 

OCA/USPS-T-3-77. 

On the second row in the third column in the text 

beginning with the word "Modified" -- "Modified Attachment 2 

to" and that line and the following five lines should be 

deleted. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Did you say the following 

five lines? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, the full text -- it's only a 

few words: "Modified Attachment 2 to eliminate two storage 

devices, PC3 and modified Attachment 2, PC2, to reflect 

revised requirement." Those words need to be deleted. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Rubin, do you have 

those copies available to give to the Reporter before the 

end of the day here? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes. They are with the witness and 

we'll bring them over to the Reporter now. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are there any objections? 

MR. WIGGINS: I have no objection. I would like 

the witness to direct me again to that last correction. I 

got lost. 

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. 

MR. WIGGINS: In the T-3-77 -- 

THE WITNESS: Let me repeat -- T-3-77, the second 

page is a table with the title "Summary of Change to 

Attachments 1 and 2 in Response to OCA/USPS-T-3-77" -- 

MR. WIGGINS: I am with you so far. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. There is a title, a row with 

titles on it. Yo'u go two rows down -- 

MR. WIGGINS: This is a revision column? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, under -- in the column with the 

title "Revision Made" -- 

MR. WIGGINS: Right. 

THE WITNESS: The third row down, the box begins 

with the words "Deleted, the Attachment 1" -- if you follow 

the text down to the line that begins with the word 

"Modified" -- 

MR. WIGGINS: Yes. I'm there. 

THE WITNESS: And that line and the following five 

lines, which is the balance of the text in that box, should 

be deleted. 

MR. WIGGINS: Thank you, Mr. Presiding Officer. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are we on the same sheet of 

music there? You know where he's talking -- 

MR. WIGGINS: We are in the same box of text. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. Mr. Rubin, you will 

then present two corrected copies to the Reporter. 

MR. RUBIN: Yes 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC!: Of the designated written 

cross examination of Mr. Stirewalt, and I direct that they 

be accepted into evidence and transcribed into the record at 

this point. 

[Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Daniel 

Stirewalt, USPS-T-3, was received 

into evidence and transcribed into 

the record.] 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE, 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SECKAR 

OCAIUSPS-T2-14. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A, Tables 14 and 15. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

For 1999, please confirm that the average information system fixed cast 
(including system developer costs), per transaction. is $11.60 ($831,667 ! 
71,722). If you do not confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 
For 1999, please confirm that the average inform@ion system variable Cost, per 
transaction, is $21.73 ($1,556,624 I71.722). If you do not confirm. please 
explain and provide the correct figure. 
For 1999. please confirm that the total average information system cost (futed 
and variable), per transaction, is $33.33 ($2.390,491 /71,722). If you do not 
confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed only to the extent that “transaction” as defined in my testimony can be 

used to estimate unit costs I used transactions in my testimony only to estimate an 

average number of electronic pages, so I could calculate computing and 

telecommunications capacities. These capacities in turn provide one factor in 

determining total Information Systems costs for the Mailing Online service. 

“Transaction” in my testimony was not developed for purposes of determining unit 

costs. As witness Seckar indicated in his response to OCA/USPS-T3-26. 

impression, rather than transaction, represents a valid unit of cost for the Mailing 

Online service. 

b. Refer to my response to part (a) above. 

c. ReTer to my response to part (a) above.Refer to my response to part (a) above. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT TO 
/- INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE, 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SECKAR 

OCAIUSPS-TZ-15. Please refer to USPS-LR-lIMC9b1, Attachment 1, page 6. Please 
confirm that the YR 2000 Estimate’ for the total annual number of Mailing Online 
transactions is 125,268 (10,439 users x 12 average customer sessions per user per 
year). If you do not confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE, 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SECKAR 

OCAIUSPS-TZ-16. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A, Tables 14 and 15. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

For 2000, please confirm that the average information system fixed cost 
(induding system developer costs), per transaction, is $11.59 ($1,451,830 I 
125,268). If you do not confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 
For 2000, please confirm that the average information system variable cost, per 
transaction, is $16.23 ($2,032.515 I 125,268). If you do not confirm. please 
explain and provide the correct figure. 
For 2000, please confirm that the total average information system cost (fixed 
and variable). per transaction, is $27.82 ($3,484.345 I 125,268). If you do not 
confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 

RESPONSE 

a. Refer to my response to OCA/USPS-T2-14 part (a) above, which applies to the year 

2000 also. 

b. Refer to my response to OCAIUSPS-T2-14 part (a) above, which applies to the year 

2000 also. 

c. Refer to my response to OCAIUSPS-T2-14 part (a) above, which applies to the year 

2000 also. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 7 

REVISED NOVEMBER 6.1998 

OCAIUSPS-T3-35. Please refer to Tr. 3ii’19-37, 767.75. The first group of transcript 
pages contains the attachments to your response to interrogatory OCAIUSPS-T3-1, 
which constitutes an expansion of your library reference USPS-LR-l/MC98-1. The 
second group of transcript pages contain oral cross-examination of you relating to the 
first group of pages. 
a. At page 767 of the transcript you state, “I believe in my calculation I used postscript 

for both mail merge and non-mail merge jobs] . . . ” Isthis a correct statement with 
respect to page 722 of the transcript? If not, what should the wrrect statement be? 
Does the calculation of “Number of Bytes per Business Day- appearing at page 721 
reflect current practice? If not, please conform your wst model to current practice. 

b. Please confirm that the actual calculation in your electronic spreadsheet of “Number 
of Bytes per Business Day” appearing at page 721 reflects the following formula: 
PCS/DAY l BYTES/PAGE l % MAIL MERGE l COMP FACT l SESSIONS/DAY l 

BYTES/PAGE - 5 NON MAIL MERGE l COMP FACT = 1 .15721 E+15. 
If you do not confirm, please state the formula you used in words and provide a 
rationale for that formula. 

c. Please confirm that the formula you used to calculate “Number of Bytes per 
Business Day” is incorrect. In particular, the factor ‘SESSION/DAY” is unnecessary. 
the “-” following the first ‘COMP FACT- should be “+“, there should be a factor called 
“PAGES/PC” on the first line shown above, there should be a separate 
‘BYTES/PAGE” for mail merge and non-mail merge jobs, and there should be a 
factor “PCS/DAY ” PAGES/PC- in the second line above yielding a value for 
“Number of Bytes per Business Day” of 8,12851E+9. If you do not confirm, please 
show that the units associated with your figure of 1.15721 E+15 are inn fact 
PCS/DAY and not (PCS l BYTES”2’ SESSIONS) I (DAY”2 l PAGES”2). 

d. At page 768 of the transcript you state, “I don’t have a complete understanding of all 
the processing steps that occur within the processor; that is, what the software 
performs upon the data. But I do know that. the files could be in a PDF format or 
a postscript format.” For purposes of your wst model, have you properly accounted 
for all situations in which different file formats may be used? If not, please correct 
your library reference. 

e. At page 772 of the transcript you state, ‘At one part of the process they’re both in 
PDF format, and at a later point in the process, they are both in Postscript format.” 
Please confirm that in your cost model (e.g., Tr. 31722.23) mail merge jobs are in 
PDF format while non-mail merge jobs are in Postscript format at the same “point in 
the process”. Please state what the current actual practice is with respect to the 
format used to store files associated with mail merge and non-mail merge jobs. 
Please conform your cost model to current actual practice. 

f. At page 773 of your transcript you state, ‘The PDF should be non-mail merge job. 
And the Postscript should be mail merge jobs . . It’s an error in the heading.” 
Please confirm that if one changes the heading at page 723 of the transcript from 
“Postscript Files For Non-Mail Merge Jobs” to PDF, then one must also change the 
line “Average Bytes per Page in Postscript format- (30720) to PDF (5020). Please 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REVISED NOVEMBER 6.1998 
OCAIUSPS-T535. PAGE 2 OF 4 

conform your cost model to your statement at page 773 or explain what the correct 
headings and values should be. 

RE;PONSE: 

a. My statement at page 767 does not apply to my calculations for data storage on 

page 722. My statement should read: ‘In my testimony, Mail Merge Jobs are stored in 

Postscript format. Non-mail-merge jobs are stored in PDF format.” I have verified that 

the currently operating Mailing Online system stores all files in PDF format. I have 

applied this information, in addition to other changes noted in my responses to-parts (c), 

(d). and (f). The effect is to delete the two Postscript tile sections from pages 9 and 10 

of Attachment 1 to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, and to modify the “Telecommunications - FTP 

Servers” section on pages 7 and 8 of Attachment 1, as shown in the attachment to this 

response. The effect of these changes is to reduce the telecommunications capacity 

requirements presented in Attachment 1 as shown below. 
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b. Confirmed. 

c. Cohfirmed that the -** following the first ‘COMP FACT should be ‘+.. Not confirmed 

that the factor ‘SESSIONSIDAT is unnecessary. In my calculation, I equate the 

number of documents with the number of transactions which in turn equals the number 

of customer sessions. For non-mail-merge jobs, the document is not parsed into pieces 

before being transmitted to a print site. Therefore, for non-mail-merge jobs the number 

of documents, rather than pieces, is relevant. A calculation for total number of bytes 

associated with mailing lists sent with non-mail-merges jobs was not included.% 

addition, BYTES/PAGE should multiplied by the average number of pages per 

document. Per all of the above, the calculation should be as follows: For the total 

number of mail merge document bytes; Number of Mail Pieces per Business Day l 

(estimated) Number of Pages Per Document * Average (number of) Bytes Per Page in 

Postscript format * Percentage mail merge jobs l compression factor. For the total 

number of non-mail-merge document bytes: Customer sessions per business day (as 

stated above this is equivalent to the number of documents per day) * (estimated) 

Number of Pages Per Document ’ Average (number of) Bytes Per Page in Postscript 

format * Percentage non-mail-merge jobs l compression factor. For the total number of 

mailing list data bytes sent with non-mail-merge jobs: Customer sessions per business 

day (as stated above this is equivalent to the number of documents per day) l Number 

of bytes Per mailing list * Percentage non-mail-merge jobs l the compression factor. 

The total number of bytes for mail-merge pieces, non-mail-merge documents, and non- 

mail-merge mailing lists are added together to arrive at total number of bytes per 

Business Day to be transmitted to the print sites. I have applied this correction, in 

addition to other changes noted in my responses to parts (a), (d). and (f), as explained 

in part (a) above. 

d. I consulted with the Mailing Online software developers and learned that mail merge 

documents are not stored in Postscript format in the current Mailing Online system 

Based on this information the sections of the analysis titled “PROCESSING CENTER - 
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DATA STORAGE Postscript Files For Non(&)-Mail Merge Jobs’, and “PROCESSING 

CENTER - APPLICATION SERVER Badup Postscript Files For Non(sic)-Mail Merge 

Jobs (Night Only)‘. are not relevant and should be removed from the analysis. I have 

applied this change, as explained in part (a) above. 

e. Confirmed. I have veritied that the current Mailing Online system stores both mail 

merge and non-mail-merge jobs in PDF format. See my response to part (d) above for 

more detail. The Current Mailing Online system transmits all jobs to the print site in PDF 

format. 

f. Not confirmed. The heading “Postscript Files For Non-mail-merge Jobs”, Gould 

read “Postscript Files for Mail Merge Jobs”. Only the heading is incorrect. The file format 

and calculations remain the same. However, as I noted in my response to part (d) 

above, the current Mailing Online system does not store files in Postscript format, nor is 

there a requirement to do so. As explained in pan (a) above, I have applied this change 
/-- to my analysis. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-36. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T34(c), OCAIUSPS- 
T3-32, and USPS-LR-lIMC98-1. Attachment 2. 
a. For the “ANNUAL COSTS, YR 1999,” please confirm that labor, or labor-related, 

costs of providing the information technology services related to Mailing Online 
total $1,074.000. If you do not mnfirm. please explain and provide the correct 
amount. 

b. Please confirm that the labor, or labor-related, costs of providing the information 
technology services related to Mailing Online constitute 68.9 percent 
($1,074.000 I $1,558,624) of the ‘ANNUAL COSTS” for the year 1999. If you do 
not mnfirrn, please explain and provide the correct percentage. 

C. Please explain how your statement in OCAIUSPS-T34(c) that “technology costs 
account for more than fifty percent of the total” is consistent with the 

percentage figure calculated in part (b) of this interrogatory. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed. 

c. In interrogatory OCAJUSPS-T3-4(c) I was requested to explain why I used the same 

unit costs for the years 1999-2003. My response dealt with the impact of changes 

over time between technology and personnel costs. In that context, I was referring 

to costs for the years 1999-2003. The total information costs shown in my testimony 

are 12.405.896. Labor, travel, and training costs account for 6.131,900 of that total. 

Computer hardware, software, and telecommunications costs total 6,273,996. 

Hence technology costs account for over fifty percent of the total costs. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-37. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-I, Attachment 2, at page 17. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Please confirm that during the expanded (market) test, the print site is to have 
one FTP server and one “hot backup” server. See Tr. 21283-84. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the Postal Service will be responsible for installing one FfP 
server and one “hot backup” server at each print site during the experimental 
service. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
For the “FIXED COSTS, YR 1999.’ please mnfirm that the 10 ‘Initial Print Sites - 
FTP Servers” represent one FTP server for each print site established in 1999 
for the experimental service. If you do not mnfinn. please explain. 
In Attachment 2. please identify where the “FIXED COSTS” of the “hot backup” 
server are to be found for each of the 10 print sites established in 1999 for the 
experimental service. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed 

c-d. Attachment 2 does not contain any reference to a “hot backup” server for any of the 

ten print sites established in 1999. At the time I developed Attachment 2 there was no 

“hot backup” server in the Mailing Online design 
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OCFJUSPS-T3-38. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1. Assume a 
black and white, 85x11, simplex document and 5.000 addresses. Please confirm that 
for a mail merge job, an individual print file would be created for each of the 5,000 
addresses. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-39. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1. Attachment 1. page 7, under 
the heading, “PROCESSING CENTER-APPLICATION SERVER: Source File to PDF 
Conversion.” 
a. Please confirm that the figure, 10,063.76, ‘Bytes Per Second During Peak 

Hours,” is calculated by multiplying the “Average Bytes Per Incoming Customer 
Transmission” (839.964.69) and the ‘Incoming Documents/Mailing Lists Per 
Second During Peak Period” (0.01). If you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. Please confirm that the figure, 839.964.69. ‘Average Bytes Per Incoming 
Customer Transmission,” is calculated as follows: (3.2 l 5.020) + (4,120 l 200) 
i.e., (Number of pages per Document l Number of Bytes Per Page Word 
Processing/Desk Top Publishing) + (Number of Addresses Per Mailing List l 

Number of bytes per address). If you do not confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed 



.- 
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OCAIUSPS-TWO. please refer to USPSLR-lAKg6-1, Attachrnant 1, page 7. under 
the heading, ‘PROCESSING CENTER - NETPOST COMMAND CENTER SERVER.” 
a. Please confirm that the figure, 10,06X76. represents the number of ‘Incoming 

bytes Per second During Peak Hours’ in PDF fonwt. If you do not aMirrn, 
please explain. 

b. Please confirm that the 6gure. 1.516.231, ‘Bytes Prosassad Per Second During 
Peak Hours,’ is in Postscript format. If you do not canfirm. please explain. 

C. Please confirm that the 6gure referred to in part (a) of this interrogatory is not 
usad in the calculation of the figure, 1,516.231, ‘Bytes Procassad Per Second 
During Peak Hours.’ If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Not Confirmed. The file format is assumed to be one of several file formats that 

Mailing Online users may use to submit documents. The figure ‘Number of Bytes 

Per Page Word Processing/Desk Top Publishing” is an estimate of the users source 

file. This figure is used to calculate ‘Incoming bytes Per Second During Peak Hours.” 

b. Confined. 

c. Confirmed. 



,-- 
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OCAJJSPST3-41. Please refer to Tr. 31766, and USPS-LR-lIMC98-1, Attachment 1, 
at page 7. In USPS-LR-l/MC98-1 I the figure 30.720 is described as the “Number of 
Bytes Per Mailing Piece Transaction.” Please confirm that the figure 30.720 represents 
the number of bytes per page, as stated at Tr. 3/766. If you do not confirm. please 
explain. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed. 

.-- 
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OCmSPST3-42. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC961, Attachment 1, at page 7. 
a. Please confirm that the ‘Number of Bytes Per Mailing Piece Transaction” should 

be 98,394 (30.720 l 3.2 Number of pages per Document). If you do not confirm, 

b. 

C. 

please explain. 
Please confirm that the tigure, 1.516,231, ‘Bytes Processed Per Second During 
Peak Hours.’ should be 4.651.936 (96.304 l 49.35647 Mail Merge Transactions 
Per Second During Peak Hours). If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the 6gure. 1516,231, ‘Bytes Processed Per Second During 
Peak Hours.’ should also indude the calculation ‘Number of addresses Per 
Mailing Lisr times the ‘Number of bytes per address.’ lf you do not confirm, 
please explain. If you do confirm, please provide the number of bytes per 
address. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed. 

c. Not Confirmed. In this section of the analysis, ‘Bytes Processed Per Second During 

Peak Hours” is an estimate of the processing required to apply a number of actions 

to documents submitted by users, including the conversion of source files, in 

whatever format they are submitted, to Postscript format. The figure “Bytes 

Processed Per Second During Peak Hours” is included to indicate the maximum 

number of bytes these documents represent over. time, which in turn would indicate 

what processing capability is required. Since one of the actions is to convert the 

source files to Postscript format, and my estimate for Postscript format per page 

(36720) is greater than my estimate for source documents per page (5020) I used 

the Postscript figure. Mailing List data is also processed, but presumably at a 

different step than the step that converts the source document to Postscript format; 

hence I did not include calculation for mailing list data in the figure ‘Bytes Processed 

Per Second During Peak Hours’. 

C 
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OCAIUSPST3-43. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-I, Attachment I, at page 6, in 
the column YR 1999 Estimate.” 
a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

I. 

m. 

n. 

0. 

Please confirm that the figure, 5,981, is expressed in units of “users.” If you do 
not confin. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 12, is expressed in units of ‘sessionsluserlyr.” If 
you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure. 230.04. is expressed in units of 
‘sessions/business day.” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 
Please confinn that the figure. 0.75, is a pure number with no associated units. 
If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 172.53, is expressed in units of 
“sessions/business day.” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure. 0.5, is expressed in units of “hours.” If you do not 
confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 4, is expressed in units of “hours.” If you do not 
confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 21.57. is expressed in units of “sessions/business 
day.” If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 0.01, is expressed in units of “(sessions/business 
day)/sec.” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 3.2, is expressed in units of “pages/piece.” If you 
do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 5,020, is expressed in units of “bytes/page (PDF).” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 4,120, is expressed in units of “pieces/session.” If 
you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 200. is expressed in units of ‘bytes/piece.” If you 
do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 839,964.69, is expressed in units of 
“bytes/session.” If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper 
units. Please confirm that you use the same size address tile for both mail 
merge and non-mail merge jobs at this point in the capacity analysis. If you do 
not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the figure, 10,063.76. is expressed in units of 
“(bytes/business day)/sec.” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of 
the proper units. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed that the figure 5,981 represents users as indicated in Attachment 1: 

“Totat Number of Users”. 

,- 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

b. Confirmed that the figure 12 represents average customer sessions per user per 

year as indicated in Attachment 1: “Average customer sessions per user per year”. 

c. Confirmed that the figure 230.04 represents customer sessions per business day as 

indicated in Attachment 1: ‘Customer sessions per business day”. 

d. Not Confirmed. The figure 0.75 represents the percentage of customer sessions on 

a given business day that would occur during a daily usage peak period as indicated 

in Attachment 1: “Percentage usage during daily peak usage period”, and 

elaborated in the entry for this figure in the “Source” column: “A Peak Period of 

Usage is required to plan for maximum capacity. % of users expected during such a 

period is unknown, 75% usage is therefore assumed.” 

e. Confirmed that the figure 172.53 represents customer sessions during peak period 

as indicated in Attachment 1: “Customer sessions during peak period”. 

f. Confirmed that the figure 0.5 represents hours as indicated in Attachment 1: 

“Average session duration (no. hours)” 

g. Confirmed that the figure 4 represents hours as indicated in Attachment 1: “Peak 

Usage Period Hours”. 

h. Confirmed that the figure 21.57 represents average number of concurrent sessions 

during peak hours as indicated in Attachment 1: “Avg. No. Concurrent Sessions 

During Peak Hours”. 

i. Confirmed that the figure 0.01 represents incoming, documents/mailing lists per 

second during the peak usage period as indicated in Attachment 1: “Incoming 

Documents/Mailing Lists Per Second During Peak Period” 

j. Confirmed only to the extent at that the time a user submits a source document, it 

represents what will later become one or more electronic mail pieces. In the section 

of Attachment 1 titled “TELECOMMUNICATIONS INTERNET CONNECTION 

Customers Accessing Mailing Online”, a user submits a source document, not 

individual pieces, to Mailing Online. The figure 3.2 represents the number of pages 

per incoming user document as indicated in Attachment 1:‘~“Number of pages per 

Documents”. 
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k. Not confirmed. The figure 5020 represents an estimate of the total size in bytes of a 

user’s source file. The file format is assumed to be one of several file formats that 

Mailing Online users may submit documents. This is indicated in the title in 

Attachment 1: “Number of Bytes Per Page Word Processing/Desk Top Publishing” 

and the explanatory note for this figure in the ‘Source” column. 

I. Confirmed to the extent that the figure 4,120 is derived from the annual mail 

volumes (in pieces) divided by estimated number of customers, divided again by the 

average number of customer session per year. In the section of Attachment 1 titled 

“TELECOMMUNICATIONS INTERNET CONNECTION Customers Accessing 

Mailing Online”, a user submits a source document, not individual pieces, to Mailing 

Online. In this context the figure 4,120 is relevant only for estimating the file size of 

an address list submitted with a source document. Each piece in a mailing is 

assumed to have an unique addressee. Therefore the figure 4,120 is being used to 

represent the number of addresses in a given user’s mailing list as indicated in 

Attachment 1: “Number of Addresses per Mailing List”. 

m. Not confirmed. The figure 200 represents the number of bytes per address record 

contained in an electronic mail list submitted by a user with a source document to 

Mailing Online, as indicated in Attachment 1: “Number of bytes per address”. 

n. Confirmed that the figure 839,964.69 represents the average number of bytes per 

incoming customer transmission, i. e., session. 

o. Not confirmed. The figure 10,063.76 represents the estimated number of bytes 

transmitted to Mailing Online per second during the daily peak usage period as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Incoming bytes Per Second During Peak Hours”. 



. 
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OCMJSPST34t. Please refer to USPS-LR-lIMC991, Attachment 1, at page 7, in the 
column ‘YR 1999 Estimate.’ 
a. Please confirm that the ft9ure, 30,720, is expressed in units of ‘bytes/page 

(Postscript).’ If you do not cortfirm, please show the derivation of the proper 
units. 

b. Please confirm that the figure, 49, is expressed in untts of ‘(pieces/business 
day)/sec.’ If you do not confirm, please show the derfvatfon of the proper units. 

C. Please confirm that the 6gure, 1.516.231, is expressed in units of 
‘((pieuaslbusiness dayysec. l (bytes/page (Postscript))).’ Please confirm that 
the correct units shwkf be ‘(bytes (Postaafptybusinesa day)lsec.’ If you do not 
confirm, please show the derivation of the proper unfts. 

d. Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the figure 1.516.231 should 
contain the multiplicative term 3.2 pages per piece. If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed that the figure 30,720 represents number of bytes per page in Postscript 

format. 

b. Confirmed that the figure 49 represents the number of mail merge transactions per 

second during the daily peak usage period and that transactions here corresponds 

to pieces.. 

c. Not confirmed. The process described here is the conversion of mail merge 

documents from a source document to individual electronic pieces. merging of 

addressee specific information into each mail piece, and then converting each 

electronic mail piece to Postscript format. 

Tozalculate a peak processing volume for the proceaso r that performs these 

functions, the number of mail merge bansaction per second during the daily peak 

usage, p&xj is cfativecf by multiplying incoming documents per second during the 

peak period by the number of addressees per document (each piece in mail merge 

job is assumed to have one addressee). This figure is then multiplied by the average 

size of a document in Postscript format. 

d. Confirmed. 
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OCAIUSPST3-45. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC981, Attachmant 1, at page 7 and 
8. in the column YR 1999 Estimate.’ 
a. Please confirm that the figure. 10. is expressed in units of ‘print sites.’ If you do 

not confin. please show the derivation of the propar units. 
b. Please confirm that the figure, 295,665,OOO. is exprassed in units of 

‘pieces/year.’ If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper 
units. 

C. Please confirm that the figure, 947.644. is expressad in units of ‘pied&business 
day.’ If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 

d. Please confirm that the figure, 0.5. is a pure number wfth no associated units. If 
you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 

e. Please confirm that the second figure. 0.5, is a pure number with no associated 
units. If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 

f. Please confirm that the figure, 0.15, is a pure number with no associated units. If 
you do not confirm. please show the~derivation of the proper units. 

9. Please confirm that the figure, 1.15721 E+l5. is expressed in units of 
‘(pieces/business day) ’ (bytes/page (Postscript)) l (sessions/business day) * 
(bytes/page (Postscript)).” Please confirm that the proper units are 
‘bytes/business day.” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 

h. Please confirm that the figure, 8.67905E+14, is expressed in units of 
‘(pieceslbusinass day) l (bytes/page (Postscript)) l (sessions/business day) l 

(bytes/page (Postscript)).’ Please confirm that the propar units are 
‘bytes’business day.’ If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 

i. Please confirm that the figure, 6,027,115,280, is expressed in units of 
‘(pieces/business day) l (bytes/page (Postscript)) l (sessions/business day) l 

(bytes/page (Postsaipt))/(seconds/print site).’ Please confirm that the proper 
units are ‘byteslbusiness day/sec./print site.’ If you do not confirm, please show 
the derivation of the proper units. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confinned that tha figure 10 represents print sites as indicated in Attachment 1: 

‘Number of Printers”. 

b. Confirmed that the figure 295.665,m represent number of mail pieces par year 

as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘Number of Mail Pieces Per Business Day”. 

d. Confirmed that the figure 947.644 rapn3sant.s the number of mail pieces per ., 
business day as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘Number of Mail Pieces per Business 

Dar. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STlREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REVISED NOVEMBER 72, 1998 

d. Not confirmed. The figure 0.5 represents the portion of the total number of jobs 

submitted by users that require the merging with addressee specitic information 

within each mail piece, as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘Percentage mail merge jobs”. 

e. Not confirmed. The figure 0.5 represents the portion of the total number of jobs 

submitted by users that do not require the merging with addressee specific 

information within each mail piece, as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘Percentage non 

mail merge jobs’. 

f. Confimwf. 

g. Not confirmed. Refer to my response to DCAMSPS-T3-35(c) for a full description of 

the calculation of ‘Number of Bytes per Business Daf and a corrected figure 

(6.988.549.205). 

h. Not confirmed. This figure is the product of ‘Number of Bytes Per Business Day” 

and ‘Percentage usage during daily peak period”. Refer to my response to 

OCAAJSPS-T3-35(c) for a corrected figure for ‘Number of bytes during peak period 

(5,241.411,904). 

i. Not confirmed This figure represents the number of bytes per second during the 

peak usage period to each pnnt site. To derive this, ‘Number of byte per during the 

period is divided by the total number of seconds during the peak period (14400). 

then divided again by the number of print sites (1~0). Refer to my response to 

OCMJSPS-T3-35(c) for a corrected figure for ‘Peak Usage Throughput per second 

to each Print Site” (36398.69377). 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-46. Please provide the attachments to your response to OCAAJSPS- 
T3-1 as Excel spreadsheets. 

RESPONSE 

The Excel spreadsheet source document for the attachments to my response to 

OCAJJSPS-Tb1 arebeing filed as USPS-LR-13/MC98-1.. 



_- 
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OCAWSPST3-47. Please refer to the column ‘YR 1999 Estimate,’ sectton 
‘PROCESSING CENTER-DATA STORAGE, Financial Transactions at Tr. 31722. 
a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Please confirm that the number, 236.04, is expressed in units of 
‘sessionslbusiness day.’ lf you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
ax-rect units. Please explain why this same number is variously identified as 
‘Customer sessions per business daf at Tr. 3/720. Total Transactions Per Day” 
at Tr. 3/722, and Total Dccuments Per Daf at Tr. 3/Z?. 
Please confinn that the number, 1.150. is expressed in units of ‘sessions/week.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that the formula for computing this number is (23O.Cl4 sessions/business 
day) l (5 business days/week). If you do not confirm, please provide the correct 
formula. Please confirm that when originally calarlating the number 230.04 you 
assumed that there are 6 business days per week (‘6 day work week assumed,” 
Tr. 31720). If you do not confi~. please explain. Please reconcile the 6day 
week used at page 720 with the 5day week used at page 722. 
Please confirm that the number, 59,810, is expressed in units of ‘sessions/year.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that in computing this number, you have assumed 260 business days per 
year. If you do not confirm, please explain. Please confirm that when originally 
calculating the number 230.04 you assumed that there are 312 business days 
per year (“Calculated (sessions per year I312 business days in a year, .)” Tr. 
3/720). Please confirm that ‘sessions/yeaf can be calculated directly from page 
726 as (5981 users) l (12 sessions/user/year) = 71,772 sessions&ear. See Tr. 
4/855. If you do not confim, please explain. 
Please confim, that the number, 221, is expressed in units of ‘bytes/session.’ If 
you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. The number, 
221, is sourced to ‘Attachment 5: Sources.’ Please provide a copy of or citation 
to ‘Attachment 5: Sources.’ 
Please confirm that the number, 1, is expressed in units of “days.” If you do not 
confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. 
Please confirm that the number, 180. is expressed in units of ‘days.’ If you do 

‘not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please confirm that 
during the first half of 1999. there will not be 180 days’ worth of accumulated data 
requiring backup storage. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Pteas.e confirm that the number, 1460, is expressed in units of ‘days.’ If you do 
not confirm, please show the derivabon of the correct units. Please confirm that 
there will be fewer fhan 1460 days in 1999. please confirm thaf this number 
&&I be Zj&-i.e., there is no carryover of data from prior years into 1999. 
Please ~finn that for 2ooo,2001,2002, and 2003. this number should be 731, 
lCr96.1460, and 1460, respedively. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Pfe+e confirm that the number, 7625.78, is expressedin units of ‘bytes.’ If you 
do not comirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please confirm 
that this daily on-line storage requirement will actually vary widely in 1999 
depending on the actual number of daily customer sessions. If you do not 
confin. please explain. 
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Please confirm that the number. 1.372539.50, is expressed in units of ‘bytes.” If 
you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that this backup storage requirement will not be needed until six months 
into 1999. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the number, 11 .133.631 XI. is expressed in units of ‘bytes.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that the maximum archive storage requirement for 1999 is actually one- 
fourth of this (or 2.783,407.88 bytes), and that this amount of storage will not be 
needed until the last day of 1999. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed that the figure 230.04 represents total user transactions per day. During 

each user session a user is assumed to transact once with Mailing Online, i.e, 

submit one document, a corresponding mailing list, and pay for the mailing. There is 

therefore a one-m-one correspondence between the number of user sessions, 

transactions, and documents. 

b. Confirmed that the figure 1 ,150 represents the total number of transactions per week 

as indicated in Attachment 1: Total Transactions Per Week’. Confirmed that the 

formula for computing this number is (230.04 sessionslbusiness day) l (5 business 

days/week). The Way week used at page 720 conflicts with the 5-day week used 

at page 722 and can not be reconciled. For consistency, a sixday week should be 

c. Confirmed that the figure 59,810 represents the total number of transactions per 

year as indicated in Attachment 1; Total Transactions Per Year”. Confirmed that 

when originally calwlating the number 230.04 I assumed that there are 312 

business days per year. Confirmed that ‘sessions/year’ can be calculated directly 

from page 720 as (5981 users) l (12 sasaionsluserlyear) = 71,772 sessions/year. 

d. Confirmed that 221 is the number of bytes for each financial transaction as indicated 

in Attachment 1: ‘Bytes Per TransactM. The reference to ‘Attachment 5: Sources” 

should be ‘Attachment 3: Sources’ of my teetintony. 

e. Confirmed that the 5gure 1 represents the on-line storage transaction duration 

requirements in days as indiated in Attachment 1: ‘Transaction On-line Storage 

Duration Requirement (days). 
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f. Confirmed that the figure 180 represents the backup requirement in days as 

indicated in Attachment 1; ‘bansaction On-line Storage Duration Requirement days). 

Confirmed that there will not be 180 days’ worth of accumulated data requiring 

backup storage until such time as the accumulated transactions from the 1998 

resulting from the operations and Market test, along with 1999 transactions during 

the experiment phase, together equal 180 days’ worthof &cumulated transactions. 

g. Confirmed that the figure 1460 equals the total transaction archive data requirement 

in days as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘Transaction Archive Data Requirement 

(bytes)‘. Confirmed that there are not 1460 days in 1999. Confirmed that the number 

should be 365 only if there is no carryover from 1998 for the 1998 operations test or 

the Market test during 1998. In practice, all transactions from 1998 are subject to the 

same archive requirement. Confirmed thatfor 2000,2001.2002, and 2003, this 

number should be 731,1096,1460, and 1460, respectively only if no carryover is 

assumed from the 1998 operations test or the Market test during 1998. In practice, 

all transaction from 1998 are subject to the same archive requirement. The actual 

numbers for the years 1999,2000,2UOl, 2002, and 2003 would be greater than 365, 

731.1096, 1460, and 1460, respectively. 

h. Confirmed that the number 7625.78 represents the total number of bytes required to 

store financial transactions on-line, as indicated in Attachment 1: “Transaction On- 

line Data Requirement (bytes). Confirmed that the on-line storage requirements 

could vary if the actual number of user wstomer varies correspondingly. There was 

no data available at the time I performed my analysis to lead me to quantify any 

such variance in usage. 

i. rI&-Arked that the number 1,372.639.50 represents the total number of bytes 

required to store backup copies of financial transactions, as indicated in Attachment 

I: ‘Transaction Backup Data Requirement (bytes)‘. Confirmed that 1,372,639.50 

bytes will not be required until six mc41th.s into 1999 onty if 30 carryover is assumed 

from the 1998 operations test or Market test during 1998. In practice. all transactions 

from 1998 are subject to the same archive requirement. Given the additional 1998 
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operations and market test transactions, the 1.372,639.50 bytes in storage capacity 

would actually be required some time before the end of the first six months of 1999. 

j. Confirmed that the figure 11.133.631.50 represents the bansaction archive 

requirement in bytes as indicated in Attachment 1: 7ransacihn Archive Data 

Requirement (bytes)‘. Confirmed that the maximum archive storage requirement for 

1999 would be one-fourth of this (or 2.783,407.88 bytes), and that this amount of 

storage will not be needed until the last day of 1999 only if no carryover is assumed 

from the 1998 operations test or Market test during 1998. In practice, all transactions 

from 1998 are subject to the same archive requirement. The actual requirement 

would therefore be greater than 2.783,407.88. Stated another way, 2.783,407.88 

bytes would be required some time before the end of 1999. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-46. Please refer to USPSLR-lIMC96-1, Attachment 1, at page 8 and 

9, in the column “IR 1999 Estimate.’ 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Please confirm that the figure. 5,196.568.85. is expressed in units of ‘(bytes/page 
(PDF)) l sessions.’ Please confirm that the correct units should be ‘bytes 
(PDF).’ If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the formula used to calculate me figure 5,196,568.85 should 
contain the multiplicative terms 3.2 pages per piece. 4,120 pieces per session, 
and 0.5 mail merge factor yielding 34.251653.077 ‘bytes (PDF).’ If you do not 
confirm, pfease explain. 
Please confirm that the figure. 15589.70654. is expressed in units of 
‘(bytes/page (PDF)) l sessions.’ Please confirm that the correct units should be 
‘bytes (PDF).’ If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper 
units. 
Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the figure 15,589,706.54 should 
contain the multiplicative terms 3.2 pages per piece, 4,120 pieces per session, 
and 0.5 mail merge factor yielding 102.754,959,230.77 ‘bytes (PDF).” If you do 
not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the figure, 20,7&275X, is expressed in units of 
‘(byfes/page (PDF)) l sessions.” Please confirm that the correct units should be 
‘bytes (PDF).” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper 
units. 
Please confirm that the formula used to wlwlate the figure 20.786,275.38 should 
contain the multiplicative terms 3.2 pages per piece, 4,120 pieces per session, 
and 0.5 mail merge factor yielding 137.006,612.307.69 ‘bytes (PDF).” If you do 
not wnfinn. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed that the figure 5.196.568.85 represents the requirements in bytes for 

storing PDF formatted data as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘PDF On-line Data 

Requirement (bytes)“. 

b. Confirmed that the figure 5.196.568.85 should contain the multiplicative term 3.2 

pages per document. Not confirmed that the figure should contain the multiplicative 

term 4,120 pieces per session. Not confirmed that the tigure should contain the 

multiplicative term 0.5 mail merge factor. This figure represent all documents 

submitted to Mailing Online, mail merge and non-mail merge, without breakout into 

electronic individual mail pieces. Applying the multiplicative term 3.2 pages per 

document yields 16,629.020.31 in PDF format. 
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c. Confirmed that the figure 15.589.706.54 represents the total backup storage 

requirement in bytes in PDF format as indicated in Attachment 1: ‘PDF File Backup 

Data Requirement (bytes). 

d. Confirmed that the fgure 15.589.706.54 should contain the multiplicative term 3.2 

pages per document. Not confirmed that the figure should contain the multiplicative 

term 4,120 pieces per session. Not confirmed that thd figure should contain the 

multiplicative term 0.5 mail merge factor. Apptying the multiplicative term 3.2 pages 

per document yields 49.687.060.92in PDF format. 

e. Confirmed that the figure 20,786.275.38 represents the total backup storage 

requirement in bytes in PDF format as indicated in Attachment 1: “PDF File Archive 

Data Requirement (bytes). 

f. Confirmed that the figure 20,786,275.38 should contain the multiplicative term 3.2 

pages per document. Not confirmed that the figure should contain the multiplicative 

term 4,120 pieces per session. Not confirmed that the figure should contain the 

multiplicative term 0.5 mail merge factor. Applying the multiplicative term 3.2 pages 

per docurqent yields 66.516,081.23in PDF format. 
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OCAUSPST3-49. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC981, Attachment I, at page 9. in 

the column ‘YR 1999 Estimate.” 

Please confirm that the figure, 126,551.145. is expressed in units of ‘bytes/page 
(Postscript) l pieceskssion.’ Please confirm that the correct units should be 
‘bytes (Postscript).kesslon.’ If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of 
the proper units. 
Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the fgure 126.551.145 should 
contain the multiplicative term 3.2 pages per piece yielding 404.963.664.9 ‘bytes 
(Postscript)kession.’ If you do not confirm, please exptain. 
Please confirm that the 5gure. 65.501.169.231. is expressed in units of 
‘((bytes/page (Postsaipt)) l pieces.’ Please confirm that the correct units should 
be ‘bytes (Postscript).” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 
Please confimr that the formula used to calculate the figure 65,501.169,231 
should contain the multiplicative term 3.2 pages per piece yielding 2.09604E+ll 
‘bytes (Postscript).’ If you do not confirm. please explain. 
Please confirm that the figure, l.Q6504E+l I, is expressed in units of 
‘((bytes/page (Postscript)) l pieces.~” Please confirm that the correct units should 
be ‘bytes (Postscript).” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 
Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the figure 1 .Q6504E+ll should 
contain the multiplicative term 3.2 pages per piece yielding 6.2861 lE+l 1 “bytes 
(Postscript).” If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the figure, 2.62005E+l I, is expressed in units of 
‘((bytes/page (Postscript)) l pieces.’ Please confirm that the correct units should 
be ‘bytes (Postscript).” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 
Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the figure 2.62005E+ll should 
contain the multiplicative term 3.2 pages per piece yielding 8.38415E+ll “bytes 
(Postscript).” If you do not confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. - h. Refer to my response to DCNUSPS-T335(a). I have verified with the Mailing 

Online developers that there is no requirement to store files in Postscript format. The 

two Postscript file sections from pages 9 and 10 of Attachment 1 to USPS-LR- 

lNC98-1 no longer apply. 

- 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-50. Please refer to the column YR 1999 Estimate,” section 
“PROCESSING CENTER-DATA STORAGE, Mail Lists” at Tr. 3/723-24. 
a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

Please confirm that the number, 230.04, is expressed in units of 
‘sessions/business day.” If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the 
correct units. Please explain why this same number is variously identified as 
“Customer sessions per business day” at Tr. 3/720, Total Transactions Per Day” 

et Tr. 3l722. and 7otal Documents Per Day” at Tr. 3i722. 
Please confirm that the number, 1 .I 50. is expressed in units of “sessions/week.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that the formula for computing this number is (230.04 sessions/business 
day) l (5 business days/week). If you do not confirm. please provide the correct 
formula. Please confirm that when originally calculating the number 230.04 you 
assumed that there are 6 business days per week (‘6 day work week assumed,” 
Tr. 3/720). If you do not confirm. please explain. Please reconcile the 6day 
week used at page 720 with the 5day week used at page 723. 
Please confirm that the number, 59.810, is expressed in units of ‘sessions/year.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that in computing this number, you have assumed 260 business days 
per year. If you do not confirm, please explain. Please confirm that when 
originally calculating the number 230.04 you assumed that there are 312 
business days per year (“Calculated (sessions per year / 312 business days in a 
year, .)” Tr. 3/720). Please confirm that ‘sessions/year” can be calculated 
directly from page 720 as (5981 users) l (12 sessions/user/year) = 71,772 
sessions/year. See Tr. 4/858. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the number, 4,120, is expressed in units of “pieces/session.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
explain why this same number is variously identified as “Number of Addresses 
Per Mailing List” at Tr. 31720. “Average mailing pieces per document” at Tr. 
3/721, and “Number of Addresses Per Mailing List” at Tr. 3/723. 
Please confirm that the number, 200, is expressed in units of “bytes/piece.” If 
you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please state 
the tile format for addresses+.g., PDF, Postscript, other (specify). Is this 
format independent of whether the address is associated with a mail merge or 
non-mail merge job? 
Please confirm that the number, 823,901, is expressed in units of 
*bytes/session.” If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the correct 
units. Please state the file format for mailing 1ists-e.g.. PDF, Postscript, other 
(specify). Is this format independent of whether the list is associated with a mail 
merge or non-mail merge job? What is current practice? 
Please confirm that the number, 30, is expressed in units of “days.” If you do not 
confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please explain why this 
number differs from the on-line storage duration (1 day) for financial transactions 
at Tr. 3/722.. What is current practice? 
Please confirm that the number, 90, is expressed in units of “days.” If you do not 
confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please explain why this 
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number differs from the backup storage duration (180 days) for financial 
transactions at Tr. 3/722. What is current practice? 
Please confirm that the number, 120, is expressed in units of “days.” If you do 
not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please explain why 
the duration for archival storage of addresses should be shorter than the 
duration for both backup storage (180 days) and archival storage (1460 days) of 

-financial transactions at Tr. 3/722. What is current practice? 
Please confirm that the number, 0.15, is a pure number with no units associated 
with it. If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. 
What compression ratios are actually being obtained at present? 
Please confirm that the number, 852.879,807.7. is expressed in units of “bytes.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that this storage requirement will be much smaller at the beginning of 
1999 and much larger at the end of 1999 if volume grows during the year. If you 
do not confirm. please explain. 
Please confirm that the number, 2,558,639,423, is expressed in units of “bytes.” 
If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that this storage requirement will be much smaller at the beginning of 
1999 and much larger at the end of 1999 if volume grows during the year. If you 
do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the number, 3.411.519,231, is expressed in units of “bytes.” 
If you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. Please 
confirm that this storage requirement will be much smaller at the beginning of 
1999 and much larger at the end of 1999 if volume grows during the year. If you 
do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed that the figure 230.04 represents total user transactions per day. During 

each user session a user is assumed to transact once with Mailing Online, i.e. 

submit one document, a corresponding mailing list, and pay for the mailing. There is 

therefore a one-to-one correspondence between the number of user sessions, 

transactions, and documents. 

b. Confirmed that the figure 1.150 represents the total number of transactions per 

week as indicated in Attachment 1: “Total Transactions Per Week”. Confirmed that 

the formula for computing this number is (230.04 sessions/business day) l (5 

business days/week). The 6-day week used at page 720 conflicts with the 5-day 

week used at page 722 and can not be reconciled. The six day work week should 

be used. 
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c. Confirmed that the figure 59,810 represents the total number of transactions per 

year as indicated in Attachment 1; “Total Transactions Per Year”. Confirmed that 

when originally calculating the number 230.04 I assumed that there are 312 

business days per year. Confirmed that ‘sessions/year^ can be calculated directly 

from page 720 as (5981 users) l (12 sessions/user/year) = 71,772 sessions/year. 

d. Confirmed that the figure 4.120 represents the number of addressees per mailing list 

as indicated in Attachment 1: “Number of bytes per address”. Each mail piece is 

assumed to have one unique addressee. For any given mailing, there is a one-to- 

one correspondence between mail pieces and addressees. The total number of mail 

pieces and addresses in a mailing list the user submits for the same mailing are 

therefore the same. 

e. Confirmed that the figure 200 represents the number of bytes per address as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Number of bytes per address”. Mailing Online accepts 

mailing lists in one of several formats, including Excel. For estimating purposes, 

each character of data represents one byte. There is no distinction between mail 

merge and non-mail-merge jobs with respect to the data format of mailing lists sent 

customers send to Mailing Online 

f. Confirmed that the figure 823,901 represents the number of bytes per mailing list as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Number of bytes Per mailing list”. Mailing Online accepts 

mailing lists in one of several formats, including Excel. For estimating purposes, 

each character of data represents one byte. This format is independent of whether 

the job is a mail merge or non-mail-merge job. The current Mailing Online software 

formats the mailing list into a Microsoft Access Database. 

g. Confirmed that the figure 30 represents the number of days transactions must be 

stored on-line as indicated in Attachment 1: “Transaction On-line Storage Duration 

Requirement (days). As elaborated in the “Source” column, there is no identified on- 

line storage requirement beyond what may be required to re-transmit a users job to 

a print site. Thirty days is assumed here and for “PDF File On-line Storage Duration 

Requirement” given that a retransmission or reconstruction of a user mailing would 

require both the source document and associated mailing list to be available. For 
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Financial transactions, on-line storage is required to satisfy the need to perform 

payment settlement daily, back up requirements stem from agreements made by the 

Postal Service and financial institutions, and archive requirements stem from 

agreements the Postal Service has made with credit card processors. There is no 

esteblished requirement that mailing lists be retained for the same duration as 

financial transactions. Currently, Mailing Lists are available from a period of 

between30and60days 

h. Confirmed that the figure 90 represents the number of days transactions must be 

retained as backup as indicated in Attachment 1: Transaction Backup Duration 

Requirement (days). As elaborated in the “Source” column, there is no identified 

backup storage requirement. Ninety days is assumed here and for “PDF File Backup 

Duration Requirement” given that a retransmission or reconstruction of a user 

mailing would require both the source document and associated mailing list to be 

available. For Financial transactions, on-line storage is required to satisfy the need 

to perform payment settlement daily, back up requirements stem from agreements 

made by the Postal Service and financial institutions, and archive requirements stem 

from agreements the Postal Service has made with credit card processors. There is 

no established requirement that mailing lists be retained for the same duration as 

financial transactions. Currently, weekly backups of mailing lists are performed. No 

duration period has been established for mailing list data backups. Until a duration 

period is established, backup data is being stored for an indefinite period. 

i. Confirmed that the figure 120 represents the number of days transactions must be 

archived as indicated in Attachment 1: “Transaction Archive Duration Requirement 

(days): As elaborated in the “Source” column, there is no identified on-line storage 

requirement beyond what may be required to re-transmit a users job to a print site. 

120 days is assumed here and for “PDF File Archive Duration Requirement” given 

that a retransmission or reconstruction of a user mailing would require both the 

source document and associated mailing list to be available. For Financial 

transactions, on-line storage is required to satisfy the need to perform payment 

settlement daily, back up requirements stem from agreements made by the Postal 
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Service and financial institutions, and archive requirements stem from agreements 

the Postal Service has made with credit card processors. There is no established 

requirement that mailing lists be retained for the same duration as financial 

transactions. At present, no actual archiving of mailing data has been performed. 

j. Confirmed. At present, Mailing Online back up data is not being compressed. 

k. Confirmed that the figure 852.879,807.7 represents the total number of on-line data 

requirements in bytes as indicated in Attachment 1: “Transaction On-line Data 

requirement (bytes). Confinned that the requirement will be smaller at the beginning 

of 1999 and will be larger at the end of 1999, but only if the number of Mailing 

Online users, or transactions differ from the estimates provided in Attachment 1. 

I. Confirmed that the figure 2.558,639.423 represents the total number of backup data 

requirements in bytes as indicated in Attachment 1: “Transaction Backup Data 

requirement (bytes). Confirmed that the requirement will be smaller at the beginning 

of 1999 and will be larger at the end of 1999, but only if the number of Mailing 

Online users, or transactions, differ from the estimates provided in Attachment 1. 

m. Confirmed that the figure 3,411.519,231 represents the total number of archive data 

requirements in bytes as indicated in Attachment 1: “Transaction Archive Data 

requirement (bytes).” Confirmed that the requirement will be smaller at the beginning 

of 1999 and will be larger at the end of 1999, but only if the number of Mailing 

Online users, or transactions differ from the estimates provided in Attachment 1. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-51. Please refer to the column ‘YR 1999 Estimate,” section 
“PROCESSING CENTER-APPLICATION SERVER. Backuo Financial Transactions 
(Night Only)” at Tr. 3/724. 
a. The number, 221. is sour& to “ATTACHMENT E.” Please provide a copy of or 

citation to “ATTACHMENT E.’ 
b. The number, 30, is sourced as “Four hour estimated nightly maintenance 

geriod/8.” Please explain the rationale for (1) choosing a four-hour period and 
(2) allocating one-eighth of that period to financial transactions backup. 

RESPONSE 

a. “Attachment E” should read “Attachment 3: Sources”. 

b. For purposes of this estimate, a period of time when system maintenance can be 

performed without impacting users is assumed. That period of time is further assumed 

to be the hours of the night when user submission of jobs, batching of jobs, and 

transmission of data to print sites would not take place. or least be unlikely to occur. 

Based on this, this four hour time period is assumed to be between the hours of 

09:OOPM and 3:OOAM Pacific Time. Given that multiple functions would have to be 

performed during this time period, including four backup jobs ( one each for Financial 

Transactions, PDF Files, Postscript Files, and Mailing Lists) plus any other required 

systems maintenance, it seems reasonable to allocate only one eighth of the four hour 

period to the backup of financial transactions. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-52. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1. Attachment 1, at page 10, 

section ‘PROCESSING CENTER-APPLICATION SERVER, Backup PDF Files (Night 

Only),” in the column YR 1999 Estimate.” 

a. Please confirm that the figure. 230.04, is expressed in units of 
-%essions/business day.” If you do not confirm. please show the derivation of the 
proper units. 

b. Please confirm that the figure, 320.78. is expressed in units of 
‘(sessions/business day l (bytes/page (PDF)))/set.” Please confirm that the 
correct units should be “(bytes (PDF)/business day)/sec.” If you do not confirm, 
please show the derivation of the proper units. 

C. Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the figure 320.78 should 
contain the multiplicative terms 3.2 pages per piece, 4,120 pieces per session, 
and 0.5 mail merge factor yielding 2,114.299.573 “(bytes (PDF)/business 
day)/sec.” If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed that the figure 230.04 represents the total number of transactions 

(sessions) per day as indicated in Attachment 1: “Total Transactions Per Day”. 

b. Confirmed that the figure represents the number of bytes per second of PDF data 

that would need to backed up during the period designated for running the backup 

job at night during a four hour nightly maintenance period. 

c. Confirmed that the formula used to calculate the figure 320.78 should contain the 

multiplicative term 3.2 pages per document. Not confirmed that the figure 320.78 

should contain the multiplicative terms 4,120 pieces per session or 0.5 mail merge 

factor. The resulting figure when using the multiplicative factor 3.2 is 1026.48. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-53. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1. Attachment 1, at page 10, 
section “PROCESSING CENTER-APPLICATION SERVER, Backup Postscript Files 
For Non-Mail Merge Jobs (Night Only),” in the “SOURCE” column. With respect to the 
‘Number of pages per Document,” please provide, in hardcopy and electronic form, a 
copy of or citation to the “Feasibility Study.” 

RESPONSE 

The words “Feasibility Study” in Attachment 1, page 10. ‘Number of pages per 

Document” in the “SOURCE column” should read ‘Library Reference USPS-LR- 

2/MC98-1. Section E. Table 12. 



/-- 
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OCA/USPS-T3-54. Please refer to USPS-LR-lIMC98-1, Attachment 1. at page 10. 
section “PROCESSING CENTER-APPLICATION SERVER, Backup Postscript Files 
For Non-Mail Merge Jobs (Night Only),’ in the column YR 1999 Estimate.” 
a. Please confirm that the figure, 3. is expressed in units of ‘pages/piece.” If you 

do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
b. Please confirm that the figure referred to in part (a) of this interrogatory should 

‘be 3.2 “pages/piece.” If you do not confimr, please show the derivation of the 
number 3. 

C. Please confirm that the figure, 5888.98, is expressed in units of 
“((sessions/business day) l (bytes (Postscript)lpieces)))lsec.” Please confirm 
that the correct units should be “(bytes (Postscript)/business day)lsec.” If you do 
not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 

d. Please confirm that the formula used to calculate the figure 5888.98 should 
contain the multiplicative terms 3.2 pages per piece, 4.120 pieces per session, 
and 0.5 mail merge factor yielding 12,938.502.56 “(bytes (Postscript)lbusiness 
day)/sec.” If you do not confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. - d. The requirement for backup of Postscript files has been deleted. Refer to my 

response to OCAIUSPS-T3-35(a) for details. 
.- 
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OCAAJSPS-T3-55. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1, at pages 10 
and 11, section ‘PROCESSING CENTER-APPLICATION SERVER, Backup Mail 
Lists,” in the column WR 1999 Estimate.” Please confirm that the figure, 26323.45, is 
expressed in units of “(bytes/business day)/sec.” If you do not confirm, please show the 
derivation of the proper units. 

RESWNSE 

Confirmed that the calculation for the figure is the number of transactions per day 

(230.04) multiplied by number of bytes per mailing list (823.858). divided by the total 

number of seconds within the back up period (7200 seconds). 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-56. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1, at pages 10 
and 11. 
a. Please confirm that the “Bytes Per Second” for Backup Financial Transactions 

(Night Only), Backup PDF Files (Night Only), Backup Postscript Files for Non- 
Mail Merge Jobs (Night Only) and Backup Mail Lists, is 28.24, 320.78, 5888.98, 
and 26323.45, respectively. If you do not confimt, please explain. 

b. ‘Please explain why the bytes per second referred to in part (a) of this 
interrogatory are not equal. 

c. Please confirm that the bytes per second referred to in part (a) of this 
interrogatory should be the same; that is, expressed in the same rate per 
second. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

d. Please confirm that the correct calculation for Backup Financial Transactions 
(Night Only), Backup PDF Files (Night Only), Backup Postscript Files for Non- 
Mail Merge Jobs (Night Only) and Backup Mail Lists, is the sum of the 
‘(bytes/business day)” for Backup Financial Transactions (Night Only), Backup 
PDF Files (Night Only), Backup Postscript Files for Non-Mail Merge Jobs (Night 
Only) and Backup Mail Lists divided by the 14.400-second backup period. If you 
do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Confirmed. with exception of “bytes Per Second” for PDF Files, which should be 

1026.48 as per my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-52(c). 

b. Financial Transactions, PDF Files, and Mailing Lists each would be backed up as a 

separate process. As shown on pages 10 and 11, the number of transactions for 

Financial Transactions, PDF Files, and Mailing Lists are the same, but the size in 

bytes of each is different, therefore the total number of bytes for each is different 

and it therefore follows that the average numbers of bytes per second that must be 

backed up for any given period are different. The requirement for backup of 

Postscript files has been deleted. Refer to my response to OCA/USPS-T3-35(a) for 

more detail. 

c. Not confirmed. Refer to part (b) above. 

d. Not confirmed. The calculation for each file type is: Number of transactions per day 

multiplied by number of bytes per transaction, divided by the total number of 

seconds within the back up period. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-57. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1, at page 11, 
section TECHNICAL HELP DESK RESOURCE YEARS, Help Desk Volumes/Durations, 
in the wlumn YR 1999 Estimate. 
a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

Please confirm that the figure, 2,991, is expressed in units of “hours.” If you do 
not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 1,794, is expressed in units of “hours.” If you do 

not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure. 4,785, is expressed in units of “hours.” If you do 
not confirm. please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 2.66. is expressed in units of “resource year.” If 
you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 0.5. is a pure number with no associated units. If 
you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure. 2,392, is expressed in units of “hours.” If you do 
not confirm, please show the derivation of the proper units. 
Please confirm that the figure, 1.33, is expressed in units of “resource years.” If 

you do not confirm, please show the derivation of the correct units. 
Please confirm that the figure referred to in pat-l (f) of this interrogatory is not 
used in the calculation of the figure, 1.33, “resource years” or for any other 
purpose. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

Confirmed that the figure, 2,991, represents the total first time call hours as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Total First Time Call Hours.” 

Confirmed that the figure, 1,794, represents the total number of hours 

representing on-going calls as indicated in Attachment 1: “Total On-going call 

hours. 

Confirmed that the figure, 4,785, represents the total number of call hours as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Total call hours”. 

Confirmed that the figure, 2.66, represents the number of help desk resource 

years as indicated in Attachment 1: -Total Help Desk Resource Years”. 

Confirmed that the figure, 0.5, is a pure number with no associated units. This 

figure represents the percentage of customer calls requiring technical help as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Percentage of customer calls requiring technical 

help”., 



.- 

f. 

9. 

h. 
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Confirmed that the figure, 2,392, represents the total number of hours taken by 

customer calls requiring technical assistance as indicated in Attachment 1: 

Technical Help Desk Calls” 

Confirmed that the figure, 1.33. represents the total of resources, expressed in 

‘resource years, required to support customer calls requiring technical support as 

indicated in Attachment 1: “Technical Help Desk resource Years” 

Confirmed that the figure referred to in part (f) of this interrogatory is not used in 

the calculation of the figure. 1.33. “resource years”. The figure was included to 

show the number of hours attributable to customer calls requiring technical 

support. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-58. Please refer to page 1 of your Cost Component Sources/ 
Derivations Worksheet, Tr. 3I733. The spreadsheet at the bottom of that page 
summarizes On-line Storage Requirements. 
a. Please confirm that the entries in that spreadsheet for rows labeled “Item #8 PDF 

files” and ‘Item #ll Postscript files” are incorrect. (See OCAIUSPS-T348(b), 
49(d).) If you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. -Please confirm that when the entries in that spreadsheet for rows labeled ‘Item 
#8 PDF files” and ‘Item #ll Postscript files” are corrected, the Total On-line 
Storage Requirement exceeds capacity for all years except 1999. If you do not 
wnfirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. - b. Refer to my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-35(a) regarding the deletion of the 

requirement to store Postscript files and my response to OCAIUSPS-T348(b) 

confirming that the figures for on-line file storage in PDF format should contain the 

multiplicative term 3.2 pages per document. Shown below is the spreadsheet at the 

bottom of page 1 of Cost Component Derivations Worksheet, adjusted to eliminate 

the Postscript file storage requirement and adjusting the PDF file storage 

requirement. 

Based on the above, I can not confirm that total on-line storage requirements will be 

exceeded in any of the years 1999 - 2003. 
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OCAfUSPS-T3-59. Please refer to page 2 of your Cost Component Sources/ 

Derivations Worksheet, Tr. 3/734. The spreadsheet at the top of that page 

summarizes Backup Data Storage Requirements. 

a. 

b. 

Please confirm that the entries in that spreadsheet for rows labeled ‘Item #9 PDF 
Jiles” and ‘Item #12 Postscript files” are incorrect. (See OCAAJSPS-T348(d), 
49(f).) If you do not confirm. please explain. 
Please confirm that when the entries in that spreadsheet for rows labeled ‘Item 
#9 PDF files” and ‘Item #12 Postscript files” are corrected. the Total On-line 
Storage Requirement exceeds capacity in 2003. If you do not confirm. please 
explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. - b. Refer to my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-35(a) regarding the deletion of the 

requirement to store Postscript files and my response to OCAIUSPS-T348(d) 

confirming that the figures for backup file storage in PDF format should contain the 

multiplicative term 3.2 pages per document. Shown below is the spreadsheet at the 

top of page 2 of Cost Component Derivations Worksheet, adjusted to eliminate the 

Postscript file storage requirement and adjusting the PDF file storage requirement. 

Based on the above, I can not confirm that total on-line storage requirement will be 

exceeded in 1999 or any of the years 2000 - 2003 
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OCA/USPS-T3-60. Please refer to page 2 of your Cost Component Sources/ 
Derivations Worksheet, Tr. 3/734. The spreadsheet in the middle of that page 
summarizes Archive Data Storage Requirements. 
a. Please wnfrn that the entries in that spreadsheet for rows labeled ‘Item #7 

Financial Transactions,” ‘Item #lO PDF files,” and ‘Item #13 Postscript files” are 
incorrect. (Compare Tr. 3i722, Item #7 with Tr. 34734, Item #7; see OCAAJSPS- 

*T3-48(f). 49(h).) If you do not confirm. please explain. 
b. Please confirm that when the entries in that spreadsheet for rows labeled ‘Item 

#7 Financial Transactions,” ‘Item #lO PDF files,” and ‘Item #13 Postscript files” 
are corrected, the Total On-line Storage Requirement exceeds capacity in all 
years except 1999 and 2000. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. - b. Refer to my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-35(a) regarding the deletion of the 

requirement to store Postscript files and my response to OCA/USPS-T348(f) 

confirming that the figures for archive file storage in PDF format should contain the 

multiplicative term 3.2 pages per document. Shown below is the spreadsheet at the 

middle of page 2 of Cost Component Derivations Worksheet, adjusted to eliminate 

the Postscript tile storage requirement and adjusting the PDF file storage 

requirement. 

Based on the above, I can not confirm that total on-line storage requirement will be 

exceeded in any of the years 1999 - 2003. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-61. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T3-34(b). Please 
explain the rationale for choosing 1800 workhours as the number of hours in a 
“resource year.” 

RESPONSE: 

The ntmber of work hours in a year’s period is used to develop an estimated staffing 

requirement for Mailing Online questions directed to the Technical Help Desk. I arrived 

at an estimated number of workhours per year-by first determining the number of weeks 

that Technical Help Desk personnel would be on the job. Given 52 weeks in a year, 

minus 3 weeks for vacation, sick leave, or personal leave, 2 weeks (10 days) for legal 

holidays (New Year’s Day, Martin Luther King Day, Presidents Day, Memorial Day, July 

4. Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veterans’ Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day), 

and an additional two weeks for training and other activities not related to the Technical 

Help Desk function as described in my response to MASA/USPS-T3-G(b). I arrived at 45 

weeks. I multiplied 40 work hours per week by 45 weeks per year. Full Time 

Equivalents as defined in Office of Management and Budget Circular 11 (1998) Section 

13.3(c) are not used internally within the Postal Service for determining budgets or any 

other estimates of work hours. I have consulted with our Finance department regarding 

this, and I was informed my estimate of 1800 hours per year is a reasonable figure to 

use for estimation purposes. 
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OCAIUSPST362. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1, at page 11, the 
“TECHNICAL HELP DESK RESOURCE YEARS, Help Desk Volumes/Durations.” 
a. For 1999, please confirm that the number 2,991. ‘Total First Time Call Hours,’ is 

calculated by multiplying the ‘Total Number of Users” (5,981) by one-half hour 
(0.50). If you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. l For 1999, please confirm that the number 1,794, Total Ongoing call hours.’ is 
calculated by multiplying the ‘Total Number of Users’ (5,981) by one-tenth hour 
(0.10) and the number of on-going calls per year (3). If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed. 
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OCPJUSPS-T3-63. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1, at page 11, the 
‘TECHNICAL HELP DESK RESOURCE YEARS, Help Desk Volumes/Durations.’ 
a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Please confirm that the Mailing Online Technical Help Desk or the PostOffice 
Online Help Desk will receive four calls (1 initial call plus 3 “on-going” calls) from 
each Mailing Online customer. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

*Please confirm that the duration of the calls referred to in part (a) of this 
rnterrogatory is 48 minutes (30 minutes for one initial call + (6 minutes ’ 3 ‘on- 
going” calls)). If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that 50 percent of “Total call hours’ will consist of customer 
inquiries responded to by the Mailing Online Technical Help Desk, and 50 
percent will consist of inquiries responded to by the Post Office Online Help 
Desk. If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the duration of the calls referred to in part (a) of this 
interrogatory responded to by the Mailing Online Technical Help Desk is 24 
minutes ((30 minutes for initial calls + 6 minutes for each “on-going” call) l 0.50). 
If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Please confirm that the average duration of each call referred to in part (a) of this 
interrogatory responded to by the Mailing Online Technical Help Desk is 6 
minutes (24 minutes I4 calls). If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Confirmed that I estimated that each customer would initiate four calls to the 

PostOffice Online Help Desk per year. 

b. Confirmed. 

c. Not confirmed. I estimated that fifty percent of customer calls would generate an 

inquiry or problem report to the Technical Help Desk. Customers would not be in 

direct contact with Technical Help Desk staff. Since all customer calls would be to 

the PostOffice Online Help Desk, the PostOffice Online Help Desk would spend 

some amount of time for each customer call. First, total customer call hours was 

estimated. I used half of that amount as a reasonable estimate of Technical Help 

Desk work hours. 

d. Not confirmed. See my response to part (c) above. Customers do not make calls 

directly to the Technical Help Desk, and I did not estimate the average length of calls 

from the PostOffice Online Help Desk to the Technical Help Desk. 

e. Not confirmed. See my response to part (c) above. Customers do not make calls 

directly to the Technical Help Desk. I did not estimate the average duration of calls 

‘to the Technical Help Desk. 
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7. 
OCAIUSPST3-64. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MCW-1, Attachment 1, at page 6. 
a. Please confirm that, of the 12 ‘Average customer sessions per user per year,” 4 

will involve telephone inquiries concerning Mailing Online. If you do not confirm. 
please explain. 

b. Please confirm that one-third (4 I 12) of the “Average customer sessions per user 
*per year” will involve telephone inquiries concerning Mailing Online. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

C. Please confirm that 23,924 (71,772 l 0.3333) of the total annual number of 
Mailing Online transactions in 1999 will involve telephone inquiries concerning 
Mailing Online. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Not confirmed. Refer to my response to OCA0JSPST3-31(c) regarding calls to the 

Technical Help Desk. I did not associate customer calls directly with the number of 

customer sessions, but rather to the number of customers. The four calls could be 

associated with one or more customer sessions. 

b. Not confirmed. Refer to my response to part (a) above. 

c. Not confirmed. Refer to my response to part (a) above. 



-. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-65. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T3-31. Please 
confirm that the ‘cost driver for the costs of the Mailing Online Technical Help Desk and 
the PostOffice Online Help Desk associated with Mailing Online is the estimated 
number and duration of calls. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

RCSPONSE: 

The words ‘cost driver” do not appear in my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-31. Confirmed 

that the estimated number and duration of customer catls to the PostOffice Online Help 

Desk are used in developing my cost estimates for human resources for the Technical 

Help Desk. See my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-63(c). 
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OCA/USPS-T3-66. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 2, at pages 12-13, 

concerning the “Technical Help Desk.’ 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

For the YR 1999,” please confirm that the total variable costs of the technical 
help desk are $282,000. If you do not confirm. please explain. 
For the ‘YR 1999.” please confirm that the total variable costs of $282,000 are 

l incurred to respond to calls generating 2,392 ‘Technical Help Desk Call Hours.” 
If you do not confirm, please explain. 
For the ‘YR 1999,” please confirm that the variable cost per hour of the technical 
help desk is $117.89 ($282,000 /2,392 hours). If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 
For the ?‘R 1999.” please confirm that the variable cost per call of the technical 
help desk is $11.79 ($117.89 I(60 minutes I6 minutes per call)). If you do not 
confirm. please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed. 

c. Not confirmed. The $282.000 are required to provide additional staffing to a pre- 

existing postal Technical Help Desk to handle calls from the PostOffice Online Help 

Desk. A calculation of variable cost per hour of the Technical Help Desk cannot be 

determined by using figures from Mailing Online. 

d. Not confirmed. I did not determine an average call time for the Technical Help Desk. 

Even for the PostOffice Online Help Desk, as indicated in USPS-LR-1, Attachment 

2. pages 12-13. I designate a duration of 30 minutes for the initial call from each 

customer, and 6 minutes for each of three follow-on calls. There is no average of six 

minutes per customer call. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-67. Please refer to your response to OCA/USPS-T3-17, which refers to 

the PostOffice Online Help Desk as being ‘run by a contractor.” Please provide a copy 

of the contract for the PostOffice Online Help Desk. 

RESPONSE: 

There ys no contract specific to the PostOffice Online Help Desk. Help desk support is 

part of the overall contract for integration of PostOffice Online. A pertinent section of 

and attachment to the contract (describing the Help Desk activities), plus the wntract 

modification, delivery order, and delivery order modifications (indicating authorized 

payment amounts) for the PostOffice Online Help Desk are being filed in USPS-LR- 

14/MC98-1. 



Please review the document properties of a PDF file entitled “Flier”, included on a 
diskette tiled by OCA as OCA-LR-1, MC98-1. (A copy of the OCA-LR-1 diskette was 
submitted to the Postal Service for your review.) The file is a simulation of a flier that a 
veterinarian might send to a customer, by means of Mailing Online (MOL), to remind the 
customer that a pet is due for an appointment. A hard copy of the simulated notice 
generated by the PDF file in Acrobat Reader has been attached as Attachment 1. 

Please confirm that this type of file would be acceptable for MOL (or redirect this a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 
h. 

interrogatory to a witnes; &ho is able to confirm or deny). 
If you are able to confirm that the file is acceptable for MOL. then review the 
number of bytes required to create the image and text of the submitted notice. 
Isn’t it correct that this file is approximately 358 kilobytes (KB) in size? 
If you are not able to confirm that the file is acceptable for MOL. then explain why 
it is not acceptable (or redirect this question to a witness who is able to provide 
the explanation). 
Isn’t it correct that you have assumed that customers accessing MOL would 
typically submit word processing/desk top publishing documents whose 
electronic pages would be 5.02KB per page in size (USPS-LR-l/MC98-1 at 6)? 
If part b. was answered in the affirmative, i.e., that the 358 KB PDF file is 
acceptable for MOL. then explain how you have taken into account the very large 
number of bytes consumed by a file such as the “Flier” file in estimating the 
capacity requirements for the “Telecommunications Internet Connection, 
Customers Accessing Mailing Online.” 
Isn‘t it correct that, in the note explaining your choice of 5.02 KB as the average 
number of bytes per electronic page, you have limited your discussion to an 
observation concerning a Microsoft Word file containing several paragraphs of 
plain text and noted that such a tile consisting of several paragraphs could 
require up to 10 KB? 
What were your specific assumptions about desktop publishing file size? 
Haven’t you seriously underestimated the capacity required for a range of 
graphics-intensive and desktop publishing documents? Explain your answer. 
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OCA/USPS-T3-68. Witness Garvey testifies in USPS-T-l at 3 that the Postal Service 
will accept Portable Document Format (PDF) from customers (n. 3) and will use PDF to 
transmit electronic document tiles from the mail processing center to digital printers 
(lines 4-5). 

RESPONSE 

a. Not confirmed. I have confirmed with the Mailing Online software developers that the 

Mailing Online software does not accept files in PDF format. I understand from 

witness Garvey, however, that acceptance in PDF format is planned for the future. 

b. Not applicable. 

c. Refer to my response to part (a) above. PDF format files are not among those 

accepted by the Mailing Online software. 
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o<pi -73 62, IwbC a i.: 2 

d. The 5020 bytes per page is a reasonable assumption for estimating the size of an 

electronic page, given the specific assumptions I describe in my response to part (g) 

below. 

e. Not applicable. 

f. Yes. 

g, Given that Mailing Online accepts files in a number of formats, I assumed, 

specifically, that: 1) the,characteristics of each file format would differ, including the 

electronic page size or physical file size, in bytes, required to represent any given 

information set; 2) the content of user-submitted jobs to Mailing Online service will 

vary greatly from one document to the next in terms of text font, styles, and graphics; 

3) of the set of word processing and desktop publishing formats that users would 

submit, a significant number, even a majority, would be submitted in the format of 

the most popular word processing software, Microsoft Word; and 4) most, although 

not all of the content of Mailing Online documents, would be in text. 

h. Refer to my response to parts (a) through (g) above. The existence of a PDF format 

file approximately 358 kilobytes (KB) in size does not indicate that I seriously 

underestimated capacity required for documents submitted to Mailing Online. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-69. Please review a second file, entitled ‘One-Word-File.” which 
consists of the single word ‘Postal” and which has been copied onto the OCA-LR-1 
diskette. (Hard copy has been attached as Attachment 2). 
a. Isn’t it correct that this Microsofl Word document is 11 KB in size? 
b. Isn’t it correct that this 11 KB size is more than twice the amount per page you 

assumed at page 6 of Attachment l? 
C. How have you taken such a one-word, one-page document of 1 1KB explicitly into 

account? Please explain your answer. 

RESPONSE 

a. Yes. 

b. Yes, but the comparison is misleading because it is being made between a physical 

file size and an electronic page size. The physical file size is equivalent to the entire 

document. To arrive at a comparable figure using my Attachment 1, for average 

number of bytes per document, the average number of bytes per page (5020) is 

multiplied by the average number of pages per document (3.2) yielding 16064 bytes 

per document 

,.- c. I did not take a one-word, one-page document into account. I did not expect that a 

Mailing Online customer would send such a document. The number of words in an 

electronic page does not directly correspond to the physical file size. In the file 

“LR14fill” of USPS-LR-14. a one page document with a full page of text is 

approximately 14K bytes in size. In the file “LR14fil2” of USPS-LR-14, a Microsoft 

Word document with slightly more than three pages of text (four electronic pages) 

has a physical file size of 15K bytes in size. The size of a Microsoft \AJord documen! 

thus does not increase incrementally by 11 K bytes in size for each electronic page. 
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OCAIUSPS-T3-70. Please define an electronic “page” as you have used that term in 
USPS-LR-l/MC98-1 at 6. Did you assume that the bytes of information contained on 
such a page would result in 
a. 1 
b. 2 
c. 3 
d. or 4 impressions? Please explain. 

RESPONSE 

As I suggested in response to OCAAJSPS-T3-69, electronic pages represent the 

number of breaks between logical pages in an electronic word processing document 

For example, the file “LR14fil2” of USPS-LR-14 crosses three page breaks. Each time 

a page break is crossed, an additional electronic page is counted. 

Refer to witness Seckar’s response to OCAIUSPS-T3-26. I made no assumptions as to 

how many impressions would be contained in an electronic page. I did not use a 

number of impressions to develop my information systems cost estimates. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OOSPS-T3-71. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1 at 6, at the line 
that reads “Number of Bytes Per Page Word Processing/Desk Top Publishing.” 
a. Please confirm that the number 5,020, “Number of Bytes Per Page Word 

Processing/Desk Top Publishing,” is based upon the assumption that files consist 
only of plain text, and do not include the presence of graphics. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

b. Please confirm that there is no limitation on the size (in bytes) of files accepted 
from customers by Mailing Online (as long as the page limitation is not 
exceeded). If you are unable to confirm, then provide an explanation or redirect 
the question to a witness who can provide the explanation. 

RESPONSE 

a. Not confirmed. While no specific number of bytes or percentage of bytes reserved 

for graphics is taken into account in the number 5020, I did not assume that files 

contain only plain text. 

b. Confirmed. 

_- 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCA/USPS-T3-72. Please refer to USPS-LR-l/MC98-1, Attachment 1 at 7. 

a. Please confirm that Mailing Online will accept files from customers in PDF and 
Postscript format. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. Please confirm that the San Mateo processing center processes files received 
from customers in PDF format. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

C. Please confirm that the San Mateo processing center transmits all print jobs to 
the print site in Postscript format. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

d. Please identify at what point in processing by the San Mateo processing center 
customer files will be converted from PDF format to Postscript. 

e. Please confirm that the print sites will receive and process the print jobs received 
from the San Mateo processing center in Postscript format. If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 

RESPONSE 
6 

a. Refer to my response to OGWUSPS-T3-@a). 8 

b. Not confirmed. Refer to my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-6x(a) 

c. Not confirmed. The San Mateo processing center forwards all print jobs to the print 

site in PDF format. 

d. There are no customer files in PDF format. Refer to my response to OCAAJSPS-T3- 

67(a). 

e. Not confirmed. The print sites will receive and process the print jobs sent from the 

San Mateo processing center in PDF format. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAIUSPS-T3-73. Please refer to USPS-LR-lIMC98-1, Attachment 1 at 7. 
a. Please identify at what point in processing by the San Mateo processing center 

print jobs will be compressed for transmission to the print sites. 
b. Please confirm that the San Mateo processing center only compresses files for 

the purpose of transmitting print jobs to print sites. If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 

RESPONSE 

a. Compression of print jobs takes place prior to placement on the FTP server housed 

at the San Mateo processing center. The compressed jobs are then transmitted to 

the print sites. 

b. Confirmed. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCA/USPS-T3-74. Please refer to USPS-LR-lIMC98-1, Attachment 1 at 7, at the line 
reading “Average Bytes Per Page in Postscript format.” In the “SOURCE” column it 
states, “Estimate based on observation of the file sizes generated by the Mailing Online 
software during the pilot.” 
a. How many observations of file sizes were made during the pilot? 
b. Please describe the process of observation and identify the Postal employees or 

other personnel who made the observations. 
C. Please confirm that the observation of files did not constitute a random sample. 

If you do not confirm, please explain. 
d. Please confirm that the figure 30,720, “Average Bytes Per Page in Postscript 

format,” does not constitute a sample mean (? ) or population mean (p ). If you 
do not confirm. please explain. 

e. Please provide a tabulation showing the total number of files processed during 
the pilot by the number of pages and byte size in Postscript format. 

RESPONSE 

a. None, since my observations took place during the final testing of the software 

before the commencement of the Operations Test. I observed several files at that 

b. I personally inspected several files created during the testing of the Mailing Online 

system prior to commencement of the Operations Test. 

c. Confirmed 

d. Confirmed 

e. Postscript format files are not retained in the Mailing Online system. A tabulation 

showing the total number of files processed during the pilot by the number of pages 

and byte size in Postscript format cannot be developed 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAJJSPS-T3-75. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T3-61. Please 
confirm that the 1800 workhours per “resource yeaf represent the equivalent of one 
Technical Help Desk personnel. If you do not confirm. please,explain. 

RESPONSE 

Confirmed, although the 1800 workhours would in fact be spread among many 

personnel. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCANSPS-T3-77. Please refer to USPS-LR~lAK9E1, Attachments 1 and 2. 
a. Please provide. in hardcopy and in electmnic format, a new version of USPS-LR- 

lMCS&1, Attachments 1 and 2. that is up-to-date in that it reflects the current 
procedures for operating Mailing Online and ccnects all known errors. 

b. To the extent that the procedures for operating Mailing Online (e.g. 
Telecommunications Internet Connection, Processing Center - Application 
Server, Processing Center - Netpost Command Center Server, etc.) reflected in 
the hardcopy and elechnii material provided in response to part (a) of this 
interrogatory are expected to change, please identify those procedures. 

RESPONSE: 

a. The current procedures for MOL are of relatively little use in updating Attachments 1 

and 2 to reflect the experiment, because the experiment is expected to have 

different procedures. Nonetheless, while I have not completely compared my 

analysis with current procedures, I am attaching revised versions of Attachments 1 

and 2 with corrections for known errors and modifications based on new information. 

An electronic spreadsheet copy, in the format of my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-1, is 

being provided in USPS-LR-20/MC9&1. I also am attaching a description of the 

revisions, which increase my costs by $199,090 for Ifixed’. $7O,ooO for year 2900 

and $80,090 for year 2001, with no changes in the other years. Moreover, I 

understand that an updated information systems cost analysis reflecting expected 

procedures during the Mailing Online experiment is being developed for presentation 

to the Commission. 

b. Since the procedures for the Mailing Online experiment have not yet been 

determined, I cannot identify those procedures which are expected to changer 
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Summary of change to Attachments 1 and 2 in response to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 
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Attachment 1, modlfled In response to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 
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Attachment 1, modlfled In response to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 (continued) 
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Attachment 1, modlfled In response to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 (continued) 



? 

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES PLV TAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

Attachment 1, modlfled In msponse to OCA/lfSPS-T3-77 (continued) 
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Attachment 2, modlfiad In nrponse to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 
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Attachment 2, modffled In response to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 

p 

TOId 

- 
“, 

- 
‘I, 

*r 

,OClM 

mm 

- 

I 

- 





RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES P\ AL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

Attachment 2, modltied In msponqe to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 (continued) 
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Attachment 2, modlfled In response to OCAIUSPS-TJ-77 (continued) 
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Attachment 2, modlfled In response to OCAIUSPS-T3-77 (continued) 
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TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

.A 

OCAIUSPS-T3-79. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T3-71. Since you did 
not assume that files contain only plain text, please identify, and provide the number of 
bytes associated with, files other than plain text files. 

RESPONSE 

Although I did not assume that all Mailing Online files submitted by customers contain 

plain text only, I did not calculate or otherwise quantify a number of bytes associated 

with graphics that may be embedded in plain text files. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCA/USPS-T3-80. In your response to OCAAJSPS-T3-35(e), you state, “The current 
Mailing Online system transmits all jobs to the print site in Postscript format.” Please 
reconcile the statement quoted above with your response to OCAAJSPS-T3-72(c), 
which states, “The San Mateo processing center forwards all print jobs to the print site 
in PDF format.” 

RESPONSE 

My response to OCAAJSPS-T3-72(c) resulted from discussion with the Mailing Online 

developer who at that time told me that the current Mailing Or-&e forwards all print jobs 

to the print site in PDF format, My prior knowledge of the format of files forwarded to 

the print site was based on information available at an earlier period of time, and I 

reported this knowledge in my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-35(e). My response to 

OCAUSPS-T3-72(c) supersedes my response to OCAUSPS-T3-35(e) with respect to 

the format of print jobs forwarded from the San Mateo processing center to the print 

site. All print jobs forwarded to the print site are in PDF format. A revised response to 

OCAUSPS-T3-35 is being tiled separately today. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF PITNEY BOWES 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SECKAR 

PBIUSPS-T3-1 Is any or all of the &ware to be employed during the experimental 
period at the San Mateo facilii proprietary to the Postal Service (written by or for the 
Postal Service) as opposed to off-the-shetf software? 

a. . If your answer was in the affirmative, identify where in Attachment 1 to Library 
Reference USPS-LR-lNC981, the costs of developing that proprietary software are 
reflected. 

b. If any of the San Mateo MOL-related software is off-the-shelf and not identified in 
the Stirewalt Library Reference-l, please identify that software by brand name and 
disclose where in Attachment to the Library Reference the costs of it are reflected. 

RESPONSE 

Yes. Proprietary software is being developed for the Mailing Online experiment. 

a. An estimated cost for software development is included in witness Seckar’s 

testimony in Exhibit A. page 26, as “System Developer” costs, rather than in 

Attachment 1 of USPS-LR-l/MC98-1. 

b. I understand that the MOL system for the experiment is now being determined; thus, 

I am unable to identify any software or provide its costs at this time. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF PITNEY BOWES 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS SECKAR 

PBIUSPS-T3-2 Please answer the questions posed in Interrogatory 1 above with 
respect to any software that the Postal Service will make available to its contract 
printers at the sites of their faciiiis. 

RESPONSE 

Please see my response to PBIUSPS-T3-l(b) above. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Does any participant have 

additional written cross examination for Witness Stirewalt? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes, Mr. Presiding Officer. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Ms. Dreifuss. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Mr. Stirewalt answered 

Interrogatory OCA/USPS-T3-84 after we had designated written 

responses. 

I would like to show this response to him, please. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please do. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: Mr. Stirewalt, did you prepare 

this response or was it prepared under your direction? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it was. 

MS. DREIFUSS: If that question was asked of you 

today, would your answer be the same? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it would. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I would like this admitted into 

evidence, please, and made part of the record. 

I will hand the copies to the Reporter, if that is 

all right. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please, and I direct that 

these be accepted into evidence and transcribed in the 

record at this point, Mr. Reporter. 

[Additional Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Daniel 

Stirewalt, OCAjUSPS-T3-84, was 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
-. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

received into evidence and 

transcribed into the record.] 
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i. 

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAIUSPS-T3-84. In response to interrogatory OCAJJSPS-T3-6&a., you state that the 
Mailing Online (MOL) software does not accept files in PDF format. As a consequence 
of that response, OCA has created a simulated flier in Microsoft Word that is very 
similar to the flier printed from the PDF file discussed in OCA/USPS-T3-68. OCA has 
filed a second library reference, OCA-LR-2, containing a 731 KB Word file that was 
used to print the Attachment to this set of interrogatories. 

Please review the document properties of the file contained in OCA-LR-2, 
entitled “WORDflier.” Please‘co&irm that this type of file would be acceptable for 
MOL (or redirect this interrogatory to a witness who is able to confirm or deny). 
Please review the number of bytes required to create the image and text of the 
simulated flier. Isn’t it correct that this file is approximately 731 kilobytes (KB) in 
size? 
If you are not able to confirm that the tile is acceptable for MOL. then explain why 
it is not acceptable (or redirect this question to a witness who is able to provide 
the explanation). 
In your response to part g. of OCA interrogatory OCAIUSPS-T3-68. you stress 
that “a significant number, even a majority, [of jobs] would be submitted in the 
format of the most popular word processing software, Microsoft Word.” Isn’t it 
correct that the format used to generate the simulated flier is Microsoft Word? (If 
you do not answer affirmatively. provide an explanation.) 
At the end of your response to part g. of OCA interrogatory OCAIUSPS-T3-68, 
you state that, “most, although not all of the content of Mailing Online documents, 
would be in text.” What is the basis of that statement? Furnish all source 
documents supporting the stated assumption. 
Isn’t it correct that the simulated flier created as a Microsoft Word document is 
approximately 145 times larger than the typical file size you assumed-502KB; 
i.e., 731/5.02 = 145.6? (If you do not answer affirmatively, provide an 
explanation.) 
Isn’t it correct that the Postal Service projects that approximately 69 percent of 
MOL jobs will be Standard A? (Refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A. Table 4, page 8. 
line 9). (If you do not answer affirmatively, provide an explanation.) 
Isn’t it reasonable to assume that the majority of Standard A volume will be 
advertising material? (If you do not answer affirmatively, provide an explanation.) 
Isn’t it also reasonable to assume that a majority of advertising material will make 
extensive use of graphics since graphics give an advertising piece greater visual 
impact? (If you do not answer affirmatively, provide an explanation.) 

RESPONSE: 

a. Confirmed that the file WORDflier would be acceptable to Mailing Online. 

b. Correct. 

c.’ Not applicable. 

d. WORDflier is a Microsoft Word document containing an embedded graphic created, 

I believe, by another software product. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STIREWALT 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

e. The statement made in the context of the response and my testimony in general is a 

restatement of my assumption when I originally developed my testimony. Since that 

time, I have not seen any data that demonstrate that this assumption is incorrect, i.e. 

that a majority of Mailing Online documents would not be in text. 

f. Correct. 

g. Correct. 

h. No. It is my understanding that USPS-LR-ZMC98-I, Table 5, projects that only 11 

percent of Mailing Online pieces would be advertising mail. 

i. I have no basis to assume that any definite portion of an electronic Mailing Online 

document will be composed of graphics. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Does anybody else have any 

matters at this particular point? 

[No response.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Two participants have 

requested oral cross examination of Witness Stirewalt, the 

Office of the Consumer Advocate and Pitney-Bowes. 

Does any other participant have oral cross 

examination for Witness Stirewalt at this point? 

[No response. 1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Ms. Dreifuss, we will begin 

with you. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Thank you. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Mr. Stirewalt, have you had occasion to read Mr. 

Garvey's testimony? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Ms. Dreifuss, excuse me, 

can you either pull the mike in or speak up a little bit? 

Thank you. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Sure. Mr. Stirewalt, have you read Mr. Garvey's 

testimony, USPS-T-l? 

A I have not read the entire body of Mr. Garvey's 

testimony, no. 

Q Are you familiar with the section of his testimony 
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in which he lists the user applications that will be 

acceptable for Mailing Online? 

A I don't recall specifically seeing that in his 

testimony nor am I sure that I actually read it. 

Q At page 3 of USPS-T-l, he lists applications that 

Mailing Online customers should be able to use for MOL. 

He lists Microsoft Word. Is it your understanding 

that Microsoft Word is acceptable for MOL at the present 

time? 

A Yes. 

Q He also lists WordPerfect. Do you know if that is 

acceptable for MOL? 

A To the best of my understanding it is. 

Q He lists Pagemaker. Is that acceptable for MOL? 

A I believe so. 

Q He also lists Ventura. Is that acceptable for 

MOL? 

A I believe so also. 

Q He also lists Quark. Is that acceptable for MOL? 

A Yes. 

Q He also states that at some future time -- well, 

let me read his exact sentences. 

He says, after the listing that I just gave you, 

he says, "Future development will include additional 

applications identified by user demand studies. In 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
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1 addition, a universal portable document format, PDF, input 

2 capability will be included to allow document creation using 

3 many unsupported applications." 

4 Do you know if PDF is currently available to MOL 

5 users? 

6 A My understanding is PDF is not acceptable as an 

7 input to Mailing Online. 

a Q Do you know whether it will be at some future 

9 time? 

10 A Other than the testimony of Mr. Garvey, I have no 

11 information about that. 

12 Q I would like you to turn to your response to OCA 

13 Interrogatory 77 to you, specifically OCA/USPS-T-3-77, and 

14 this would be page 3 -- I'm sorry -- page 4 of the response. 

15 At the top of the page it says Attachment 1, 

16 modified in response to OCA USPS-3-77. Do you have that 

17 page in front of you? On the left -- to help you find it, 

la on the left hand column, at the very top, it says category, 

19 component, description, and item number. 

20 A All right. I have it. 

21 Q And I would like you to look now to the right hand 

22 column, it is labeled "Source", and I am going to go down to 

23 the row in which the number of bytes per page, word 

24 processing, desktop publishing is listed. And under the 

25 Source column, you state here, "The size and bytes of an 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
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electronic page can vary widely depending" -- it says 

"depending of volume." Do you think that should be "on 

volume," "depending on volume"? 

A Yes, it should. 

Q "Depending on volume of text and presence of 

graphics. A Microsoft Word file with several paragraphs 

plain text can require up to 10K bytes, SK is assumed here." 

Do you see that? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Now, you discuss a Word application at this point. 

Did you have occasion to look at any Word applications to 

see what size those files would be? 

A I did look at a few, yes. 

Q You looked at some Word documents? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q Did you look at any WordPerfect documents? 

A No, I did not. 

Q Did you look at any Pagemaker documents? 

A No, I did not. 

Q Did you look at any Ventura documents? 

A No, I did not. 

Q Did you look at any Quark documents? 

A No. In response to another interrogatory, I 

mentioned that one of my assumptions was the fact that 

Microsoft Word being the most popular word processing 
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product on the market led me to assume that the majority of 

documents that would be submitted to Mailing Online would be 

Microsoft Word, and whatever assumption I made about 

Microsoft Word documents would prevail with respect?the 

attributes of the documents submitted to Mailing Online. 

Q You really don't know, though, what a common 

WordPerfect file size might be, since you didn't have 

occasion to research that, do you? 

A It would be very difficult to determine even if I 

had a number of files to work with. I think it would 

require me to have a large body of documents to deal with 

and more specific information about the type of documents 

being submitted by customers. 

Q You don't have any idea, either, what a common 

Pagemaker file size would be, do you? 

A I don't know if there is a number that represents 

a common page size for a Pagemaker file, or Word file, or a 

Quark file, or WordPerfect file. I am not aware of any such 

numbers. 

Q So you are not aware of any common number? 

A None that would be universally accepted. I am not 

aware of one at this time. 

Q So your decision to estimate the file size at 5K 

isn't necessarily typical or representative of the type of 

files you will receive in MOL, is it? 
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A At the time I made % estimates, it was the best 

assumption I could make at the time. 

Q Why was it the best assumption? 

A I didn't have any specific information regarding 

actual documents that had been submitted by customers, nor a 

large population of documents that might be like documents 

submitted by customers for Mailing Online, by any definition 

that I was aware of. 

Q A typical file submitted by MOL customers, then, 

might be quite a bit larger than your estimate of 5K, isn't 

that correct? 

A I don't have any reason to assume that they will 

be larger or smaller. 

Q You don't really have any reason to assume any 

particular number, do you? 

A It would be difficult to come up with one number 

for a different -- for a set of different software products 

and different content. Depending upon the information 

available, one would have to come up with an assumption as 

reasonable as could be expected based on that information. 

Q You did look at a few Word documents, is that 

correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q Did you look at any word documents that had 

graphics embedded in them? 
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A No, I did not. 

Q Do you recall an interrogatory OCA posed to you, 

number 84 -- you just looked at it a moment ago -- in which 

we filed as a Library Reference a Word file? It was a 

single page when printed. It was a picture of a dog, a 

graphic of a dog. Do you recall that Library Reference? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Do you recall that that Word file was 731K in 

size? 

A Yes. 

Q So when you were preparing your estimate, you only 

looked at text files in Word and you didn't look at any Word 

files that contain graphics, is that correct? 

A I assumed that some portion of some unknown number 

of documents may contain some graphics, but I did not 

examine any particular document to see how one particular 

graphic, which may or may not represent what a Mailing 

Online customer might embed into a document, might be in 

terms of size and bytes. No, I did not do that. 

Q Now, the Word file that OCA submitted as Library 

Reference OCA LR 2, this dog graphic, that is acceptable for 

MOI, is it not? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q So an MOL customer could submit that and it could 

be processed and mailed under MOL, could it not? 
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A My understanding is that the software, the current 

Mailing Online software can accept a document that is very 

similar, exactly like the one in the Library Reference, from 

a customer. 

Q The document we submitted to you as OCA LR 2, the 

dog graphic, that file was 145 times larger than your 

estimate of 5K, wasn't it? 

A Approximately, yes. 

Q I would like to turn to another matter now. There 

has been a little confusion, at least in my mind, about the 

format in which the Postal Service will be processing 

documents after they are received by MOL customers. Once a 

document -- once a non-mail merge document is received at 

San Mateo, will it then be converted into PDF for further 

processing? 

A At the point of time that a document is forwarded 

to a print site, it is in PDF format, yes. 

Q If it is a mail merge document, it will not be 

converted into PDF, instead, it will be converted into 

Postscript, is that correct? 

A No, it is not. My understanding at this time is 

that all documents exiting the San Mateo processing center 

will be in PDF format. 

Q I can't lay my hands too rapidly on this answer, 

but I believe it is inconsistent with an interrogatory 
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response you gave to OCA. Do you recall the one in which 

you said that the mail merge documents would be processed as 

Postscript files? 

A There are number of interrogatories where we have 

dealt with this matter. 

Q It would have been a recent interrogatory 

response. 

A Yes. 

Q I don't know whether to use the laser fiche option 

that I have right here. I could do a word search, but I 

don't think -- I don't know if that is going to be any 

quicker. 

MR. RUBIN: Could it be 72, OCA-72? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Well, interrogatory 72, which I 

will get to, it is a later stage in the process. It is 

talking about the transmission of the files to the print 

site. But the one that I recall is that the processing of 

the documents in San Mateo will be in Postscript format, and 

I believe that was a recent answer. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Ms. Dreifuss, if I can back 

you up minute, so what is the particular question that we 

are looking for here? 

MS. DREIFUSS: There have been several 

contradictory statements made over the course of discovery 

and hearings about when PDF files will be used and when 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



1 Postscript files will be used, and I am trying to establish, 

2 in fact, what will be the format used. 

3 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 

4 MR. RUBIN: Now, I am looking at OCA-35, E&F as 

5 revised November 6th. 

6 MS. DREIFUSS: I think that might be it. Right. 

7 Thank you. 

8 BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

9 Q It was your revised answer to OCA interrogatory 

10 35. That answer was revised on November 6th. Now, does 

11 this answer indicate that mail merge jobs will be processed 

12 as Postscript? 

13 A I want to make sure we are looking at the same 

14 interrogatory -- 35, part (e)? 

15 MS. DREIFUSS: No, it would be (f) . No, I am 

16 sorry, this -- they are talking about storage. Well, I 

17 can't lay my hands on it easily. 

I8 With the Presiding Officer's indulgence, if I have 

19 time following the hearing to find it, I may submit it as a 

20 question -- as an interrogatory, if that is all right, 

21 rather than take up any more hearing time. I thought I 

22 recalled that the processing of the files in San Mateo would 

23 be different for mail merge documents than for non-mail 

24 merge documents. 

25 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Can you ask the question to 
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try to elicit the answer today, so that we don't have to get 

into writings, Ms. Dreifuss? If necessary, we can, but if 

you could possibly word it so we could move on, it would be 

of help. 

MS. DREIFUSS: All right. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Well, your testimony at this time is that mail 

merge documents will be processed in San Mateo as PDF files, 

is that correct? 

A I am not totally familiar with what happens 

internally in San Mateo. I know that all the documents that 

emerge from the processing at San Mate0 come out in PDF 

format. I knew in the past that there was some conversion 

of some documents to Postscript. I do not know, in fact, 

whether that takes place. But that would be internal to San 

Mateo, it would not be reflective of the format of any of 

the files that emerge from the processing center, or that 

are stored at the processing center. 

Q Could you turn to -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Excuse me, Ms. Dreifuss, do 

we need to follow up with that in writing, or will that 

satisfy you at this particular point? 

MS. DREIFUSS: There is one more statement I want 

to call to his attention before I leave this. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 
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1 BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

2 Q Could you look at Attachment 1 to your response to, 

3 OCA interrogatory 77? And I would like you to go to page 2 

4 of that attachment. We were on page 1 a moment ago, and now 

5 I would like you to go to page 2. 

6 A I am on the second page of my response, which is 

7 the table titled, "Summary of Change to Attachments 1 and 

a 2 " 

9 Q Okay. In the second column of page 2, which would 

10 be year 1999 estimates, or year 1999 estimate, I should say, 

11 the second line lists the number of bytes per page in 

12 Postscript format, is that correct? 

13 A That is correct. 

14 Q I'm sorry, that would be in the left hand column 

15 and the number itself, 30K, appears in the column just to 

16 the right of that, is that correct? 

17 A That is correct. 

18 Q So does that mean you are going to be converting 

19 the mail merge files that you receive from customers into 

20 Postscript format? 

21 A This section of the analysis reflects my 

22 understanding of the workings of the Mailing Online software 

23 at the time that I did it. At that time it was -- or I 

24 understood or made known to me that some conversion to 

25 Postscript format would take place. The assumptions I made 
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further concerning the Postscript format, and its use of 

mail merge batching of jobs that go down to print sites, 

were modified based on information I received and are 

reflected in the interrogatory response that I have. 35, I 

think is the best example of that. 

For the purposes of this section of the analysis, 

where I talked about the processing, I kept the assumption 

that there would be conversion to Postscript in because I 

had no knowledge about whether that had been modified also. 

Q So you are not clear whether they are processed, 

the mail merge jobs are processed in San Mateo as PDF files 

or Postscript files, is that correct? 

A I don't have definite knowledge of that, no. 

Q But you are assuming that they are processed as 

Postscript files? 

A I felt, for purposes of analyzing the capacity of 

the computers that might be planned to be purchased, it 

would be better to remain with that assumption because it 

would be more conservative to do that. If, for some unknown 

reason, internally, it would be converted to Postscript 

format, that would be accounted for, rather than myself 

making an assumption, that that should be deleted. 

Q If a file is in Postscript format, you assumed 

that its size would be about 30K, didn't you? 

A That's correct. 
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Q And if a file was in PDF format, you assumed its 

size would be about 5K, is that correct? 

A Per electronic page, not a document, but a page. 

Q Per page. And that correction is true also of the 

Postscript file, that is, it was 30K per page per file? 

A That is correct. 

Q Now, on that same page 2 of Attachment 1 that we 

were just talking about, if you go down just a little bit 

further, we see a heading, "Telecommunications FTP Servers, 

Data Sent From USPS to Print Sites," do you see that? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q The fourth line down from that heading, I see a 

line that says average bytes per page in Postscript format. 

Do you see that? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q And for the file size, per page, you say 5K. Is 

that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q What is your assumption, is it that it will be a 

5K per page size of Postscript format, or is it not in 

Postscript format, rather it is in PDF format? 

A The word Postscript on this line is an error I did 

not catch in formulating my response to OCA/USPS-T3-77. 

Q What should it read? 

A It should read PDF. 
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Q You stated in response to, I believe it was OCA 

interrogatory 35, that -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Ms. Dreifuss, I am sorry to 

bother you, but does that -- I want to clarify the record. 

Is that okay as far as the answer there? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: So we do not need to get 

back in writing this particular point, though? 

MS. DREIFUSS: No. No -- well, no, I don't think 

you will need to. I am satisfied with the answers I just 

got. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Fine. Thank you. Thank 

you, Mr. Stirewalt. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q I believe in response to OCA Interrogatory 35 you 

have stated that whether a job is a mail merge job or a 

non-mail merge job, the file will be transmitted to the 

print sites in PDF, in the PDF format. Is that correct? 

A I did say that, yes. 

Q Once the files are received at the print sites, do 

you know whether the FTP servers will prepare them for 

printing as PDF files or Postscript files or still some 

other format? 

A I am not aware of any preparation that happens on 

the FTP servers in the print sites other than those servers 
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being a receptacle for those files. 

I am not aware of any further processing that 

takes place there. 

Q So it's your impression that the MOL documents 

that will be sent through the mail will be printed from PDF 

format files, is that correct? 

A No, I said I don't have any awareness of what 

processing takes place there. I do not have any knowledge 

of what happens beyond its transmittal from the San Mateo 

Processing Center. 

Q So you know that it will be transmitted to the 

print site as a PDF format file, but you are not sure what 

happens to it once it gets to the print site, is that 

correct? 

A I have no definite knowledge of each individual 

step or each individual process that is performed upon the 

electronic document once it is received by the print site. 

No, I do not know that. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Commissioner LeBlanc, I wonder if 

we could get the Postal Service to give us an answer in 

writing since Mr. Stirewalt isn't certain as he sits here 

today about this whether files will be prepared for printing 

at the print sites in their PDF format, the one that was 

used to transmit them, or whether they will need to be 

converted into some other format. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Hollies, do you have 

any objection to that? 

MR. HOLLIES: Yes, we do. That is beyond the 

scope of this witness's testimony and we have a procedural 

schedule regarding when questions may be posed. 

On the other hand, counsel might be advised that 

she could ask Witness Garvey where she may get a little 

further with this. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I would be happy to ask Witness 

Garvey. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: But Mr. Hollies, if she 

does not get the answer there, it's my understanding from 

your colloquy with the witness, Ms. Dreifuss, that that is 

different than what actually is on the paper, and that is 

your concern, is that correct? 

MS. DREIFUSS: I think the answers we have gotten 

have been vague, and as you can see from even our 

conversation today, there have been errors, errors made in 

the representation whether something would be in Postscript 

or PDF -- early statements made that they would be in 

Postscript and then later changed to PDF, so we are really 

up in the air about what is going to be used, and I think it 

would be fair in this case to have the Postal Service give 

us a definite answer about what format will be used at the 

print sites. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: As a point of 

clarification, can you specifically ask then what it is that 

you are trying to do here, so that we can either try to 

handle it here or, if we have to, put it in writing, but I 

would rather handle it here so that we can get a 

clarification, get it on the record, and get the response as 

soon as possible. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Certainly. 

I would like to know when files, after files are 

received at the print site, and I believe that they are 

received in PDF format -- I believe I just established that 

with Mr. Stirewalt since he said that they would be 

transmitted in PDF format and I presume that they would be 

received in PDF format -- I would like to know whether they 

then need to be converted from PDF format to another 

format -- Postscript is one example -- for preparation for 

printing, and if the PDF files are converted at the print 

site I would like to know into what format they are 

converted. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Stirewalt, that is a 

little bit different than what your answer was, it's my 

understanding. 

Given that scenario, how much longer would it take 

you to respond to that? 

MR. HOLLIES: Mr. Presiding Officer, we would like 
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to interject an objection at this point. 

That question is beyond the scope of this 

witness's testimony. Moreover, we have a contract under 

which services by the printer are provided and that contract 

covers all of those printers' costs. They are technically 

irrelevant to what we are discussing here. 

It may be perhaps of interest in a technical sense 

to find out how things happen, but when things -- when we 

are talking about matters occurring at the print site, those 

costs are all embodied in the contract and covered by the 

fact that we are using that contract cost as a basis for 

setting Mailing Online fees. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Mr. Commissioner, I disagree with 

Mr. Hollies' statement just now. 

These files, as I understand it, are received at 

the print sites on Postal Service computers. The Postal 

Service, as I understand it, has bought these computers, 

installed these computers and maintains these computers, and 

I would like to know the size of the files that these 

computers are using, and the format of those files. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Hollies, before I rule 

do you have any other objections? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

MR. HOLLIES: Well, we believe that Ms. Dreifuss 

does have a point. It is a Postal computer. It is still 
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beyond the scope of this witness's testimony, but if she 

wishes to put that in writing we will respond. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Well, you have stopped me 

from overruling your objection. 

Ms. Dreifuss, if you would, please put that in 

writing. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I would be happy to put it in 

writing. Would it be all right just to ask the Postal 

Service to read these lines of transcript and respond to the 

questions I posed orally? 

I wouldn't do any more than simply probably cut 

and paste from the transcript into my own word document. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: That is a definite fair 

point. 

Mr. Hollies, can you respond by close of the week 

here? 

MR. HOLLIES: I -- well, if we can't, I'll let you 

know. I would think so. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If you cannot, please let 

us know. Ms. Dreifuss, will that meet your timetable? 

MS. DREIFUSS: That would be very satisfactory, 

Mr. Presiding Officer. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you -- moving right 

along. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I don't have any other questions 
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for this witness, Commissioner LeBlanc. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Mr. Stirewalt, I'm Frank Wiggins, here 

representing -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, you're going 

to have to speak up. I'm going to have to get these mikes 

turned up this afternoon, but if you'll pull it closer or 

bring it down. 

Thank you. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Representing Pitney Bowes. 

The last sentence of your response to part (a) of 

OCA question 77 to you, if you'd like to have that in front 

of you, says: Moreover, I understand that an updated 

information systems cost analysis reflecting expected 

procedures during the Mailing Online experiment is being 

developed for presentation to the Commission. 

Do you have any information about that expected 

presentation than what is presented here? 

A Not beyond what I've put into my response, no, at 

this time. 

Q You have no notion of when we might all expect 

this presentation? 
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A You're asking me when this presentation to the 

Commission might take place? 

Q That's fair. Yes. 

A I do not know that 

Q Is it going to be part of this case? 

MR. HOLLIES: If I may interject here, I rather 

expected this to be a question posed directly to counsel, 

and inasmuch as it was not, I do have information I can 

share on this point. I don't believe that the witness knows 

anything about it, as he's just stated. 

MR. WIGGINS: I'll have Mr. Hollies' testimony. 

You needn't swear him. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you, Mr. Wiggins. 

I'm not an attorney, but I've got Jack covered so far, 

MR. WIGGINS: If there's a representation from the 

Postal Service on this score, I'd love to hear it. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If you want to, we can go 

off the record here for a moment, and you can clarify your 

issue here, because we need to move this along. 

Mr. Hollies, is there any reason that the witness 

cannot answer this at this particular time or -- 

MR. HOLLIES: I believe he's just stated he can't 

answer it. That's correct. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: After getting together with 

you and/or -- 
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MR. HOLLIES: I guess I would submit that this is 

not the subject of his testimony. It's technically 

irrelevant. However, he has put in play an indication that 

the Postal Service itself, not Mr. Stirewalt, the Postal 

Service has plans to do something in this respect. 

In fact, what's going on is that there's a meeting 

taking place today in San Mateo in which some new resources 

that we have brought to bear on this question are looking at 

it, and we -- I think the only thing we can say about the 

timing of it is that we're quite confident it won't be in by 

December 4, but we are aware that this is something that 

needs to be addressed. 

In essence what Witness Stirewalt did was make 

projections based on the state of knowledge that existed 

last spring, and there have been some 
s$&&$ 

s as things 

have changed, and he's been asked to update his information. 

And he has certainly done that to the extent of his ability. 

But we're bringing in new resources to address 

some of the questions that really can't be -- that Mr. 

Stirewalt is really unable to shed light upon. So we have 

this under way. We have, as I say, new resources, and we 

are trying to address that problem. We have impressed upon 

the contractors that this is something that needs to happen 

soon, very soon, like yesterday or before, but we don't have 

any specific information on the timing. I hope to have more 
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information on that tomorrow morning or I guess tomorrow 

afternoon. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins. 

MR. WIGGINS: Mr. Presiding Officer, I appreciate 

the testimony of both the witnesses, and would request that 

the Commission direct the Postal Service to inform all of us 

as to when we might have this further expected presentation 

at -- you know, I understand, they can't tell us until they 

know -- but at the earliest opportunity after they've 

arrived at a schedule for that, in the anticipation, I'll be 

candid with you, that unless it happens really quickly, I 

think it's going to scuttle the schedule that the Commission 

has set for this proceeding. And I'm, you know, I'm not 

trying to hide the ball here. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: With all due respect, let 

me be the judge of that one. 

MR. WIGGINS: Well, no, absolutely. I'm not 

making a motion. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: And, Mr. Hollies, did I 

misunderstand you, or did you say that you would have 

something more definitive by tomorrow afternoon? Is that 

what I understood? 

MR. HOLLIES: Yes, as there's a meeting from -- 

there's a meeting in San Mate0 yesterday and today, and I 

hope to hear further information on that. 
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The essence of the problem here is that the 

testimony offered by Witness Stirewalt reflected our best 

understanding of the system that would be in place in fact 

for the market test, and since that time we've come to 

understand that the system that is to be used for the 

experiment differs in the same order of magnitude from the 

market test system as the market test system differed from 

the operations test system. We didn't know that up front, 

and we are trying to provide the best and most accurate 

information we can to the Commission as I have described. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: What information could you 

get us specifically by the end of the week? 

MR. HOLLIES: We can get you a schedule on which 

we hope to provide that information with the understanding 

.ive a 

that we will be doing it as quickly as we can. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I will need as definit 

schedule as you can possibly get by the end of the week 

Friday, two days from now. 

Mr. Wiggins, if you will take a look at that, if 

you have to, you file an objection. We will take it under 

advisement and do what is necessary at that time. 

MR. WIGGINS: I appreciate that, Mr. Presiding 

Officer. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Mr. Stirewalt, your answer to Pitney Bowes' 
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Interrogatory number 1 to you at part (b) -- let me know 

when you have that. 

A I have it. 

Q Thanks. You say there: I understand that the MOL 

system for the experiment -- we're talking about the 

proprietary software here -- is now being determined. 

Is that the same process that Mr. Hollies just 

described to us, a determination that is now in progress? 

A Part (b) is referring to software off the shelf, 

if I recall the question correctly. 

Q I believe if you look at the first part of your 

answer, yes, proprietary software is being developed. 

A That's right, the first part of my answer does say 

that; yes. 

Q And is part (b) -- you were referring only to 

off-the-shelf software? 

A Part (b) I was responding to part (b) of the 

interrogatory, which states if any of the San Mateo 

MOL-related software is off the shelf, not identified. 

so -- 

Q So you don't know -- part (a) says that only 

another witness knows about proprietary software. Is that 

right? 

My question might have been a little ambiguous. 

Let's cut through it here. Is there proprietary software to 
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be used in the Mailing Online experimental phase? 

A I believe so; yes. 

Q And do you know the cost of that software? 

A NO, I do not. 

Q Is there another Postal Service witness to whom I 

might inquire on that subject? 

Does anybody in the Postal Service know what it's 

going to cost? 

A I think that's part of the process that's going on 

right now in San Mateo. I cannot be definite about that. 

Q And are you alert to the cost of nonproprietary or 

off-the-shelf software that's going to be employed by the 

Postal Service in the Mailing Online service during the 

experimental phase? 

A By using the term "alert" do you mean definite 

knowledge? 

Q Well, any knowledge that you have, and, you know, 

if you know a little bit and there are some things you don't 

know, just caution your answer. I'd like to know everything 

that you know. 

A The information I received during compilation of 

the testimony I originally submitted included a number of 
se 

off-the-shelf software products, Postal- I would cite as 

an example. 

Q Sure, and your testimony talks about that. 
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A Yes. And I'm not aware of any changes or 

modifications or swaps that have been made between those 

products and other products. I'm not aware of that. Again, 

I don't have definite knowledge of the process going on in 

San Mate0 today, but I'm not aware of any differences. 

Q Okay. So what -- help me translate these words. 

You say in answer to part (b) of my interrogatory: I 

understand that the MOL system for the experiment is now 

being determined. Thus I am unable to identify any software 

or provide its costs at this time. 

What the heck were you trying to tell me there? 

A That is, the final design for the information 

technology for the Mailing Online system as it would exist 

during the experimental phase had not been totally 

determined, so I could not provide any answer that in its 

particulars or whole may not be reflective of that final 

determination. 

That applies to software, hardware or any other 

part of information technology. 

Q So if I understand the two parts of the answer 

that you have just given me, you don't know of any changes 

that are going to be made but you also don't know that there 

aren't going to be changes made, is that right? 

A Well, I was unwilling to assume even if I had 

partial knowledge of the process that one change that was 
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possibly being determined before the entire system was being 

developed might be correct, so -- 

Q That was good even for Washington. Say that again 

for me? 

A All right. I understand there is a process 

going -- taking place -- Mr. Hollies mentioned it -- in San 

Mateo, where they are determining the final design for the 

Mailing Online system as it would exist during the 

experimental case. 

When that is completed we will have definite 

knowledge of what the components would be. 

MR. WIGGINS: Mr. Presiding Officer, would you 

inquire of the Postal Service whether information concerning 

this issue, that is the software, be it proprietary or 

off-the-shelf, could be made a part of whatever report we 

are going to receive from them on the changes in the 

contours of this experiment? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Do you want the software 

package? What in specific when you say "software" I want to 

make sure we are all on the -- 

MR. WIGGINS: Sure. I would like to know two 

things. 

I would like to know the extent to which there is 

going to be proprietary software -- that is software written 

by or for the Postal Service -- and if there is to be, the 
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cost of it, and I would like to know the extent to which 

there is going to be off-the-shelf software other than that 

identified by Mr. Stirewalt in his testimony, and if there 

is going to be other, different, or additional proprietary 

software, the cost of that. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: You are not necessarily 

asking, as I thought I heard, in your colloquy there that 

you would want to look at that under any protective 

conditions? You are just asking for the software package? 

MR. WIGGINS: Oh, no, no, I am not to plug it into 

my machine or anything. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay -- no. I just wanted 

to make sure. Mr. Hollies? 

MR. HOLLIES: Well, it appears that my statement 

of a few minutes ago lacked sufficient clarity. That is 

exactly what this process is about. 

Mr. Stirewalt testified about the state of the 

systems as he was aware of them, as we all were aware of 

them when he put his testimony together, and he has worked 

very hard to provide updates as that system continues to 

evolve. 

In essence, what the Postal Service has determined 

is that the system that we expect to be using for the 

experiment is so far distant from where we started that some 

sort of an update is appropriate, and I think that we are 
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talking here about, if you will, an update or a replacement 

to Mr. Stirewalt's testimony that reflects all of the 

information that we now have, and that will include hardware 

components and software components, and quite plainly costs 

is a key issue for consideration in Commission proceedings, 

so that is where we will be focusing. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, it was my 

understanding that the total process here would be 

presented. 

If it is not adequate at that time, you know your 

own resource at that time, what you can or cannot do after 

you present it in writing to us and we will take it under 

advisement. 

MR. WIGGINS: I just wanted to be clear about the 

clarity of my question. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I understand Clarification 

cannot hurt. 

MR. WIGGINS: And Mr. Stirewalt, I am really not 

criticizing you personally for the quality of your knowledge 

here. I realize that this is a dynamic process. It's 

ongoing and it has maybe outrun you a little bit, and I do 

appreciate your answers or your efforts to answer my 

questions, and Mr. Presiding Officer, I have nothing 

further. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Given that scenario, are 
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21 Mr. Hollies and Mr. Rubin, I am flipping a coin 

22 again. Mr. Rubin, is there any redirect? 

23 MR. RUBIN: The Postal Service will have no 

24 redirect for this witness. Thank you. 

25 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: No redirect, there can be 

there any questions from the bench? 

[No response.1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: No questions from the 

bench. I think this might be a good time, real quick here, 

to -- well, I guess not. Let's see. 

Let's go to redirect and then we will take a break 

after that. Mr. Hollies, would you like an opportunity to 

consult with your witness or I mean -- I'm sorry, Mr. Rubin, 

I keep -- you all have messed me up, going back and forth. 

Mr. Rubin, would you like to consult with your 

witness here for some redirect? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes. We would like five minutes, 

please. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: All right. Well, why don't 

we -- why don't we go ahead and take a full ten here, and 

come back ten minutes to the hour. 

[Recess. 1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay, ladies and gentlemen, 

we will pick back up. Mr. Reporter, we will be back on the 

record. 
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1 no recross. Okay. Mr. Stirewalt, I want to take this time 

2 to thank you and the Commission appreciates your appearance 

3 here today and your contributions to our record. You are 

4 excused. 

5 [Witness excused.] 

6 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Rubin or Mr. Hollies, I 

7 guess Mr. Rubin this time. Okay. Will you identify your 

8 next witness so we can swear him in? 

9 MR. RUBIN: The Postal Service calls Paul G. 

10 Seckar as it next witness. 

11 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I am sure glad that lady 

12 left, because when she got up, I said he has changed a whole 

13 lot, I'll tell you. 

14 Mr. Rubin, is he in the building? 

15 MR. RUBIN: Yes. I'm sorry, he is coming in right 

16 now. 

17 Whereupon, 

18 PAUL G. SECKAR, 

19 a witness, having been called for examination and, having 

20 been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as 

21 follows: 

22 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Is it Seckar? I want to 

23 try to pronounce it right. I will probably blow it again. 

24 THE WITNESS: Seckar. 

25 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Your direct testimony has 
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already been received into evidence in this case. Have you 

had an opportunity to examine the packet of Designated 

Written Cross-Examination that was made available to you 

this morning? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If these questions were 

asked of you today, would your answers be the same as those 

previously provided in writing? I got it out. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they would. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are there any corrections 

anywhere? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. Then, Mr. Rubin, 

could you provide two copies of the corrected Designated 

Written Cross-Examination of your witness to the reporter, 

and I will designate -- I mean I will direct that these be 

accepted into evidence and transcribed into the record at 

this point. 

[Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Paul G. 

Seckar, USPS-T-2, was received into 

evidence and transcribed into the 

record.] 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WlTNESS SECKAR TO 
INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN REDIRECTED FROM 

WlTNESS HAMM 

DBPIUSPS-TG-1 On page 1 - lines 15-17 - of your testimony, you indicate that 
the greater number of impressions, the lower the cost per impression. For the 
service being proposed by the Postal Service, provide the cost per impression 
for printing the following number of impressions: 1, 10, 50, 100, 500, 1000, 
3000.5000. 

RESPONSE: 

The analysis presented in Exhibit A of my testimony (USPS-T-2) directly follows 

from two inputs provided to me -the volume forecasts provided by witness 

Rothschild, and the definition of full’national rollout provided by witness Garvey. 

Given these inputs, I have estimated a cost per impression associated with a 

customer’s job that requires 1, 10, 50, 100, 500, 1000, 3000, 5000, or more 

impressions. However, if you are inquiring as to the cost per impression if the 

service prints a total of 1, 10, 50, 100, 500, 1000. 3000, or 5000 impressions, 

then the associated cost would be higher as a result of not obtaining the same 

economies of scale that are realized based on the volume projections provided 

by witness Rothschild. Additionally, the costs per impression for a service which 

prints a total of 1. 10, 50, 100. 500. 1000, 3000, or 5000 impressions can not be 

calculated using the analysis presented in Exhibit A of my testimony because the 

system that would support such volumes is not defined. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WlTNESS SECKAR TO 
INTERROGATORY OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAIUSPS-TZ-11. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A, Table 14. 

a. Please explain the phrase ‘System Developer on line (29). 
b. Please provide a detailed breakdown of the system developer 

costs of $1,138.310. found on line (29). 
C. In what year(s) are the system developer costs incurred? 

RESPONSE: 

a.c. Please refer to Tr. 2/425. which discusses system developer costs. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SECKAR TO 
INTERROGATORY OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAKISPS-T2-12. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibt A, Table 14, and USPS- 
LR-lIMC96-1, Attachment 2 at 18. 

a. For 1999. please confirm that the total information systems fixed 
costs are $1.146387. tf you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. Please confirm that the system developer cost is $1.138.310. If 
you do not confirm, please explain. 

C. Please confirm that the information systems fixed costs, including 
system developer costs, are $2.283.897. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

d. Please confirm that the information systems fixed costs, induding 
system developer costs, to be recovered in 1999 are $831,867. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

e. Please confirm that the information systems fixed costs, including 
system developer costs, to be recovered in 2000 are $1,451.830. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. 

b. 

Not confirmed. The information systems fixed costs of $1.145387 will be 

incurred in both 1998 and 1999. See Tr. 2/425. 

Confirmed 

C. 

d. 

Confirmed. 

Confirmed that the information systems fixed costs to be recovered in 

1999 are $831,867. However, please note that a portion of those costs 

will be incurred in 1998. See Tr. 2/425. 

e. Confirmed. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WlTNESS SECKAR TO 
INTERROGATORY OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

DCAIUSPS-TZ-13. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A, Tables 14 and 15. and 
USPS-LR-lNC98-1, Attachment 2 at 18. 

a. For 1999, please confirm that the total information systems variable 
costs are $1.558,624. tf you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. For 2000, please confirm that the total information systems variable 
costs are $2.032.515. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

C. Please confirm that the total of information system fixed costs. 
including system developer costs, and information system variable costs, to be 
recovered in 1999, is $2,390,491 ($831.867 + $1,558.624). If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

d. Please confirm that the total of information system fixed costs, 
including system developer costs, and information system variable costs, to be 
recovered in 2000. is $3,464.345 ($1,451.830 + $2,032.515). If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Confirmed. 

Confirmed. 

Confirmed only under the assumption that all these variable costs will 

actually be incurred in 1999 and hence need to be recovered in 1999. 

Confirmed only under the assumption that all these variable costs will 

actually be incurred in 2000 and hence need to be recovered in 2000. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SECKAR TO 
INTERROGATORY OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCARISPS-TZ-14. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A. Tables 14 and 15. 

For 1999, please confirm that the average information system !ixed 
cost (inaduding system developer costs), per transaction, is $11.60 ($831,867 I 
71,722). If you do not confirm, please explain and provide the correct tigure. 

b. For 1999. please confirm that the average information system 
variable cost, per transaction, is $21.73 ($1.558.624 171,722). If you do not 
confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 

C. For 1999. please confirm that the total average information system 
cost (fixed and variable), per transaction, is $33.33 ($2,390.491 I71.722). If you 

do not confirm, please explain and provide the correct tigure. 
d. For 1999, please confirm that if the average number of pieces per 

transaction is less than the 4,120 assumed by witness Stirewalt, then the total 
average information system wst per piece would be higher than the $0.0012 
cents per impression calculated in USPS-T-2, Exhibit A. Table 1. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a.-c. Redirected to witness Stirewalt 

d. Not confirmed. Please see my response to OCAIUSPS-T3-26, and note 

that the correct unit for associating information systems costs is 

impressions, and not transactions. If the average number of pieces per 

transaction changes. then the number of customer sessions, and 

therefore transactions, might also change. However, the number of pieces 

and hence impressions does not depend directly on the number of 

transactions, and therefore does not change. If the average number of 

pieces per transaction were less than 4.120. the total number of pieces 

would be spread across a greater number of transactions. Since volume 

does not change, information systems cost per impression would not 

change. 

Rcrponv ,00’3J”SPS-T2-ll-l4. 16d 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WlTNESS SECKAR TO 
INTERROGATORY OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

. 

OCAIUSPS-TZ-16. Please refer to USPS-T-2, Exhibit A, Tables 14 and 15. 

For 2000, please confirm that the average information system fixed 
cost (kluding system developer costs), per transaction, is $11.59 ($1,451,830 / 
125,268). If you do not confirm. please explain and provide the correct figure. 

b. For 2000. please confirm that the average information system 
vanable cost. per transaction, is $18.23 ($2,032,515 /125,268). If you do not 
confirm. please exptain and provide the correct tigure. 

For 2000. please confirm that the total average information system 
cost (t&d and variable), per transaction, is $27.82 ($3.484345 ! 125.268). If 
you do not confirm, please explain and provide the correct figure. 

d. For 2000, please confirm that if the average number of pieces per 
transaction is less than the 4,119 assumed by witness Stirewatt, then the total 
average information system cost per piece would be higher than the $0.001 
cents per impression calculated in USPST-2, Exhibit A, Table 1. If you do not 
confirm, please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

a.-c. Redirected to witness Stirewalt. 

d. Please see my response to (14)d. 



. . RESPONSE OF POST&l SERVICE WTINESS SECK4R TO INTERROGATORY 
OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE .c 

I REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS ROTHSCHlLD 

OCAIUSPS-14-39. Pleas refer to N&P&s commerdal Prices. at the 25 
percent contribution margin, fur Wext-Day Delii shown on the rate cards 
that appear at the end of Attachment E in USPS-LR-2MC98-1. 

a. Plaasa amlirm Ihat the total volume ia 91.744857 (295885,025 
l .3103). tf you do not confirm. please exptain and provide the correct 

.- 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

i. 

please confirm that volume for Simplex pieces is 44.983,404 
(91.744857 ’ 4895). If you do not confirm, please explain and provide 
ihean?&t6gure. - 
Please confirm that voluma for Duplex pieces is 47881,453 
(91,744.857 ’ .5195). If you do not confirm, please explain and provtde 
the wrred figure. 
Please confirm that the votume f@r l-2 page Simplex pieces is 
29,895,946(44.083,404’(200,490,4541295,635.459)). lfyoudonot 
confirm, please expiain and provide the corract figure. 
For l-2 page Simplex pieces, plaase provide tha volume associated 
with the price per piace of $9.38 for 8.5x1 1 and 8.5~14, respactively, 
for Black 8 Whiie. and SO.48 for 8.5x1 1 and 8.5~14. mspactivaly. for 
Spot color. 
Please confirm that the voiume fur ‘Mora than 15 pages,’ Simplex 
piaces is 3,108,191 ((44,983,404 l (29844384 /295,835,459)). If you 
do not wnfirm. please exptain and provtde the CoITBd 8gura. 
For ‘More than 15 pages’ Simplex pieces, please provide the volume 
for 8.5x1 1,8.5x14 and 11x17 for Biadc 8 White. and for 8.5x1 1,8.5x14 
andllxl7forSpotcolor. 
Please confirm that the votuma fur ‘More than 15 pages.’ Duplex 
pieces is 3380.489 ((47881.453 l (29844384 /295,835,459)). If you 
do not confirm. piaase explain and provide the correct figure. 
For ‘More than 15 pagas’ Duplex pieces. please provide the voiurna 
for8.5~11,8.5~14arrd llxl7forBb&aWhii, andfor8.5~11,8.5~14 
andllxl7 for Spot cotor. 

RESPONSE: 

a. &&rnad. F’kaaa sea LR-2’MC98-1, Sec8om E. T&te 15. 

b. C&irmad,forpurpoaasofmycostanatyais. Thisvolurnawasdarived 

from the results presented in USPSLR-2. ~,: 

C. Confirmed,forpwposasofmycustanaLyak. Thisvotumewasderiwd 

fi-om the results presented in USPS-LR-2. 
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d. Not wnfirmad. The volume derived from the results presented in 

USPS-LR-2. for use in my cost analysis, fur l-2 page Simplex pieces is 

29,892,956 (~,os3,404’(mO.490.454/295.665.025)). 

e. I did not calculate these volumes for usa in my testimony. However. 

they could ba calculated using the volurnas and disbibuthnal 

percentages found in Table 4 of Exhibit A of my teathwy or USPS- 

LR-2&&X8-1, Section E, Table 15. For example, l-2 page simplex 

pieces that are black and white on 8.5x1 1 paper could ba calculated by 

applying the distributional percentages for simplex pieces, black and 

white piaces, and 8.5x1 1 pieces to the l-2 page pieces volume. This 

m&hod would similarly provide the calarlation of l-2 page simplex 

pieces that are black and whiie on 8.5x14 paper and l-2 page simplex 

pieces that are spot wlor on 8.5x1 1114 paper. 

f. Not confirmed. The volume derived from the results presented in 

USPS-LR-2, for use in my cost analysis, for ‘More than 15 pages,” 

Simplex piews is 3.107,880 (44,083.4w’(20.844,384/295.665,025)). 

The following volumes ware derived from the results praaentad in 

USPSLR-2. for use in my wat analysis. 

8.5x11 Black 8 Whita 1.361243 (3.107,880’55.52%78.89%) 

8.5x14 Black 8 White l!Z,OlS (3,107.880’55.52%‘8.81%) 

llx17Bbdc6WMe 212.408 (3.107.880’56.52%‘12.31%) 

8.5x1 1 Spot C&r 1.090,564 (3,107.880*44.48%‘78.89%) 
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8.5x14 Spot Cobr 121,788 (3.107.880?4.48%‘8.81%) 

11x17Spotcokr 170,172 (3,107,880’44.48%‘12.31%) 

h. Not wnhwd. The volume derived from the results prasantad in 

USPSLR-2, far use in my cost andyais, for ‘More than 15 pages,’ 

i. 

Duplex piaces is 3.360.132 (47.661,453’(20,844,384/295,665.025)). 

The following volumes wera darivad from tha reautk presented in 

USPS-LR-2. for usa in my cost anatysis. 

8.5x1 1 Black 8 White 1.471.729 (3,360.132’55.52%‘78.89%) 

8.5x14 Black 8 White 184.355 (3.360.132’55.52%‘8.81%) 

llxl7Black8White 229,849 (3,360.132*55.52%‘12.31%) 

8.5x1 1 Spot Cdor 1,179.080 (3.366.132’44.48%‘78.89%) 

8.5x14 Spot Cotor 131,673 (3.360,132’44.48%*8.81%) 

11x17 Spot Color 183,984 (3,360,132’44.48%‘12.31%) 



. RESPONSE Of POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SECKAR TO INTERROGATORY 
OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

1 REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS ROTHSCHILD 

OCAJUSPS-Tc40. Please refer to NetPoars Comrnarcial Pricea, at the 25 
parcent contibutkx~ margin. for ‘Standard (T-To-Five Day) Dalivev 
shown on the rate cards that appear at the end of Attachment E in USPS-LR- 
2IMc98-1. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

F’lease amtim that the total volume is 203.920,168 (295.665.025 l 

3897). tf you do not confirm. please e-in and provide tha correct 
figure. 
Please confirm that volume for Simplex piaces is 97.963,641 
(203.920.168 l .4BO5). If you do not confirm. please explain and 
p4DvidethecorredflQure. 
Please wnfifm that vdume for Duplex pieces is 105,936,527 
(203,920.168 l .5195). If you da not confirm, please explain and 
provide the comzct ti9ura. 
Please confin that the volume for ‘More than 15 pages.’ Simplex 
pieces is 6.908.538 ((97,983,641 l (20.844.384 /295,635,459)). If you 
do not confirm, please explain and provide the awrect figure. 
For ‘More than 15 pages’ Simplex pieces. please provide the volume 
for8.5xl1.8.5~14 and llxl7forBlack &Whiie. andfor8.5~11,8.5~14 
and 11 xl 7 for Spot color. 
Please confirm that the voluma for ‘More than 15 pages,’ Duplex 
pieces is 7.469,272 ((105,936,527 l (20,844,364 /295,635.459)). If 
you do not wnfim, please explain and provida the correct tigura. 
For ‘More than 15 pages’ Duplex piaces, plaasa provida the volume 
for8.5x11,8.5~14 and llxl7for Blade &white. and for8.5xl1.8.5~14 
and 11x17 for Spot &or. 

RESPONSE: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Conhmad. Pleasa saa LR-2/MC98-1, Section E, Table 15. 

Confifmed. for purposes of my cost ardysis. Thii volume was derived 

from the fesulk presented in USPS-LR-2.. 

coll6rmed,forpufposesdmycostwa~. Thiivolumawasderlved 

hum the results presented In USPS-LR-2. 

Notwnfirmed.Thevoluns~fromtheresultspresentedh 

USPSLR-2,f#useirmycost~,fwMaethan15pages,’ 

Simplex piaces ia 6.907.847 (97.983,641’(20.844.384/295,665.025)). 
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The fdkmhg vdurnas wara derived from tha results presented in 

USPS-LR-2. for usa in my wst anatysis. 

8.5x1 1 Black & Whiie 3,025.618 (8,907.847’55.52%‘78.89%) 

8.5x14 Black & Whiie 337,884 (6.907.847’55.52%‘8.81%) 

llxl7Bladc&Whii 472.118 (6.907.84~55.52%‘12.31%) 

8.5x1 1 Spot Color 2.423.982 (8,907.847%4.48%‘78.89%) 

8.5x14 Spot Color 270.697 (6.907,847’44.48%‘8.81%) 

11x17 Spot Color 378,238 (6,907.847’44.48%‘12.31%) 

Not confirmed. The volume derived from the results presented in 

USPS-LR-2, for usa in my cost analysis, for ‘Mote than 15 pages,” 

Duplex pieces is 7.468525 (105,93s,527g(20,s44,384/295,665,025)). 

The following vdurnas ware derived from the rasufts presented in 

USPS-LR-2. for use in my cost analysis. 

8.5x1 1 Black 8 White 3.271,194 (7,488.525’55.52%‘78.89%) 

8.5x14 Black 8 White 365,309 (7,468.525’55.52%‘8.81%) 

llxl7Bbck&White 510.437 (7.4S8.525*55.52%‘12.31%) . 

8.5x1 1 Spot Color 2.620.728 (7,488.52S44.48%78.89%) 

8.5x14 Spot Color 292,668 (7.488.525’44.48%‘8.81%) 

llxl7SpotCobr 408.938 (7.488.525*44.48%‘12.31%) 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SECKAR 
TO INTERROGATORY OF PITNEY BOWES 

PBIUSPS-TZ-1. You indicate in your response to OCAIUSPS-TS-IO(b) that 
some of the costs shown in Table 14 of Exhibit A to your testimony have not yet 
been incurred. Which costs are these? 

RESPONSE: 

I did not provide a response to OCAIUSPS-TSlO(b). I did provide a response to 

OCA/USPS-T5-4(b), which I believe is what you are referring to. In my response 

to OCAIUSPS-T5-4(b), I stated that a portion of the costs in row (29) of Table 14 
- 

would be incurred during FY98, and the remainder of the costs would be incurred 

during 1999. The exact proportion that will be incurred in each year is unknown, 

since these contractual costs represent total possible expenditures for continuing 

development of the Mailing Online system as well as printing costs incurred 

during the operations test. 

Response ID PBIUSPS-T2~:-i 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS SECKAR 
TO INTERROGATORY OF PITNEY BOWES 

PBIUSPS-TZ-2. Should you also have treated as fixed costs some of the costs 
reported in Table 15 to Exhibit A of your testimony bacausa they do not vary with 
projected increases in vduma over the five year period for which you report 
e@imates. e.g., technical help desk manager, processing center system manager 
and the like? If not, why not? 

RESPONSE: 

No. W-tness Stirewalt provided the costs in Table 15 of Exhibit A. He divided 

information systems costs into two categories: fixed costs are one-time start-up 
- 

costs for the experimental period, and ongoing costs are incurred continually 

throughout the five years. Also included in ongoing costs are some one-time 

costs that are not required for start-up of the experiment. In Table 1 of Exhibit A, I 

termed the ongoing costs as variable. However, despite the terminology, the real 

distinguishing factor between fixed arid ongoing (variable) information systems 

costs is whether or not they are start-up costs (therefore fixed) for the 

experiment. The Table 15 costs referenced in your question are not start-up 

costs, and therefore should not be included in the “fixed” category. 

While these costs do not vary based on the volume changes forecasted for the 

five-year period, moreover, they would vary with more extreme volume 

fluctuations. For example, if the Mailing Online service were to end after the 

experiment concludes, technical help desk manager costs in years 2001 through 

2003 would not be incurred as a result of the volumes in these years 

disappearing. As discussed in Docket No. R97-1, LR-H-l, Appendix H, such 

.- 

Rerc.xse 10 PBNSPS-T2-1~2 
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supervisory costs are classified as variable to the same extent as associated 

direct labor costs and are piggybadted onto the direct labor costs. 

Responre to PBk,SPS-T2-l-2 
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MR. RUBIN: The response have been provided to the 

reporter. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. Does any 

participant have any additional written cross-examination at 

this point? 

[No response.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Good. Two participants 

have requested oral cross-examination of Witness Seckar. 

They are Ms. Dreifuss and Mr. Wiggins of the OCA and 

Pitney-Bowes. Ms. Dreifuss, you can begin. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Thank you, Commissioner LeBlanc. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Mr. Seckar, I would like you to turn your 

attention to Pitney-Bowes' interrogatory to you. This is 

PB/USPS-T2-2. I would also like you to, if you don't mind, 

put your finger on page 9 of your direct testimony, 

USPS-T-2. It is your position that -- well, let's turn to 

page 9 first, please, lines 5 through 7. It is your 

position, I believe, that the startup costs of Mailing 

Online are attributable, is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q And you believe they are attributable whether they 

are fixed or variable, is that true? I guess actually they 

won't be variable, will they, they will only be fixed, the 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
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startup costs will only be fixed costs, is that correct? 

A In that sense, yes. 

Q In addition, there are ongoing fixed costs of 

providing Mailing Online and you allude to them at the 

bottom of page 1 of your response to Pitney-Bowes 

interrogatory 2. For example, the technical help desk 

manager, is that a fixed cost? 

A Are you referring specifically to those costs in 

years 2001 through 2003, as stated in the response, or more 

generally? 

Q Yes. Yes. The ones that you allude to in the 

interrogatory response. 

A Well, I think it really depends on what is mean by 

the term "fixed." Insofar as I have used the term "fixed" 

in the above paragraph to represent startup costs, then, no, 

they would not be deemed as such. 

Q What is your definition of fixed costs? 

A Well, as I said, for the purposes of Mailing 

Online costs, it is those costs that are startup. I mean 

they are termed fixed, I believe, originally in Witness 

Stirewalt's testimony, and I simply carried over that term. 

Q If a cost iI- volume variable, can it be a fixed 

cost, as you understand it? 

A Well, I am not sure what you mean by fixed costs 

as I understand it. If that is meant to imply fixed costs 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 
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as I have defined it here, then I believe the answer would 

be no. 

Q In other contexts, let's set MOL aside, companies 

may have fixed costs of operation and they may have volume 

variable costs of operation, is that correct? 

A They may, yes. 

Q Is it generally understood that those are mutually 

exclusive types of costs, that if a cost is volume variable 

it is not fixed, and if it is fixed it is not volume 

variable? 

Are you familiar with that concept? 

A The concept of volume variable relative to fixed? 

Q Being mutually exclusive from fixed costs. 

A Yes. In fact, the library reference that I refer 
spsFT,csjly 

to in the last line of this response, q-pifie Docket Number 

R97-1 LRH-1 in Appendix H, I believe, defines specific fixed 

costs in the Postal Service context to be those attributable 

costs, those costs attributed specifically to a product or 

service which are not volume variable. 

Q Is that the sense in which you determined or is 

that spirit in which you determined that the startup costs 

of MOL should be attributable? In other words, were they 

specific fixed costs of MOL? 

A Well, again that determination was made in large 

part by Witness Stirewalt, and again I think the important 
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distinction here between these different types of costs are 

that one set are startup costs and the others are ongoing. 

Where I choose or others choose to apply the terms 

"fixed" or "variable" and then begin to think about specific 

fixed costs relative to the volume variable costs is -- it's 

a bit of a different discussion than what I concerned myself 

and what I believe Witness Stirewalt concerned himself with. 

Q You say at the bottom of the first page of your 

answer to Pitney-Bowes Interrogatory 2 that you thought it 

was appropriate for some costs, for example, the technical 

help desk manager costs in Years 2001 through 2003 to be 

viewed as -- you didn't use the word "attributable" -- well, 

let me ask you. 

Do you think that those costs should be 

attributable costs, the technical help desk manager costs 

for Years 2001 through 2003? 

A You are asking me if I believe those costs in 

those years are attributable -- 

Q Yes. 

A -- to Mailing Online? 

Q Yes. 

A Yes, I mean I think that is implicit from the 

discussion we had about page 7'. 

Q And the reason for that is, you say that if the 

Mailing Online service were to end or were to be 
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discontinued, then those costs would no longer need to be 

incurred. Is that the reason that they are attributable? 

A Well, what I say is that were the service 

terminated prior to those costs being incurred, then those 

costs would go away. 

In terms of deeming them as attributable or 

otherwise, I don't think the thought process you just 

conveyed is necessarily the exact one -- the exact type of 

process one might wish to undertake when making such a 

decision. 

Q You do agree though that these technical help desk 

manager costs in Years 2001 through 2003 should be treated 

as attributable costs? Is that correct? 

A Well, yes. I mean they are, as I termed them, 

variable, and more importantly ongoing costs to Mailing 

Online, and as such could be viewed as attributable. 

Q Are they variable only in the long-run or -- are 

they variable only in the long-run and therefore 

attributable, or are they attributable only because they 

would disappear if the Mailing Online service were to end 

after the experiment concludes? 

In other words, you seem to be giving two 

different reasons in this part of your response for the 

determination that they are attributable. 

One is that if the Mailing Online service were to 
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Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

-. 

end after the experiment you would no longer incur those 

technical help desk manager costs. That is one reason, 

correct? 

A Well, I think it is important to understand that 

my response was not necessarily meant to distinguish whether 

they were attributable or not. I was speaking to their 

designation as either being fixed or variable. 

Insofar as they will -- should the service be 

terminated, were they not to be incurred, they are then 

deemed non-startup costs is the most, I think, correct way 

to view them. 

I mean we have got a case of terminology here 

probably causing more confusion than we may necessarily 

need. As I said, the real important distinction I think is 

that we have a set of costs which are startup and then we 

have another set of costs, and you can place whatever label 

you like on that second set, but whether or not they are 

startup is what you really need to keep in mind. 

Q Would the technical help desk manager costs be 

considered startup costs? That is, in Years 2001 through 

2003? 

A I'm sorry, could you ask that one more time? 

Q The technical help desk manager costs in Years 

2001 through 2003, that you refer to in your response to 

Interrogatory 2, are those startup costs? 
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A No. They are not required to start the experiment 

as they follow the period of time which is defined as the 

experiment. 

Q Nevertheless, they should be treated as 

attributable costs, is that correct? 

A Yes, I think that is, and that is what I have said 

earlier. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I have no further questions. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins. 

MR. WIGGINS: Thank you, Mr. Presiding Officer. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Mr. Seckar, I am Frank Wiggins, here for 

Pitney-Bowes. 

If I wanted to calculate from Table 4 of 

Exhibit -- whatever its name is -- Exhibit A to your 

testimony, the number of 11 x 17 pages that we were going to 

recognize in 1999 -- let me know when you have got it -- 

A I have got Table 4. 

Q Okay. Would I add the 1999 column from rows 53 

and 79 together and that would give me the total 11 x 17 

pages? 

A I'm sorry, you're looking for the total number of 

11 by 17 pages? 

Q That's correct. 
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A Independent of other characteristics. 

Q That's right, the number of 11 by 17 pages. Row 

53, which is called 11 by 17 B&W pages -- 

A Right. 

Q And row 79 -- 

A 79. 

Q Which I believe is called 11 by 17 spot color 

pages. If I add those two numbers together for any of the 

years, 1999 in particular, would I have the total number of 

11 by 17 pages? 

A I believe so. 

Q Well, you made this document, right? Is there any 

other place I ought to look, Mr. Seckar? 

A Well, while I made the document, I have not made 

that calculation, and there are a lot of numbers on this 

table, as you can see -- 

Q I notice that. 

A Those are certainly the ones that most immediately 

jump to mind in terms of 11 by 17. 

Q Take a moment to look at it, and tell me whether 

there's some other place that I ought to look if I want to 

make that calculation, because there's another witness 

coming along whom I want to ask about this, and since this 

is your table, I don't want to hold him responsible unless 

you can tell me that that's the right way to calculate. 
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MR. WIGGINS: Pardon the bench for this delay, but 

I don't know any other way to do this. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, that seems to be the case. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q I appreciate that, and I appreciate your 

indulgence. 

Table 14 to that same Exhibit A on what's called 

page 26 of 28, do you have that? 

A You said page 26 of 28? 

Q That's right. 

A Yes. 

Q Second page of Table 14, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Talks to me about the cost of something called 

"system developer" and tells me that that cost is a 

1,138,310; right? 

A Yes. 

Q Was there some reason that you did not include in 

that number the additional $284,348 reflected in 

modification number 8 to the contract that is Library 

Reference No. 7? Do you have that library reference? 

A No, I do not. 

MR. WIGGINS: May I approach the witness and show 

him that modification, Mr. Presiding Officer? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please. 
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MR. WIGGINS: Thank you. And I'm -- sure, 

absolutely, I apologize. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: You need to present some 

copies, or would you let Mr. Rubin take a look at that also 

if you will, please, Mr. Wiggins. 

MR. WIGGINS: Absolutely will, and I apologize. I 

do not have a copy of it. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I see the contract. What was 

your question again, sir? 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Do you see a date on that modification order? 

A I see a number of dates. 

Q Do you see a thing that says date issued? 

A Yes. 

Q Tell me what that date is. 

A April 7th of 1998. 

Q And do you see, down by the signature block, 

another date where there is a change made? Do you see 

another date there, initialled? 

A Down by the signature block? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, it may be of 

help if you could go to the bench, please. 

THE WITNESS: I see a signature next to -- it 

looks like the contractor's name. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 
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Q How about this one right here where the change is 

made? 

A Yes, 9/V/98, it looks like. 

Q My question, now that we sort of have a timeframe 

on this thing, is why wasn't this included in the cost for 

system developer that you report on page 2 of Table 14 to 

your testimony? It is not an accusatory question, Mr. 

Seckar, I just want to understand whether there is some -- 

you know, if it was a mistake, it is a mistake. If there is 

a reason that it wasn't in, I want to know what that reason 

is. 

A I understand. If my recollection serves correct, 

and I must admit, it has been a while, I believe that this 

-- this modification, rather, was not set forth specifically 

in support of Mailing Online but, rather, supports Post 

Office Online. 

Q Does the modification recite what it does in terms 

of an amendment to the contract? 

A Well, there is a -- 

Q There is a block of text there that tells you. 

A Yes, it says it enhances the general scope of a 

couple of contract line item numbers. 

Q Can you tell the bench what those line item 

numbers are? 

A 10-O-6 and 10-o-9, network control and access 
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services. 

Q Do you know what those refer to? 

A No, I don't. 

MR. WIGGINS: May I approach the witness again, 

Mr. Presiding Officer? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: A point of clarification, 

Mr. Wiggins. What is the document you are presenting to the 

witness? 

MR. WIGGINS: The document that I am presenting to 

the witness, Mr. Presiding Officer, is called Part I 

Schedule, Section A, Items and Prices and it is a page out 

of Library Reference 1, and I believe to be the first page 

of the contract, as opposed to the modifications that 

precede it, that the Postal Service provided as -- Library 

Reference 7, did I say the wrong thing? Library Reference 7 

that the Postal Service presented in answer to an 

interrogatory requesting the contract document pertaining to 

the printing function during the pre-test test and the test. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Any objection, Mr. Rubin? 

MR. RUBIN: No. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Excuse me one moment. Mr. 

Reporter, did you pick up that conversation? 

Thank you. Please move on. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Have you seen this document before, Mr. Witness? 
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A Yes, I believe I have. 

Q And does this help you? This has the contract 

line items that you referred to, does it not? 

A Yes. 

Q And does it talk about support for what was then 

called Netpost? 

A Well, on, for example, contract line item number 

10-O-1, it does, but on the subject contract line item 

numbers, 10-O-6 and 10-o-9, it does not. 

Q What is your understanding of option second and 

option third in which those two line items appear? Do you 

have an understanding at all? 

A Well, it appears that the option second month 

pilot has three line item numbers that -- 

Q Let me ask you to pause. I am sorry to interrupt 

you. But do you have an understanding of what this option 

second means? 

A Well, as I was saying, it seems to imply that it 

is for the second six-month pilot. 

Q An extension of the original six-month pilot, is 

that correct? 

A Yes 

Q Okay. So the first six months refers to the 

operation of Netpost, is that correct? 

A Well, again -- 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Excuse me for interrupting. 

Are you going to be there for any length of time, Mr. 

Wiggins? If you are, we can move the mike. We will take a 

minute off the record, move the mike over there so -- 

MR. WIGGINS: Could we have a minute off the 

record. I apologize for this. Let me make copies of these 

couple of pages and get them around to everybody so that we 

can -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Reporter, we will be 

off the record here. 

[Recess.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Reporter, we'll go back 

on the record. Mr. Wiggins. 

MR. WIGGINS: I appreciate the bench's indulgence 

and I apologize for the delay. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Is it your understanding -- you have reviewed this 

document previously, Mr. Seckar, is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And is it your understanding that the contractual 

undertaking represented here has to do with the Netpost, now 

known as Mailing Online project? 

A For the original contract, that is correct. 

Q Okay. For the those parts of the original 

contract that are renewed through Modification Number I, you 
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have that page in front of you -- 

A No, I have Modification Number 8. 

Q Number 8, I'm sorry, which is contract line items 

1007, 1008 and 1009. The first of those says software to 

operate Newpost. Does that have to do with the Mailing 

Online service? 

A It does. 

Q And the next, 1008, says printing. Does that have 

to do with the Mailing Online service? 

A Yes, I believe it does. 

Q How about network control and access services? Do 

you have any notion of what that is about? That is 1009. 

A Yes, I realize that. 

Q That was for the record, Mr. Seckar, not for you. 

Do you have any idea what that refers to? Is that 

a Netpost now known as Mailing Online function as well? 

A Which is that? 1009? 

Q 1009, correct. 

A I believe contract line item number 1009 is, yes. 

Q Okay, so each of those items, which are the 

subject of the $284,348 modification number 8 have to do 

with Netpost, now known as Mailing Online, is that correct? 

A Well, I believe that the modification, if my 

memory serves correct, is more so aligned with Post Office 

Online than Mailing Online, which was my original reason at 
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the time for not including it as part of the system 

developer cost. 

Q Are there documents that I have not showed to you 

that would reflect the extent to which these matters pertain 

to Post Office Online? Did you look at other stuff? 

A No. I did not look at other documents -- there 

are no other documents, to the best of my knowledge. 

Q And is there something in modification number 8 

that gave rise to the belief that those $284,348 had to do 

with Post Office Online more than it did with Mailing 

Online? 

A I don't believe so. As I recall, I think it was 

more so a product of conversations I had had with various 

folks at Postal Service Headquarters. 

Q I asked your predecessor in the seat there, Mr. 

Stirewalt, an interrogatory question about proprietary 

software to be used in the Mailing Online experiment, and he 

said there is such stuff but it is all contained in 

Witness -- don't you love it when they do this to you? -- in 

Witness Seckar's testimony, the cost for development of 

proprietary software dealing with the experiment phase of 

Mailing Online. 

Can you tell me where in your testimony I ought to 

look to find that? 

A No, I cannot. The only type of costs that I have 
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for system developer activities is what we were referencing 

a while ago now on line 29 of Table 14, the $1.138 million 

and some change dollars. 

Q The system developer dollars, is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q Do you -- is there a place? I have Library 

Reference 7 here, which has been portrayed as the 

contractual document containing all of the relationships, 

the legal obligations and rights between the Postal Service 

and the developer, the system developer. 

Is there a place here that I ought to look to see 

a price for writing software, proprietary software for the 

Mailing Online experiment? Is that included, do you know? 

A The system developer costs associated with writing 

software are contained in that contract. At this point I am 

not sure where they are, if they are even explicit, quite 

honestly, but I do understand them to be in there and the, I 

believe the intended use for that software in that contract 

for the system developer was centered on generating software 

for versions prior to that which would be deployed for the 

experiment, although it may possibly be the case that there 

may be some carryover from one version to another such that 

it would end up in the experimental period as well as, for 

example, the market test period or their operations test 

period. 
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Q The page that you have in front of you that is 

called Part 1 schedule, section A, items and prices, has an 

initial six-month term, a second six-month option term -- 

correct? And a third -- 

A Yes. 

Q Six-month option term. Is it correct in 

accordance with your understanding that the Postal Service 

is now in relationship with this contractor in the third 

six-month option term? 

A I have no idea. 

Q That's what we were just talking about, is it not, 

in conjunction with amendment number 8? 

A Well, amendment -- while modification 8 references 

some of the contract line item numbers in the third option, 

I don't know, you know, what phase the system developer is 

in relative to these six-month pilots at this point. That 

would seem sensible, but, as I say, I'm not definitively 

aware of that. 

Q Sure. I'm only asking for your understanding. Is 

there anything in either the second-month pilot -- the 

second six-month pilot or the third six-month pilot that 

talks about writing software? 

A Not in section A. 

MR. WIGGINS: In a request for some efficiency, 

Mr. Presiding Officer, instead of asking the witness to 
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review the residue of the contract, could I ask that the 

Postal Service provide any reference in the contract that it 

believes to pertain to writing software -- proprietary 

software -- for the experimental phase of the MOL project? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Rubin? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, I think we could check to 

identify anything in the contacts that would be responsive. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Can you do so by the end of 

the week? 

MR. RUBIN: Well, it's -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Let me put it to you this 

way. If you can't do it by the end of the week, please get 

back with us and let us know. 

MR. RUBIN: Right. I mean, it's -- my concern is 

that the hearings are going through the end of the week, and 

so there's not much time for us to work on this. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If you cannot do it by the 

end of the week, please get back with us. We'll let you 

know. 

MR. RUBIN: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: In the meantime, we'll 

expect it by the end of the week. If there is a problem, 

we'll rule on it at that particular time. 

Mr. Wiggins, will that be sufficient under the 

circumstances? 
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1 MR. WIGGINS: Absolutely fine with me, Mr. 

2 Presiding Officer. 

3 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. Moving right 

4 along. 

5 MR. WIGGINS: Thank you, Mr. Seckar. I have no 

6 further questions. 

7 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you, Mr. Wiggins. 

0 Are there any questions from the bench? 

9 Mr. Chairman. 

10 CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Mr. Seckar, on contract line 

11 1009 on that piece of paper that was just distributed, is 

12 that supposed to be a comma as opposed to a period?. I 

13 mean, it's not $148 and 74.9 cents, is it? It's $148,749? 

14 THE WITNESS: That would seem to make sense. 

15 CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Just wanted to make sure. And 

16 in following up on a question Mr. Wiggins asked you about 

17 the software to operate Netpost, do I understand correctly 

10 that you felt that this was primarily for Post Office 

19 Online, and that's why you did not include those costs? 

20 THE WITNESS: Well, no. I'm a bit confused by 

21 your question. I certainly felt that the modification was 

22 more so towards Post Office Online, but was not speaking to 

23 the modification necessarily thinking about proprietary 

24 software or software of any sort. So I'm not necessarily 

25 saying that, you know, software that is proprietary to be 
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generated is for Post Office or Mailing Online. My comments 

were made independent of thinking about software per se. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: You just felt that the 

adjustment that was being made related more to Post Office 

Online, which is the gateway to getting to Mailing Online. 

THE WITNESS: As I said, I believe I had a couple 

of conversations with different people at the Postal Service 

which led me to believe that the modification was in support 

more so of Post Office Online than Mailing Online. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Did you have any conversations 

with anybody at the Postal Service about advertising cost 

for Post Office Online versus Mailing Online and whether 

people over there have indicated that similar distinctions 

could be made? 

MR. HOLLIES: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, if you'd be 

so kind as to use the microphone, we might all be able to 

hear you. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: I thought I was using the 

microphone. I'll yell. How about that? 

As I understand it, you had conversations with 

people who indicated that the delta in the contract related 

more to Post Office Online than Mailing Online. I'd be 

interested in some explanation of what it is actually that 

was changed, because we've been told that certain costs, for 

example, advertising costs, are so closely related for 
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Mailing Online and Post Office Online that they can't be 

broken out. So I'm wondering what it is here that was so 

unique to Post Office Online and so totally unrelated to 

Mailing Online. Can you just explain to me what was 

involved here? 

THE WITNESS: Honestly, sir, I cannot remember. 

could take that upon myself to do some homework if so 

desired. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Yes, I would be interested, 

because one of the issues that we wrestle with from time to 

time is whether we can allocate advertising costs, and 

apparently the assertion's been made that these two items, 

Post Office Online and Mailing Online, are so interconnected 

that you can't break things out, and I'm just kind of 

curious as to what it is that you can break out versus what 

it is we've been told that you can't break out. So, yes, I 

would be very interested in knowing exactly what was at 

stake here. Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: Well, just for the purposes of full 

communication here, 
Cb+c 

as system developer"1 doubt that there 

would be advertising in here, but we can -- 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: No, I understand, but the 

systems as I understand it are not so separate and distinct. 

If you don't have Post Office Online, you can't have Mailing 

Online. That's an operational question. You don't have to 
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answer it. I'm just making an assertion, and somebody else 

can rebut it somewhere along the line in a brief or 

something like that. But my understanding is that if I were 

a small business person and I wanted to sign up for Mailing 

Online, that I would have to access it by going through Post 

Office Online to get there. So there is a relationship in a 

systems sense. 

A similar relationship has been asserted with 

respect to advertising cost associated with Mailing Online 

and Post Office Online, and that's the premise of my 

question. What is it that was so unique and related only to 

Post Office Online in this contract change that it was such 

that you felt that the cost should not be borne at least in 

part by Mailing Online also. So if you can reconstruct some 

of those discussion you had, it would be helpful for me to 

understand how the cost differentiations come to pass. 

THE WITNESS: Well, just a comment on that. 

Insofar as those costs might be shared, getting beyond the 

practical exercise of breaking out a portion of those shared 

costs to the different systems, there then lies the question 

of how should those shared costs which are allocated to one 

system or another then be treated with respect to, you know, 

my body of work and the inclusion of such shared costs into 

the attributable costs of the Mailing Online print 

operation. 
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CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Do you understand now that the 

startup costs for Mailing Online are going to be 

substantially difficult on an order of magnitude, to use a 

phrase that I've heard here in the hearing room today, such 

that perhaps your cost figures might not be as accurate as 

earlier portrayed? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I certainly understand that 

the configuration for the system that is going to support 

the experiment is going to be orders of magnitude different 

than the system that was used to support, you know, the 

market test or the operations test. That's about where my 

understanding ends, that is to say, a similar understanding 

towards the costs varying to such a degree I do not have. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Seckar, the Chairman 

asked two questions that I had, but let me follow up with 

what he said and your colloquy with Ms. Dreifuss. Is a sunk 

cost in your mind then equal to an attributable cost? 

THE WITNESS: It depends upon the activities 

undertaken that led to those sunk costs. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: So none of your sunk costs 

that you are calling -- well, let me back up. None of these 

sunk costs that you talked about earlier, slash startup 

costs, could be institutionalized? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I am not sure exactly what you 
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are asking me. If you are asking me if, in general, sunk 

costs can be treated as institutional costs, they quite 

likely might. For example, in the cost and revenue 

analysis, I chose to treat startup costs as those which were 

specifically associated with Mailing Online, as attributable 

to Mailing Online, and while there were some costs sunk in, 

for example, 1998 relative to 1999, those sunk in 1998 are 

included because of my inability to identify specifically 

which were sunk in 1998. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Well, let me pick up with 

what the Chairman said. In that regard, what is considered 

a startup/slunk cost in Postnet versus Mailing Online? 

THE WITNESS: In Postnet? Do you mean Post Office 

Online, sir? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: What did I say? Post 

Office Online, yes. How do you differentiate then? 

THE WITNESS: Let me make sure I understand, you 

are asking me how to differentiate between startup costs for 

Post Office Online relative to startup costs for Mailing 

Online? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Sure. 

THE WITNESS: Well, for example, I think you again 
Y)& 

need to look at the activities associated"those two 

different types of costs. If, for example, the startup 

costs are associated with developing the Mailing Online 
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system, period ended, then I think you have a pretty good 

understanding in the case for treating them as startup costs 

for Mailing Online. If, however, you have startup costs 

associated with, you know, the Post Office Online system or 

other activities related more generally to Post Office 

Online, as opposed to specifically Mailing Online, then you 

would treat those as -- I would treat those as Post Office 

Online startup costs. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: But did I misunderstand you 

in your colloquy with the Chairman that there was some 

problem in differentiating between -- you get into Post 

Office Online to get into Mailing Online, whether it is 

advertising or anything else, there is going to be some 

overlap on either side, is there not? 

THE WITNESS: Well, if you are talking about 

advertising costs specifically, -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: No, I am not. I am not 

talking about advertising specifically. I am just -- in 

general. I am just trying to clarify it for me at this 

point. 

THE WITNESS: I'm sorry. Could you repeat that 

one more time? I lost the thread. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: You get into Post Office 

Online to get to Mailing Online. 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: There is going to be some 

overlapping cost somewhere in there, would there not? If it 

is beyond your scope, I understand. Just says so and -- 

THE WITNESS: Well, once in Post Office Online, 

you don't necessarily have to get into Mailing Online. I 

don't know that there is a cost necessarily associated with 

getting into Post Office Online relative to getting into 

Mailing Online. However, once in the latter, and you choose 

to make use of the service, those costs associated with that 

decision, you know, the Postal Service incurs, would be 

Mailing Online. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Well, at the risk of not 

prolonging it, let me think about it a little further, and 

if I have to, I'll present it in writing to your counsel and 

we can get a response a little bit later. 

THE WITNESS: Fair enough. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you very much. 

Any other questions from the bench? Did the 

question from the bench draw out any re-cross? Mr. Wiggins 

FURTHER CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q I just want to make sure I understand your answers 

to Chairman Gleiman. You said, I think, that the first 

million-three of the contract that is contained in Library 

Reference number 7 was appropriately associated with Mailing 
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Online, but the last $248,000, the modification that you and 

I were talking about, was not, is that right? There is some 

difference between the first million-three and the $248,000 

modification, is that correct? 

A Yes, there is, and I think what I am saying is 

that that modification dollar figure is intended to support 

activities that are not specifically Mailing Online. 

Q No, I understand, I just wanted to make sure of 

the differentiation between the initial million-three and 

the last two-hundred-forty-eight. 

A Well, yes, that's pretty much what I just said. 

MR. WIGGINS: Mr. Presiding Officer, having had 

the opportunity to think a little bit, as opposed to just 

talking, it has occurred to me that the record might be 

aided by putting these two pages that we have been referring 

to, having them transcribed into the record, because we have 

talked rather a lot about them, and without their physical 

presence in the record, it may get a little bit oblique. So 

I would move that they be transcribed into the record at 

this point. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Hollies -- I mean Mr. 

Rubin. We can always mark them as a cross-examination if 

you want to go that route. 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, I think that would be the way to 

9, and with that, we would have no objection. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, do you have 

any objections to that? 

MR. WIGGINS: None at all. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If you will grab -- let's 

round up two copies here, mark them Cross-Examination PB -- 

what would you like? PBX. 

MR. WIGGINS: I like whatever you like. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: PBX-1, that makes it real 

simple. 

MR. WIGGINS: So I am going to call it CX -- I'm 

sorry, PBX hyphen -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: PBX-1. And if you would 

give two copies to the reporter, please, and I will direct 

that they be transcribed into the record, Mr. Reporter. 

[Cross-Examination Exhibit No. 

PBX-1 was marked for 

identification, received into 

evidence and transcribed into the 

record. 1 
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10i590-97-B-1380 . . 

'? 
PART l- SCIfEDCLE 

) 

SECTION A - ITEMS AND PRICES 

A.1 ITEMS AND PRICES (Clause OB-69) (June 19SS) 

'The contractor shall.provide thk following software and services: 

TOTAL 

am 1001 SOFTWARE TO OPERATE NETPOST 516?,740.00 
For six month pilot 

i 
EST C&Y PER IMPRESSION 

am 1002 PRINTING 5,000 Copies 
x 48 pages x 6 months $ 0.0695 5100.049.00 

am 1003 NETWORK CONTROL AN,, ACCESS SERVICES . $492,211..00 
For six month pilot ,.,'~ 

CONTRACTORS MAY PROVIDE A PROPOSRG ON ONE ONLY, ONE AND TWO, OR ALL TmE 
OF THE ABOVE CONTRACT LINE ITEMS. 

OPTION - 2ND 6TH MONTH PILOT 

CLIN 1004 SOFTWARE TO OPERATE NETPOST $82.747.00 

EST QTY. 
PER IMPRESSION 

CLIN 1005 PRINTING 5,000 Copies 
x 48 pages x 6 months $ 0.0761 $109.562.00 

CLIN 1006 NETWORK CONTROL AND ACCESS SERVICES $155.194.00 

OPTION- 3RD 6TH MONTH PIWT 

CLIN 1007 SOFTWARE TC OPERATE NETPOST $ 82,747.OO 

EST QTY PER IMPIPRESSION 

CLIN 1006 PRINTING 5,000 CCpiee 
x 48 pages x 6.months $ 0.0771 $ 111,002.00 

CLIN 1009 NETWORK CONTROL AND ACCESS SERVICES $ 148.749 
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CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: And, Mr. Presiding Officer, I 

think that Mr. Seckar and I have an understanding that he is 

going to try and get back and explain, if we he can 

reconstruct those conversations he had about those Netpost 

cost changes. But I just want to make sure that, perhaps in 

seven to ten days or so, we can get something back from the 

Postal Service. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: That was my understanding, 

Mr. Rubin. Is that -- 

MR. RUBIN: Yes. That would be fine. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: We will make it seven days 

from today, mid-week next week. 

Mr. Rubin, how about some redirect? Would you 

like some time with your witness? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, we would like 10 minutes to talk. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: All right, let's call it 

15. We will come back at noon straight up according to the 

clock on the wall. We will go off the record. Thank you. 

[Recess.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay, ladies and gentlemen. 

We'll go back on the record. 

Mr. Rubin, are you prepared to continue now? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, I am, thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
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BY MR. RUBIN: 

Q Mr. Seckar, in your cross examination by 

Pitney-Bowes, you discussed how to use numbers in Table 4 of 

your Exhibit A to determine the number of 11 x 17 inch 

pages. 

Do you have additional comments on those lines 53 

and 79 and how they could be used? 

A Yes, just one additional comment, and that is that 

11 x 17 spot color options are not to be made available, and 

as noted in parentheses on line 79, for example, that volume 

is -- I made the assumption that that volume would convert 

to 8 l/2 by 14, so, you know, from my perspective, if one 

were to ask me what the total volume for 11 x 17 pages would 

be, you would find that on line 53 alone. 

MR. RUBIN: Thank you. That's all I have. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Did the redirect generate 

any recross? 

MR. WIGGINS: Not from me. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are there any additional 

questions from the bench? 

[No response.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Well, Mr. Seckar, thank you 

very much. We do appreciate your appearance here today, and 

your contributions to our record. 

If there is nothing further, you are excused. 
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THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

[Witness excused.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Let's see. Mr. Collins -- 

oh, Mr. Rubin again. 

Mr. Rubin, I think if it is all right with 

everybody concerned, we will move right on through lunch and 

hopefully we can get out of here -- save the afternoon for 

whatever. 

Mr. Wiggins, is that okay with you? 

MR. WIGGINS: Perfectly. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. That being the case, 

then if you could, Mr. Rubin, if you could introduce your 

next witness, please. 

MR. RUBIN: The Postal Service calls Michael K. 

Plunkett as its next witness. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Go ahead and have a seat, 

Mr. Plunkett. You are already under oath. 

THE WITNESS: Correct. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Plunkett, since you are 

under oath already, we don't have to go through that. 

Whereupon, 

MICHAEL K. PLUNKETT, 

a witness, was called for examination by counsel for the 

USPS and, having been previously duly sworn, was further 

examined and testified as follows: 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Have you had an opportunity 

to examine the packet of designated written cross 

examination that was made available to you earlier this 

morning? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If these questions were 

asked of you today, would your answers be the same as those 

you previously provided in writing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they would. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Counsel, do you have the 

copies to present to the Reporter, please? 

Mr. Reporter, you now have two copies of the 

corrected designated written cross examination of Witness 

Plunkett, and I direct that they be accepted into evidence 

and transcribed into the record at this point. 

[Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Michael K. 

Plunkett, USPS-T-5, was received 

into evidence and transcribed into 

the record. 1 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKETT TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF THE MAIL ADVERTISING SERVICE ASSOCIATION 

MASAIUSPS-T5-11. Refer to your answer to MASAIUSPS-T2-3(c), redirected 
from witness Seckar, in which you confirm that “as a result of batching of 
different mailings by the contract printers, MOL mailings presented to the Post 
Ofice by the contract printers will generally meet the qualifications established in 
the DMM and the DMCS for the postage rates charged to the customer.” In your 
explanation of this answer, you indicate that it is based on the volume forecasts 
that “at full implementation,” MOL will generate “tens of thousands of pieces 
per printer per day on average.” 

a. Confirm that your answer refers to the DMM and DMCS requirements for 
thepostage rates charged to the customer before modification to exempt MOL 
mail from certain of the normal mailing requimrents. 

b. How is “full implementation” defined, and when will MOL reach “full 
implementation”? 

c. Is it the Postal Service’s expectation that at “full implementation” all MOL 
mailcharged the Standard Basic Automation DBMC rate will be addressed for 
delivery within the service area of the BMC (or ASF or SCF) at which it is entered 
by the contract printer? If the answer is yes, describe in detail the basis for the 
answer. If it is no, describe what volume and percentage of MOL mail charged 
the Standard Basic Automation DBMC rate will not be entered at the DBMC, 
ASF or SCF? 

d. Prior to “full implementation,” what volume and percentage of MOL mail that is 
charged the Standard Basic Automation DBMC rate will not be addressed for 
delivery within the service area of the BMC (or ASF or SCF) at which it is entered 
by the contract printer? Answer this question for time points at the end of each 
month during the market test and experimental periods preferred by the Postal 
Service as reflected in the Request. If you are unable to provide numerical 
estimates, give your best narrative estimates in response to subparts c and d. 

MASAIUSPS-TS-11 Response. 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Full implementation refers to the third year afler initiation of the experiment, 

when 25 print sites are planned (USPS-T-l, p. 2). I would ‘note that according to 

USPS-LR-2/MC98-1, p. 35, Mailing Online is expected to handle 894 million 

pieces in the third year of operation. Assuming 25 printers operating for 312 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKEl-T TO 
INTERROGATORIES OF THE MAIL ADVERTISING SERVICE ASSOCIATION 

business days, one would estimate that printers will, on average process 

103,145 pieces per day as follows. 

804,531,OOO I25 = 32,181,240 annual pieces per printer 
32,181,240 I312 = 103,145 pieces per day 

cd. Substantially yes. While rollout plans for Mailing Online are not sufficiently 

detailed to allow a precise comparison of Zip Code areas between print sites and 

the facilities at which they enter mail, there should be considerablr overlap. As 

stated in the testimony of witness Garvey, the plans for Mailing Online call for 

geographic dispersion of print sites based on demand (USPS-T-l, p. 2). Though 

imprecise, this is essentially the same criterion used to determine appropriate 

locations for Postal Service processing facilities. Moreover, the Postal Service 

will control batching and transmission of documents to print sites. Efficiency 

considerations would tend to dictate that, where possible, mail being entered at a 

given facility ought to be destined for that facility’s service area. There is 

currently no way to develop reliable estimates of the percentage of Mailing 

Online volume that will not be addressed for delivery within the service area of 

the BMC (or ASF or SCF) at which it is entered by the contract printer, either 

before or after full implementation. Indeed, the Postal Service’s experimental 

data collection plan (USPS-T-l, Appendix A) describes the need to collect such 

information during the experimental service. Thus, the appropriate postage rate 

to be charged for a permanent Mailing online service could be considered in a 

later Commission proceeding. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKETT TO INTERROGATORY 
OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS 

GARVEY 

DCAIUSPS-Tl46. Please refer to page 2 of witness Plunkett’s response to 
MASAIUSPS-T5-11. Wetness Plunkett states “that printers will, on average process 
103,145 pieces per day. . . .” See also PRC Op. MC98-1, October 7.1998. at 28: ‘The 
Posta’l Service argues that when Mailing Online is fully deployed in its third year of 
operation, there should be more than 100.000 pieces of Mailing Online submitted to 
each prfnt site per day.” 

a. Please confirm that there is variation around the average of 103,145 pieces per 
print site per day-that is, on some days some print sites will receive fewer than 103,145 
pieces and some will receive more. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. Please provide an estimate of the standard deviation of the estimate 103,145 
pieces per print site per day. If you cannot provide the requested estimate, please 
provide an estimate of the maximum and minimum pieces per print site per day for 
2001. 

c. Please confirm that, prior to presorting, the 103,145 pieces received at a given print 
site must be spread over more than 2000 possible batch types. If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 

d. Please confirm that, if all possible batch types are equally likely to occur, the 
average size of a batch available for presorting would be approximately 50 pieces in 
2001. If you do not confirm. please provide the correct average batch size and show its 
derivation. 

e. Please confirm.that even for 2003, if all possible batch types are equally likely to 
occur, the average size of a batch available for presorting would be less than 100 
pieces. If you do not confirm. please provide the correct average batch size and show 
its derivation. 

f. For each year 1999-2003. please provide an estimate of the distribution of presort 
batch sizes by subclass. 

g. For each year 1999-2003. please provide an estimate of the volume of Mailing 
Online pieces that will qualify for each possible presort level. In other words, provide a 
realistic estimate of the depth of sort actually achievable and explain the basis for the 
estimate. 

OCAIUSPS-Tl-46 Response. 

a. Confirmed that 103,145 is the expected mean number of pieces per print site per 

day based on the volume projections presented by witness Rothschild. As with any 

mean, the presumption is that some observed values will be greater than the mean, 

while some will be less than the mean. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKEl-T TO INTERROGATORY 
OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS 

GARVEY 

b. As mentioned above, the number is an estimate derived from witness Rothschild’s 

projections of total national volume. Without knowing the locations of print sites and 

c6ncentration of customers around such sties, calculations of the sort proposed in 

this question are impossible. While it may be theoretically possible to produce 

estimates of this kind for an average print site, meaning presumably one that 

produces l/25 of mailing online volume, such an estimate is unlikely to provide 

meaningful insight, I also cannot develop an estimate of the maximum and 

minimum number of pieces per print site with the available data. 

c. Not confirmed, The number of possible batch types will vary from day to day. While 

2,000 may represent a theoretical upper limit, it is highly improbable that on any 

particular day such a vast array of documents would be sent to any one print site. 

d. Confirmed. though record evidence contradicts the supposition that all batch types 

are equally likely to occur. Witness Rothschild’s volume projections provide 

numerical estimates of the relative frequency of different types of documents. Some 

batch types are simply more likely to be chosen than others. Moreover, if document 

length is a parameter used to define potential batch types, some are highly unlikely 

to be chosen at all. 

e. See my response to part d. 

f-g. The data necessary to produce these estimates do not exist 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WllNESSPLUMKElllO 
IN~ftROGATORlES OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE, 

REDIRECTED’FROM WITNESS ROTHBCHILD 

OCANSPS-T441. PIaase refer to NetPost’s commercial Prices, at the 25 
pwcentcontributionmargin,~ontherateca~thatappearattheendd 
Attachment E in USPS-LR-2AKBE1, and USPST-5, Exhibit D, at 1. In Exhibit 
D, Witnass flunketl calculates Mailing Online vdurna for l-2 page piaces on 
11x17 paper of 24,680.375. 

a. Please conhn thal the tlgure, 24,680,375, assumes there Is Next Day 
Mailing Online volume for l-2 page, 11x17 Black 6 Whii. and 11x17 Spot 
odor, Simplex piaces. If you do nd a&m. piease explain. 

b. Plaasa confirm that the figure, 24.680.375, overstatea the vdume of l-2 
paga~onllx17paperbytheamountofHaxtDay~meazrumed 
for1-2~.1lx17Bladc6~,andllxl7Spdcdor.Smplexpieces. 
If you do t-tot confirm. please explain. 

c. Please provide the correct Mailing Online volume for l-2 page pieces on 
11x17 paper. 

OCANSPS-TUl Response: 

a-b. Not confwmed Thii f~ure is the resutt of simultaneously applying three 

separate factors: printing color, printing method, and paper size. This 

implicitly assumes that each of the factors can ba uniformty applied to all 

documents inespective of the values of the other factors. Thii method was 

used for illustrative purposes to demonstrate the variety of document types 

that Mailing Online allows, and to allow estimation of costs and revenues at a 

level of detail approximating that which is typically usad in fatemaking. The 

existingresearchwasnotdesignedtoprovidedatathamwrldalbwfor 

p+se e&imatezs of vdumw for very specihc vdurna types. Moreover, it 

wouldbei rreqmsiMetopurpot?topreaenMaucheatimateswilhoutasound 

empirical basis. For exarnpk. the 24.68 millii pieces is based on factors 

that are irhpen&nt of printing n&i&. The fact that’s 1X17 paper may not 

use simplex printing does nd necess~ rity invariate the volume edhate. It 
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may instead rnaan that simplex pieces ought to ba given greater weight 

among 8.5X1 1 and 8.5X14 piac%s. 

C. The market research was not designed to allow predse estimation of 

volumes at the proposed level of detail. 

-. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL kRwcE mmsSPLUNtCt3llO 
lNlERROGATORiES Of TtiE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE, 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS R0THScw.D 

OCAILISPSTU2.~rePertoT~l5yourtestimanyatpaga34. 
a. Pkaseprovidatheaveragerevenuaperpieceasshatedwiththetotal 

%ar 1’ volume of 295,865. 
b. ~seprovidetheawagerewnueperpisceassociatedwtththeFirst- 

claas%arl’votumeofQl.745. 
c. Pk3aseprovidetheaveragerevenlJeparpiiassodatedwiththe 

Standard ‘Year 1’ volume 6f 203,920. 

OCAIUSPS-TU2 Ream: 

a. Using the volumes and rwenues provided in mponaa to POIR 2. question 8. 

average ‘Year 1’ revenue par piece is $0.248. while these projectbns 

empby simplifying assumptions. there will be no other basis for cakxlating 

alternatives until the Mailing Online experiment has provided empirical data. 

b. Using the volumes and revenues provided in response to POIR 2. question 8, 

average Year 1’ revenue par pieca is 30.398. While these projections 

employ simplifying assumptions, there will be no other basis for calculating 

alternatives until the Mailing Online experiment has provided empirical data. 

c. Using the volumes and revenues provided in response to POIR 2, question 8, 

avetage ‘Year 1’ revenue per piece is 30.180. While these proje&hw 

. empby simplifying assumptions, them will be no other basis for calculating 

akamaWes until the Mailing Ontii expertrnsnt has pmvidad empirical data. 
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REDIRECTED FROM WIINESS ROTliSCHllD 

oCANSPST4-43. Please refer to Tabla 18 your t&imony at paga 35. 
a. Please provida the avarage revenue per pieoa associated with the total 

‘Year l’vdurna of204.195. 
b. iaase provida tha avaraga rwenue per piaca assooiated with the First- 

Class ‘Year 1’ voluma of 24.034. 
c. Please provide tha average revenue par pieca associated with tha 

Standard ‘Year l’vdurna of 180.161. 

OCAAJSPS-T4U Responao: 

ax. Having determined to request a markup of 25 percent, projections of the 

revenue par piece assuming a markup of 50 percent have not been produced. 



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKEl-f 
TO NOTICE OF INQUIRY NO. 1, ISSUE 4 

Issue 4: The Commission inquires whether the requested waiver of the 

destination entry requirement for the DBMC discount could be accomplished in 

alternative ways that do not require making the discount available to Mailing 

Online mailings on terms different from the existing Domestic Mail Classification 

Schedule. 

The Commission’s sensitivity to the entry characteristics of Mailing Online 

pieces raises an important point for the conduct of the experiment, namely that 

until a greater number of printers are operating, mail may be entered at points 

that are often distant from its destination. Thus, without an exception to existing 

regulations, some Mailing Online pieces might not otherwise qualify for DBMC 

discounts until the experiment is well underway. One possible remedy would be 

to allow the DBMGdiscount for mailings destinating within the BMCsetvice area 

of the facility at which the pieces are entered. However, this approach would still 

be problematic given the necessity for charging customers a fixed price when a 

job is submitted and the impractical complexity of constructing a system that 

would permit customer refunds. Given the relatively small size of the mailings, 

the Postal Service concedes that the presence or absence of the discount is 

unlikely to have a material impact on the quality of data collected during the 

experiment and is therefore willing to postpone an exception, pending the 

outcome of the experiment, for consideration in the context of any request for 

permanent DMCS language. 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKEl-T TO INTERROGATORIES 
OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAIUSPS-TS-29. Please refer to your response to OCAAJSPS-TS-29. 
a. Please confirm that the weight of an 95x11 sheet of paper is exactly 0.2 ounces. If 

you do not confirm, please provide the correct weight. 
b. Please confirm that the weight of a No. 10 envelope is exactly 0.2 ounces. If you do 

ndt confirm, please provide the correct weight. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WlTNESS PLUNKETT TO INTERROGATORIES 
OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAIUSPS-TS-30. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T5-28. 
a. Please confirm that the weight of an 85x14 sheet of paper is exactly 0.254 ounces. 

If you do not confirm, please provide the correct weight. 
b. Please confirm that the weight of a flat-size (9x12) envelope is exactly 0.4 ounces. 

If you do not confirm, please provide the correct weight. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Confirmed. 

b. Confirmed. 
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OCAIUSPS-TS-31. Please refer to your response to OCMUSPS-T5-28. Please confirm 
that the weight of an 11x17 sheet of paper is exactly 0.4 ounces (0.2 ounces per sheet 
of 8.5x1 1 paper x 2 sheets of 85x11 paper per sheet of 11x17 paper). If you do not 
confirm. please provide the correct weight. 

RESPONSE: 

Confirmed, 
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OCAIUSPS-TS-32. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T5-28. 
a. Please confirm that a Mailing Online mail piece 

i. consisting of five or more 8.5x1 1 pages will be mailed in a flat-sized 
(9x12) envelope; 

. ii. consisting of four or fewer 8.5x1 1 pages will be mailed in a No. 10 
envelope. 

b. 

If you do not confirm, please explain. Also, please identify the number of pages 
of 8.5x1 1 paper per Mailing Online mail piece that will determine whether the 
mail piece is mailed in a No. 10 envelope or a flat-sized envelope. 
Please confirm that a Mailing Online mail piece 
i. consisting of five or more 8.5x14 pages will be mailed in a flat-sized 

(9x12) envelope; 
ii. consisting of four or fewer 8.5x14 pages will be mailed in a No. 10 

envelope. 

C. 

If you do not confirm, please explain. Also, please identify the number of pages 
of 8.5x14 paper per Mailing Online mail piece that will determine whether the 
mail piece is mailed in a No. 10 envelope or a flat-sized envelope. 
Please confirm that a Mailing Online mail piece 
i. consisting of three or more 11x17 pages will be mailed in a flat-sized 

(9x12) envelope; 
ii. consisting of two or one 11x17 pages will be mailed in a No. 10 envelope, 

If you do not confirm. please explain. Also, please identify the number of pages 
of 11x17 paper per Mailing Online mail piece that will determine whether the mail 
piece is mailed in a No. 10 envelope or a flat-sized envelope. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Not confirmed. Documents requiring 5 sheets of 8.5111 paper would be sent 

as letters. Le. in a No. 10 envelope 

b. Confirmed 

c. Confirmed 
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OCAAJSPS-T535. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T146(d) (redirected 
from witness Garvey) and to your Exhibit USPS-SD (USPS-T-5 page 30). In your 
interrogatory response you state, ‘[ljf document length is a parameter used to define 
potential batch types, some are hiihly unlikely to be chosen at all.’ 
a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

9. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

Please confirm that your Exhibii SD shows 16,444,(000) 8.5x1 1 pieces of year- 
one MOL consisting of more than 15 pages. If you do not confirm, please state 
what the number 16,444 in your exhibit represents. 
Please confirm that your Exhibit SD allocates 31 percent of the 164444000) 
pieoes. or 5,103.(060) pieces, to First Class ftats. If you do not confirm, please 
show the correct allocation and explain its basis. lf you do oonfirrn, please 
explain the basis for your allocation. 
Please confirm that your Exhibit 5D allocates 33.3 percent of the 5,103,(000) 
pieces, or l,SSS,(OOO) pieces, respectively to the four-ounce, five-ounce, and six- 
ounce weight increments of First Class flats. If you do not confirm, please show 
the correct allocation and explain its basis. If you do confirm, please explain the 
basis for your allocation. 
Please confirm that a 29-page, 8.5x1 1 flat with envelope would weigh 6.2 
ounces. If you do not confirm. please provide the correct weight and show its 
derivation. 
Please confirm that your Exhibit 5D assumes that there will be no year-one, 
First-Class. 65x11 MOL pieces in excess of 28 pages. If you do not confirm, 
please show where such pieces appear in your exhibit and explain the basis for 
your allocation. If you do confirm, please explain the basis for your assumption. 
Please list all subclass/job-type/page-count categories for which you have 
assumed zero year-one volume and explain the basis for your assumption. 
Please provide an allocation of year-one MOL volume across subclass/print- 
sitedob-type/page-count categories that is consistent with your Exhibit 5D. If 
more than one such allocation exists, please provide the best one and explain 
why your choice is best. 
Please confirm that you have implicitly assumed that the likelihood of particular 
job-type/pagPcount batches declines with page count. If you do not confinn, 
please explain why you have assumed zero year-one volumes for certain high- 
page-oount batches. 
Do you agree that lt is reasonable to assume that the likelihood of particular job- 
type/page-count batches declines with page count. lf you do not agree, please 
provide a more plausible assumption and justtfy it. 
Please confirm that one-page documents are more likely than any other MOL 
documents. If you do not confirm, please identify all page counts that are more 
likely and explain the basts for your response. 
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OCAlUSPST5-35 Response: 

a. Confined. 

b. Confirmed. 

c. Confirmed. 

d. Confirmed. 

e. Confirmed. This assumption is implied in the result of the allocation described in 

part d. 

f-i. All volume distributions embodied in my testimony and/or interrogatory responses 

are derived from the testimony of witness Rothschild (USPS-T-4). While the survey 

permits reasonable inferences regarding general parameters, it does not allow informed 

construction of precise estimates of volumes within subclass/job-type/page-count 

categories as contemplated in this interrogatory. In order to estimate postage 

revenues, I made an admittedly simplistic assumption that all documents exceeding 15 

pages in length would be flats with weights evenly distributed among 4 ounce, 5 ounce, 

and 6 ounce increments. This assumption produces the seemingly anomalous result 

that all documents contain fewer than 29 sheets of paper. However, though this 

assumption is simplistic, it is based on an observed inverse relationship between 

document length and relative share of document volume. This relationship is apparent 

from the data provided by witness Rothschild which clearly demonstrate a decline in 

volume as the length of the document decreases As a pracfical matter, there may be 

no job-type/page-count combinations that produce zero batches in a given year. 

However, as document length and complexity increase, alternatives to digital printing 
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are presumably more cost competitive. For instance, the probability that a customer 

would use Mailing Online to send a 48 page, spot color, duplex printed, tape bound 

document is likely to be very small. An alternative to my approach would have been to 

estimate volumes for all possible combinations. This approach, which would have 

produced a seemingly complete set of volumes, would have entailed a number of 

assumptions for the sake of spurious precision. As mentioned above, data supporting 

this approach were lacking 

j. Not confirmed. Though this may ba a reasonable conclusion, the testimony of 

witness Rothschild aggregates one and two page documents into a single category, 

and provides no additional basis for concluding that one page documents are more 

likely than two page documents. Witness Seckar assumes that one and two page 

documents are equally likely (Exhibit USPSGA). To the extent that I have relied on 

witness Seckar’s testimony, my testimony employs the same assumption. 
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OCAIUSPS-T5-36. Please provide, and show the derivation of, a total year-one 
nonpostage revenue for MOL based on current printer contract prices. 

OCANSPS-T5-36 Response: See response to OCAIUSPS-T537. Year-one revenues 

would be those listed under the heading ‘1999”. 
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OCAAJSPS-T5-37. Please provide, in hard copy and stand-alone electronic form (see 
USPS-LR-6/MC98-l), a version of your Exhibit SB (USPS-T-5, pages 25-26) based on 
current contract printer prices and corrected information systems costs (see 
OCAAJSPS-T3-77). 

OCAAISPS-T5-37 Response: 

Attached is a projection of Mailing Online premailing revenues for the period 

covered originally by my Exhibit 5B. An electronic version of the attachment has been 

filed as LR-USPS-19. Because the current contract contains different cost elements 

than witness Seckar’s analysis, it was not possible to simply update the original exhibit. 

Furthermore. in light of witness Stirewatt’s response to OCAAJSPS-T3-77, I have used 

the original estimate of 0.1 cents per impression in preparing revenue estimates. 

It should be noted that this interrogatory implicitly assumes that the current 

contract is a reasonable proxy for average Mailing Online costs. In fact, it is a single 

contract in a high cost area. Actual average costs are likely to be very different from 

those in the contract. Consequently, the Postal Service still considers the original 

exhibit, based on witness Seckar’s costs, to be a “better” estimate of Mailing Online 

revenues. 
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OCAAISPS-T8-38. Please refer to your Exhibit USPS-SD, at page 1. 
a. Please confirm that the Mailing Online volume of 24,880,375 for 1-2 page, 11x17 

pieces is computed as follows: 38,389 /295,885 l 200,490. If you do not 
confirm, please explain and show the correct calculation. 

b. Please confirm that the Mailing Online volume of 24,880,375 for 1-2 page, 11x17 
pieces includes volume for l-2 page, 11x17 Biadr 8 White and 11x17 Spot color, 
Simplex pieces. lf you do not confirm, ptease explain 

C. Please provide the volume for 1-2 page, 11x17 Blade 8 White and 11x17 Spot 
color, Simplex pieces. 

d. Please provide the prke per pieca for l-2 page, 11x17 Black B Whiie and 11x17 
Spot color, Simplex pieces. 

RESPONSE: 

a. Contimed 

b-c. Not confined. At the time of the filing of this case, technical constraints 

precluded the preparation of spot color documents on 11X17 paper. As is indicated in 

witness Seckar’s testimony, there are no 11X17 color impressions (USPS-T-2, Exhibit 

A, p. 2). Consequently, all 11X17 documents would be Black 8 White. 

d. See attachment, which was also filed electronically as LR-USPS-19. Though the 

attachment calculates hypothetical prices, using what I regard as appropriate 

assumptions given the volume projections in witness Rothschild’s testimony (USPS-T- 

4), the requested document contigurations are anomalous. Customers who attempt to 

select a’document configuration that results in simptex printing on 11117 paper will be 

given a message indicating that thtk option is not available. Such dccurnants woutd 

inevitably contain a significant amount of white space and are better suited to 8.W 1 

paper. This restriction was not knorm when the Cost and pricing testimony was 

prepared. This apparent inconsistency arises from survey resutts whii specify values 
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for specific variables, for instance the relative proportion of simplex documents, without 

additional detail regarding the interrelationships between variables, e.g. paper size and 

color. Resolution of such anomalies would depend either on much more exhaustive 

research, or on arbitrary assumptions regarding customer choice under constrained 

conditions. lt is unlikely that either would produce appreciably better results. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Plunkett, you also 

provided answers to several of the questions in Presiding 

Officer's Information Request Number 2 and to several of 

these issues raised in Notice of Inquiry Number 1. 

I am going to be giving you two copies of your 

answers to Presiding Officer's Information Request Number 2, 

Questions 1, 2, 7 and 8 -- again Questions 1, 2, 7 and 8 -- 

and of your discussion of Notice of Inquiry Number 1, Issues 

1, 4, and 6 -- again Issues 1, 4 and 6. 

Let me take just one moment. 

Would you please take a moment and review those, 

please? Both copies, just for your information, are both 

the same. 

[Pause.] 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: So you have had time to 

review them? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Now if these questions were 

asked of you orally this morning, would your answers be the 

same as you previously provided in writing -- 1'11 get it 

out. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they would. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Would you please give those 

to your counsel, ask him to provide those to the Reporter, 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 
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please, and I direct that they be transcribed into the 

record and admitted into evidence. 

[Additional Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Michael K. 

Plunkett in response to Presiding 

Officer's Information Request 

Number 2, Questions 1, 2, 7 and 

8 and Notice of Inquiry Number 1, 

Issues 1, 4, and 6, were received 

into evidence and transcribed into 

the record.] 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 
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2. In the proposed fee schedule, the pre-mailing fee for Mailing Online is shown 
as 1.25 l (printer costs + .l). USPS Request, Attachment 81. In the response of 
witness Plunkett to Interrogatory OCA-T-5-28. the information systems cost is 
shown as .16 cents for two impressions and .4 cents for five impressions, 
implying a per impression charge of .08 cents. Tr. 2/618. Please reconcile this 
apparent discrepancy. 

RESPONSE: As is consistent with convention, witness Seckar’s variable cost 

estimate of 0.065 cents for 1999-2000 was rounded to the nearest tenth of a 

cent. In this instance, the resulting per impression cost (0.1 cents per 

impression) is identical to what would have been used if fixed information 

systems costs had been included, with the result rounded down. The 0.08 cents 

used in the response to interrogatory OCA-T5-28 represents the volume variable 

costs for 1999 only. 
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INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2 

7. In exhibit USPS-T-5 and response to OCA-T5-21 (Tr. USOS), witness Plunkett 
uses the Standard (A) letter size basic piece rate less the destination entry 
discount-BMC in calculating the postage rate for example 3. In his testimony he 
states that the applicable postage rate would be the Automation Basic DBMC 
Rate. Tr. 2/589. Please explain this apparent discrepancy. 

RESPONSE: The postage rate should be the automation basic DBMC rate of 

$0.167. A revised copy of the relevant pages of Exhibit A is attached. 

,- 
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8. Please refer to USPS-T-5, Exhibit D, page 1. Please explain why the postage 
rates for the flat~mail categories are simply the additional ounce rates and do not 
,include the automation basic rate of 30 cents. 

RESPONSE: The automation basic rate should be included. A corrected first 

page of Exhibit D is attached. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKETT 
TO NOTICE OF INQUIRY NO. 1, ISSUE 1 

Issue 1: The ,Commission inquires regarding the effect on competitors of waiving 

. 
the elrgrbrlrty requirements for automation basic rates. 

A major reason for proposing exceptions to the eligibility requirements is 

to simplify the Mailing Online transaction in the face of conflicting requirements. 

The Postal Service has determined to charge a firm fixed price at the time the 

transaction is confirmed, and then merge customer documents into larger 

batches prior to printing. The decision to use a single rate from the middle of the 

potential range of existing categories is a strategic one to provide customers a 

convenient and simple means of inducting mail into the postal system. 

The alternatives have significant shortcomings. For instance, the Postal 

Service could simply offer a discount commensurate with a customer’s volume 

and depth of sort. This alternative would preclude extension of the benefits of 

automation to small-volume customers. If postage discounts for Mailing Online 

customers were dependent on the size of the mailing, Mailing Online would 

merely extend further benefits of automation to large volume customers. In such 

a case, the choice of digital printing, with its flat rate pricing, would also seem 

inappropriate. Large volume customers are already well served by existing 

providers and, it could be argued, might not materially benefit from the Postal 

Service’s entry into this segment of the hybrid mail market. Moreover, it seems 

unlikely that private enterprises currently serving larger customers, e.g. 

lettershops, would welcome this kind of pricing structure. 
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.Another alternative would be to develop an automated rebate system, 

which the Commission discusses in its Market Test Opinion (at 27). Under such 

a system, customers whose mailings are under the threshold volume would be 

charged single-piece rates for First-Class Mail, and denied access to Standard 

Mail rates at the time the transaction is confirmed. Customer accounts would 

then be credited with a rebate when cost savings from batching arise. The 

technical complexity of this approach, especially in light of the strategic 

necessities discussed above, would militate against this alternative. In a single 

printer system, customer transactions could not be completed when orders are 

placed, and, at a minimum, an additional round of communication between the 

customer and the Postal Service would be necessary. In a multiple printer 

system, customer rebates would require reconciliation originating from each 

involved print site, as well as aggregation of that information, while still requiring 

another round of communication with customers. This alternative thus is not 

consistent with the goals of convenience and simplicity. The Postal Service has 

not attempted to estimate what such a system would cost; but, it presents 

programming challenges which, though not technically insunountable, are 

formidable. 

The need to simplify the transaction where possible arises out of the 

Postal Service’s main goal for Mailing Online: convenience. Mailing Online 

employs technically sophisticated systems that enable customers to easily create 

and use mailpieces at their desktop. This approach embodies a strategic 
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decision to favor customers who value convenience at the risk of alienating 

customers who are willing to expend greater effort in order to attain the lowest 

possible price. Indeed, a consequence of the Postal Service’s approach is an 

opportunity for competitors to develop a system that employs the kind of rebate 

system to which the Commission refers. 

When dealing with traditional hard copy mail, minimums are necessary. 

Enforcement of automation compatibility requirements necessitates somewhat 

labor-intensive acceptance procedures that militate against making discounts 

available to smaller mailers, i.e., the high transaction cost of assuring automation 

compatibility results in a minimum volume requirement. The hybrid nature of 

Mailing Online reduces the need for these acceptance procedures. In effect, the 

Mailing Online system performs an analogous function at essentially zero cost. 

Thus, one of the bases for volume minimums is eliminated due to the electronic 

interface between the Postal Service and its customers. 

It would be premature to assume that the factors arguing in favor of 

specific minimums for traditional mail are equally well-suited to hybrid 

mailproducts. As the Mailing Online experiment unfolds, we can expect to learn 

a great deal about the cost causative characteristics of Mailing Online. Though it 

is impossible to predict with precision what the salient cost causative elements of 

Mailing Online will be, deferring this issue until the experiment has shed 

additional light on the effect of the waiver is preferable to application of existing 
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DMCS limits based on an untested assumption that hybrid products are directly 

comparable to traditional mail. 

Examination of the traditional uses of the automation presort categories 

provides additional support for making these categories available to Mailing 

Online customers. The existing automation basic categories are most often 

applied to the residuum of larger mailings wherein most pieces qualify for deeper 

discounts. In such cases, the number of pieces to which the automation basic 

rate is applied may be well below the threshold minimums. Mailing Online 

mailings will therefore be substantially indistinguishable from the traditional mail 

that currently makes use of automation basic rates. Implied in the availability of 

automation basic rates for small residual volumes is an acknowledgment that 

pieces which are compatible with the physical automation requirements cost less 

to process and therefore warrant a discount. In those instances where batching 

does not result in a mailing that wmplies’with volume minimums, Mailing Online 

pieces will nevertheless comply with all existing physical eligibility requirements, 

and therefore resemble the portion of the current mailstream that uses basic 

In the event Mailing Online becomes a permanent service, competitors 

offering functionally equivalent services may also.emerge. If so, these 

competitors will likely assert a right to the same rates that Mailing Online uses. 

Existing worksharing arrangements thrive, thanks in part to cooperative efforts 

between the Postal Service, mailers, and third-party vendors. For example, the 
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Postal Service licenses raw data to, and certifies, providers of presorting 

software. Assuming the Postal Service is satisfied that pieces generated by 

such equivalent services generate mailpieces similar in all salient respects to 

those created by Mailing Online, they should be accorded access to the same 

rate categories. 

The Postal Service sought, and for the market test phase of Mailing 

Online the Commission recommended, exceptions to the minimum volume 

requirements for automation basic rates that would otherwise apply to mail 

produced through Mailing Online. It may be preferable for many reasons to have 

a unique rate for Mailing Online pieces. As is indicated in my testimony (USPS- 

T-5, p. IO), data collected during the Mailing Online experiment could be used to 

develop such a rate category. However, lacking empirical data to support such a 

proposal, the Postal Service instead chose to use the existing category which 

appears most appropriate, given what is known about Mailing Online mailpieces. 

While attempting to determine the effect that Mailing Online may have on 

private businesses, it must be kept in mind that private businesses, in a general 

sense, will gain more than the Postal Service if Mailing Online is approved as 

proposed. With the 25 percent cost coverage, nearly eighty percent of Mailing 

Online fee revenues would cover printing costs and be paid directly to the private 

printing contractors providing Mailing Online services. 

Furthermore, the Postal Service has an obvious disincentive to limit 

competition, because efficient providers of hybrid services are likely to increase 
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mail volumepy making mail more convenient and less costly to use. However, it 

is my understanding that no private enterprises currently provide a service with 

the characteristics of Mailing Online. Market research sponsored by the Postal 

Service demonstrates that demand for hybrid mail services exists. If Mailing 

Online is successful, it will provide a signal to private entrepreneurs that a 

potentially proftiable market niche exists. The Postal Service would welcome this 

because, as additional customers take advantage of hybrid mail services. mail 

volumes will increase. 

The Postal Service has chosen to pursue a conservative approach in 

selecting discounts. Given the batching capabilities of the Mailing Online 

system, it is difficult to determine at the time of mailing the level of discounting for 

which a customers mail will qualify. Consequently, the Postal Service has 

chosen relatively modest discounts which assume that a small level of batching 

and sortation depth will be achieved. In fact, we expect that in most instances, 

the mail may be presorted more finely and dropshipped more deeply into the 

system than is necessary to qualify for the proposed discounts. Nevertheless, 

while the Postal Service recognizes that while in some instances batching may 

not achieve the volume minimums, in a fully integrated system much of the 

volume of mail will be presorted and dropshipped more finely than the discounts 

suggest. 

The discounts proposed by the Postal Service will actually benefit 

competitors. By foregoing deeper discounts. the proposed pricing scheme will 
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allow competitors to price below the Postal Service for larger volume mailers 

where greater presort and dropship potential exists. 

As a practical matter, the impact of the Mailing Online on potential 

entrepreneurs who might be interested in hybrid mail is not easily measurable. 

The Postal Service, by virtue of its size, may enjoy an advantage in obtaining 

printing services by being able to guarantee volume levels that produce low unit 

costs. However, some of this advantage is dissipated through obligations that 

the Postal Service must meet. For instance, in order to protect the privacy of the 

Mailing Online electronic documents and the resulting hard copy. the printing 

contract requires that contractors take extraordinary measures to prevent 

intermingling of Mailing Online jobs with other print orders. These measures 

must, by necessity, restrict the flexibility with which Mailing Online contractors 

might otherwise manage their operations, and thereby ~increase costs. It is 

conceivable that a potential competitor, unbound by these constraints, may be 

able to purchase printing capacity from printers who can more easily use existing 

equipment and space. This may thereby enable such a competitor to achieve 

lower costs than Mailing Online. Alternatively, digital printers with excess 

capacity could choose to enter the hybrid mail business. In addition to optimizing 

equipment usage, such a business might enjoy a cost advantage because it 

would presumably charge a rate comparable to what contractors would charge 

the Postal Service while the Postal Service’s fees would be 25 percent higher. 
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Issue 4: The Commission inquires whether the requested waiver of the 

destination entry requirement for the DBMC discount could be accomplished in 

alternative ways that do not require making the discount available to Mailing 

Online mailings on terms different from the existing Domestic Mail Classification 

Schedule. 

The Commission’s sensitivity to the entry characteristics of Mailing Online 

pieces raises an important point for the conduct of the experiment, namely that 

until a greater number of printers are operating, mail may be entered at points 

that are often distant from its destination. Thus, without an exception to existing 

regulations, some Mailing Online pieces might not otherwise qualify for DBMC 

discounts until the experiment is well underway. One possible remedy would be 

to allow the DBMC discount for mailings destinating within the BMC service area 

of the facility at which the pieces are entered. However, this approach would still 

be problematic given the necessity for charging customers a fixed price when a 

job is submitted and the impractical complexity of constructing a system that 

would permit customer refunds. Given the relatively small size of the mailings, 

the Postal Service concedes that the presence or absence of the discount is 

unlikely to have a material impact on the quality of data collected during the 

experiment and is therefore willing to postpone an exception, pending the 

outcome of the experiment, for consideration in the context of any request for 

permanent DMCS language. 
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Issue 6: The Commission inquires about the criteria that should be used to 

determine an appropriate markup for Mailing Online during the proposed 

experiment. 

In its Opinion, the Commission agrees that Mailing Online’s relationship to 

other postal services justifies application of a 125 percent cost coverage during 

the market test (Opinion, at 32). The Commission rightly recognizes that “there 

is also a reasonable expectation that Mailing Online will substantially benefit 

individual, home oftice, and small-volume business mailers by simplifying their 

interface with the Postal Service’s complex rates and regulations” (Opinion, at 

34). The Postal Service agrees, and considers this a compelling argument for 

maintaining the 125 percent cost coverage during the experiment. As has been 

pointed out, the proposed cost coverage is consistent with the ratemaking criteria 

of the Act (USPS-T-5 at 17-21) not only for the market test, but for the 

experimental phase as well. The Commission (Opinion, at 32) compares Mailing 

Online’s cost coverage with the cost coverages for First-Class Mail and Standard 

A. While these comparisons are apt, the Postal Service maintains that, by 

providing a system whereby small volume customers can expedite the mail 

acceptance process, Mailing Online fees most closely resemble permit fees, thus 

meriting a relatively low cost coverage. Moreover, the unique characteristics of 

Mailing Online weigh against application of a higher cost coverage. As has been 

pointed out, nearly all of the costs of Mailing Online are incurred on a unit basis 
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(Opinion, at.32), thus reducing the likelihood of cross subsidization. Moreover, 

these costs are not based on sampling.or cost studies, but are specified in 

contractual agreements between the Postal Service and its partners. These 

facts ensure that cost coverage is relatively constant, and therefore less prone to 

erosion than cost wverages for typical Postal Service products. 

Furthermore, any comparison of cost wverages across products implies a 

notion of “fairness”, i.e. that because of either similarities or differences between 

and among products, there is a fair amount that a given product ought to 

contribute to institutional costs. Mailing Online is perhaps unique in that most of 

the direct costs of the service are borne by contractors. While this characteristic 

of the service does not obviate fairness considerations. it does affect the context 

in which such considerations should be considered: Contractors pass through, 

both their direct costs and some additional amount to cover overhead expenses 

and provide an adequate return. Thus, the Mailing Online cost coverage is not 

fully analogous to traditional cost coverages, since a private sector profit is 

already included in Mailing Online. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Does any participant have 

any additional written cross examination for Witness 

Plunkett? 

Mr. Richardson, OCA? 

MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Presiding Officer, if I could 

approach the witness and provide him copies? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. RICHARDSON: 

Q Mr. Plunkett, you have before you some responses 

that were filed November 16th to OCA Interrogatories. 

Were these prepared by you and under your 

direction? 

A Yes, they were. 

Q And if you were asked the same questions today, 

would you answer as indicated therein? 

A Yes, I would. 

MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Presiding Officer, these 

interrogatories relate to OCA/USPS-T-5-39-40, Parts A and B, 

41, Parts A and B, 44, 45, and OCA/USPS-T-1-64 redirected 

from Witness Garvey, and I would move that they be admitted 

into evidence. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Without any objections -- 

[No response. 1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Would you provide the 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
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Reporter with two copies, please? <, 

[Additional Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Michael K. 

Plunkett, in response to 

interrogatories OCA/USPS-T-5-39-40, 

Parts A and B, 41, Parts A and B, 

44, 45, and OCA/USPS-T-1-64, was 

received into evidence and 

transcribed into the record.] 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 
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INTERROGATORIES OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

OCAIUSPS-T5-39. Please refer to your testimony at page 3. Please confirm that 
charging a national average price (i.e. a weighted average cost plus mark-up) for 
all Mailing Online jobs would have the effect of encouraging customers to submit 
high-cost jobs and deterring low-cost jobs. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

OCAIUSPS-T5-39 Response: 

Confirmed, if by average you mean the average of all Mailing Online jobs, 

irrespective of document characteristics, and all other things are equal. 
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OCA/USPS-T540. Please refer to your testimony at page 2. 

a. Please confirm that the cost of pre-mailing services for each Mailing Online 
job will be calculated separately, based on the specific paper, printing and 
finishing options and distribution preferences chosen by the customer for the job. 
If you do not confirm, please explain. 

b. Please confirm that the “fee schedule” for Mailing Online constitutes a 
formula or set of instructions to calculate the pre-mailing fees based on the 
characteristics of the job. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

c. Please confirm that the single fee quoted to a customer for each Mailing 
Online job, consisting of pre-mailing service costs, a 25 percent mark-up and 
postage, is calculated by computer at the San Mateo processing center. If you 
do not confim. please explain. 

OCAIUSPS-T6-40 Response: 

a. Confirmed 

b. Confirmed. 

c. Redirected to witness Garvey. 
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OCAIUSPS-T5-41. Please refer to your testimony at page 11, lines 2-5, and the 
following quote from PRC Op. MCg6-1, at 13-14. 

All Mailing Online mail that undergoes batching is expected to have lower 
mailstream cost characteristics than it has at the time that it is submitted by the 
customer. [footnote omitted] The Postal Service recognizes that a system that 
reduces the mailstream cost of mail after it is submitted by the mailer but before 
the Postal Service enters it into the mailstream gives rise to a number of practical 
pricing problems. If the Mailing Online customer were charged the mailstream 
rate that its mailing could qualify for under the regular schedule at the time that it 
submits its mailing, the mailer would go uncompensated for the reduction in 
mailstream costs that its purchase of Mailing Online service enhancements 
made possible. Alternatively, if Mailing Online customers were not quoted a 
mailstream price until after they placed their orders and the mailstream costs of 
the batches formed with their orders were calculated, customers disappointed by 
the quoted prices could reject them and cancel their orders. This would undo 
batches that were tentatively formed, and disrupt the calculation of mailstream 
rates for other mailings that contributed to the tentative batches. Tr. 21567, 
Postal Set-vice Brief at 13. 

a. Please confirm that all Mailing Online mail that “undergoes batching” is 
assumed by the Postal Service to have lower costs than when it is submitted 
by the customer. If you do not confin. please explain. 

b. Please confirm that the Automation Basic discounts for all First-Class Mail, 
and Automation Basic Destination BMC discounts for all Standard A mail are 
assumed by the Postal Service to represent the average cost savings of mail 
that undergoes batching. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

c. Please confirm that the Postal Service agrees with the third sentence in the 
passage quoted above. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

d. Please confkr that the Postal Service agrees with the fourth and fifth 
sentences in the passage quoted above. If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 

OCAIUSPS-T541 Response: 

a. Confirmed generally, though costs might be equal in some circumstances. 

Mailing Online pieces, of course, undergo processing beyond batching that 

also reduces costs. 

b. Not confirmed. I proposed use of Automation Basic rates for a number of 

reasons, which are explained in my testimony (USPS-T-5, pp. 10-12). While 
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these rates are not expected to represent the average cost savings, they are 

expected to be more representative than any other existing rate of the type of 

mailpiece that will be produced through Mailing Online. 

c-d. Redirected to witness Garvey. 
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OCAIUSPS-T5-44. Please refer to pages four and five of the Postal Service’s 
September 25, 1998, reply brief in this docket, The following statement appears: 

Because the Postal Service is applying one average rate to all Mailing Online 
volume, private services are not being disadvantaged. In fact, the Postal 
Service’s proposal minimizes the potential impact on the private sector by, in 
effect, ceding deeper discounts to lettershops and services like DirectNet. 

a. Do you agree with this statement, 
b. Please confirm that if the Postal Service “cedes” volume eligible for deeper 
discounts to private services, then Automation Basic becomes the minimum rate 
that any MOL mailing would qualify for, not an average. 
c. Please explain how the Automation Basic rate can be an average qualifying 
rate, when all volume eligible for a lower rate has been “ceded” to private 
industry. 
d. What MOL volume is available to balance the costs of MOL mailings that fail 
to be batched and fail to qualify for any discount? 

OCAIUSPS-T5-44 Response. 

a. Yes. 

bd. The Postal Service has not ceded volume, merely the opportunity of offering 

deeper discounts in order to compete for this volume. Customers may elect 

Mailing Online for a number of reasons having nothing to do with postage rates. 

The Postal Service moreover expects that some Mailing Online volume would 

meet the qualifications for lower rates than Automation Basic when batched, 

even if none of the unhatched mail would qualify for those rates (or even 

Automation Basic). Therefore, some Mailing Online mail would qualify for rates 

lower than Automation Basic absent the proposed limitation of Mailing Online 

mail to the Automation Basic rates. 
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OCAAJSPS-T545. Please refer to pages three and four of the Postal Service’s 
September 25, 1995, reply brief in this docket. The following statement appears: 

In designing Mailing Online to meet the needs of small customers, the Postal 
Service plans to merge documents from different customers in order to achieve 
greater densities than would otherwise have been possible. In order to charge 
customers at the time they submit their jobs, a postage rate must be quoted 
before the batching is completed and the actual presort level is known, 

a. Do you agree with this statement. 
b. Please confirm that quoting a postage rate to customers before the batching is 
completed and the actual presort level is known does not require quotation of the 
specific Automation Basic rates proposed by the Postal Service in this docket. If 
you do not confirm. please explain. 
c. Please confirm that the Postal Service is willing to consider another postage 
rate, other than Automation Basic, for Mailing Online based upon experience 
during the market test. If you do not confirm, please explain. 

OCAIUSPS-T545 Response: 

a. Yes. 

b. Confirmed 

c. Not confirmed for the experiment. The reasons for proposing use of the 

Automation Basic rates are contained in my testimony. Given the limited 

nature of the market test, it is unlikely to provide sufficient data to support a 

different rate. Based on data gained during the experiment, a different rate 

might be proposed for a permanent version of Mailing Online. 
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OCWJSPS-Tl-64. Please refer to page 4 of the October 16, 1996, Governors’ Decision 
in this docket. The following statement appears there: “The Commission recommended 
a novel, ‘floating’ fee schedule, which, in place of particular fees, displays the formula 
(discussed above) by which the fees are calculated based on the prices set forth in the 
contract between the Postal Service and the printer, rather than fixed fees for the 
particular contract currently in place. As the Commission noted, this allows for the 
flexibility needed to accommodate the potential use of multiple printing contractors and 
to accommodate changes in individual contracts without further proceedings.” 

a. Please confirm that the fee schedule adopted by the Governors (and requested by 
the Service and recommended by the Commission) is more in the nature of a set of 
instructions or algorithm for calculating a rate rather than a mathematical formula. If you 
do not confirm, please explain. 
b. Please confirm that pre-mailing fees for MOL are, in fact, calculated by a computer 
using a set of programmed instructions--i.e., an algorithm. If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 
c. Please explain why the flexibility of a “floating” fee schedule cannot also be utilized 
for the calculation of the postage portion of the MOL price. 
d. Please confirm that a fully enumerated fee schedule for MOL would require 
approximately 3000 fees (based on job-type/page-count variations) for each print site, 
or approximately 75,000 fees when 25 print sites are operational. If you do not confirm, 
please explain. 
e. Please confirm that a fully enumerated fee schedule for MOL would be subject to 
constant revision (through proceedings before the Commission) as circumstances (e.g., 
new options, additional print sites) changed. If you do not confirm. please explain. 

OCAIUSPS-Tl-64 Response: 

a-b. Confirmed in part. The fee schedule included in the Commission’s Opinion 

(Opinion, Appendix One at 2) contains a set of fees presented in a form more 

appropriately described as formulae. However, the act of incorporating said 

formulae into the Mailing Online software gives rise to an algorithmic formulation 

c. All of the parameters necessary for the operation of the algorithm used to calculate 

fees can be known at the time that a customer presents a document for acceptance. 
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The same is not true of postage rates if rates are based on the depth of sort that a 

customer’s mailing attains as a result of document batching. 

d. Confirmed as an approximation, though I would caution that prior to activation of all 

25 sites the available features of Mailing Online may change in such a way as to 

change the number of possible combinations. 

e. Confirmed that a fully enumerated fee schedule for MOL (using numbers only) could 

be subject to the need for constant revision. 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Two participants have 

requested oral cross examination -- 

MR. WIGGINS: Mr. Presiding Officer, I, too, have 

some additional written cross that I would like to have 

entered. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please. My apologies. 

MR. WIGGINS: No problem at all. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: You did give the Reporter 

two copies, Mr. Wiggins? 

MR. WIGGINS: Yes, I did. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Mr. Plunkett, I have showed you copies of what I 

believe to be your answers to Pitney-Bowes/USPS-T-5-2, 3, 

and 4. 

Were those responses prepared by you or under your 

direction? 

A Yes, they were. 

Q And if I were to ask you these questions today on 

the stand, would you answers be the same? 

A Yes, they would. 

MR. WIGGINS: Mr. Presiding Officer, I move that 

they be admitted into evidence and transcribed in the 

record. 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



1 

2 please. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Without any objection, 

[Additional Designation of Written 

Cross-Examination of Michael K. 

Plunkett, responses to 

Pitney-Bowes/USPS-T-5-2, 3, and 4, 

was received into evidence and 

transcribed into the record.] 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
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Washington, D.C. 20036 
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PBILJSPS-T5-2 
Please confirm that your calculation of “revenue leakage for Standard 

(A) letters multiplies your calculation of existing volume by the difference 
between the Standard (A) regular basic letter piece rate of .235 (rounded by you 
to .24) less the .167 per piece that you contend should apply to MOL Standard 
(A) letters. If you are not able to confirm. please explain why. 

PBIUSPS-TB-2 Response: 

Not confirmed. Though the calculation is described correctly, the Standard (A) 

basic letter rate was not rounded. Though the number appears as 0.24 in the 

table, 0.235 was used to calculate the revenue leakage. 
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PBIUSPS-TS-3 
Assume that a mailing of MOL letters has fewer than 200 pieces. 

Confirm that the rate applicable to this mailing would be .33 per piece If you 
cannot confirm, please explain why. 

PBIUSPS-T5-3 Response: 

Confirmed, assuming rejection of the proposed DMCS language making the 

minimum volume requirements not apply for Mailing Online volume. 

I 
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PBIUSPS-T54 

In the circumstances described in interrogatory 2 above, please confirm 
that the Standard (A) letter revenue leakage occasioned by implementation of 
MOL would be 18.294 million (11.232 l (33 - .187)) instead of the 7.584 million 
that you show for year 1 at USPS-T-5 Exhibit D at 1. If you cannot confirm, 
please explain why. 

a. In the circumstances described immediately above, do you believe 
that the illustrative revenue leakage should be considered a cost of the MOL 
program that should be borne by MOL users? If not, why not? 

PBIUSPS-T5-4 Response: 

Not confirmed. Your calculation rests on the wildly improbable assumption that 

all Mailing Online mailings consist of fewer than 200 pieces, and would therefore 

not qualify for bulk rates. In fact, there are no data to support any specific 

assumption regarding inter-class migration of volumes occasioned by the 

introduction of Mailing Online. 

a. There are a number of reasons why, even if one were to accept the absurd 

assumption on which this hypothetical is based, revenue leakage should not be 

considered a cost of MOL. The most obvious reason is that to do so would be 

inconsistent with existing practice. Mailing Online wijl be offered as a special 

service, as opposed to a distinct class of mail. This distinction arises because 

Mailing Online, like most other special services, cannot be used except in 

conjunction with an existing class of mail. While~the effects that special services 

may have on the classes of mail with which they are associated are often 

considered when determining an appropriate cost coverage,,the resulting 

revenue and cost impacts are not used to calculate the cost coverage itself. 
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Moreover, carded to its extreme, the treatment of costs, and presumably 

revenues, contemplated in this interrogatory would greatly complicate postal 

ratemaking. For instance, if one accepts the premise of this interrogatory, First- 

Class Mail costs and revenues would exclude the portion of revenues and costs 

associated with pieces that are certified. These revenues and costs would 

presumably be considered attributable to certified mail, except of course for the 

revenues and costs associated with pieces bearing return receipts, and so on. 

Another example is delivery confirmation. Like Mailing Online, delivery 

confirmation is a new special service which has the effect, among others, of 

reducing the revenue produced from other products such as certified mail. In 

Docket No. R97-1, the Commission took~ into account the effect of delivery 

confirmation on certified mail by adjusting certified mail revenue downward 

(Docket No. R97-1, PRC Op., Appendix G at 21 and 31). The impact on certified 

mail was not applied directly to delivery confirmation costs and revenues. The 

reason for not treating revenue impacts as costs is simple; costs represent 

payments, not foregone receipts. 

, 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Any other further? 

[No response. I 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Two participants have 

requested oral cross examination of Witness Plunkett today, 

and that is Office of the Consumer Advocate, Mr. Richardson, 

and Pitney-Bowes, Mr. Wiggins. 

We will begin with the OCA. Mr. Richardson? 

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr. Presiding Officer. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. RICHARDSON: 

Q Mr. Plunkett, would you turn to the Notice of 

Inquiry Number 1, Issue Number 4. I believe it is one of 

the documents which the Presiding Officer just had entered 

into the record. 

A That was Issue Number 4? 

Q Yes, Issue 4. 

A I have it. 

Q And that relates to the Postal Service requested 

waiver of the destination entry requirement for the DBMC 

discount, is that correct? 

A Yes, it does. 

Q And the question asks whether there are 

alternative ways to make the discount available on terms 

which are not different from the existing DMCS, is that 

correct? 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 
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A That's correct. 

Q If I could just briefly paraphrase the response, 

it seems to me your response says the alternatives would be 

too complex and given the small size of mailing, the 

presence or absence of a discount is unlikely to have a 

material impact on the data collected and the Postal Service 

is willing to postpone an exception to the DBMC language. 

Is that correct? 

A That's what it says, yes. 

Q Does this mean that the Postal Service is 

withdrawing its request for a DBMC discount waiver in this 

experimental phase? 

A Not necessarily. I mean it is still part of the 

Postal Service's proposal, but the Postal Service recognizes 

the difficulties that the Commission pointed out in its 

opinion and concedes the fact that given the practical 

difficulties and the, you know, relatively small size of the 

Destination Entry Discount, it is unlikely that that would 

have a material impact on the quality or amount of data 

collected during the experiment. 

Therefore, the Postal Service does not wish to use 

its resources or the resources of other participants in a 

lengthy litigation of this issue. 

Q When you say "not necessarily," where does that 

leave the Commission with your formal request? What is it 
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that you -- 

MR. RUBIN: Objection. I think it calls for a 

legal discussion rather than a witness response. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Could you pull your mike 

up, Mr. Rubin? I couldn't hear that, please. 

MR. RUBIN: Objection. The question calls for 

discussion of legal matters rather than witness materials. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Richardson, would you 

care to respond? 

MR. RICHARDSON: I would just couch it with 

respect to Witness Plunkett himself. 

BY MR. RICHARDSON: 

Q In your view, would you postpone the exception to 

the DBMC language? 

A Well, I mean I -- I don't know enough about the 

necessary procedural steps that need to be taken to alter a 

request before the Commission. 

As I have indicated, you know, the Postal Service 

recognizes the issues raised in the Commission's earlier 

opinion on this issue and does not consider the DBMC 

discount to be, for lack of a better term, a material 

component of its proposal in this case. 

Now I don't really know that I can provide any 

more information than that. 

Q And you wouldn't see any reason to object if the 
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Commission rejected that request? 

A Well -- 

Q Is that a fair conclusion? 

A -- I don't know what you mean by object. I mean 

then in a -- in a Commission opinion on the experiment, it 

would be up to the Board of Governors to Determine how to 

deal with that opinion, and they would have to consider that 

opinion in its totality, giving consideration to all the 

issues and not just the inclusion or exclusion of the DBMC 

discount, so it -- I mean I am not sure how to answer that 

question. 

Q In your view, it is not a material factor in the 

request? 

A In my view, no. 

Q If you will turn now to the same notice of 

inquiry, but issue number one. And that relates to the 

impact on competitors of waiving the eligibility 

requirements for automation basic rates, is that correct? 

A Yes, that is correct. 

Q Now, your response is seven full pages discussing 

the eligibility requirements for automation basic rates and 

the Postal Service's thinking, or someone's thinking, in 

coming up with that situation. But I don't see a lot of 

discussion as to the specific impact on competitors. For 

instance, if you could -- I would be happy if you could 
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demonstrate to me otherwise, but in the first four pages, or 

three pages, let's say, you just discuss the alternatives to 

the waiver of the eligibility requirements and discuss how 

other methods might be too technically complex, and you 

don't really get to the issue of competition until the 

fourth page, at the bottom of the fourth page, where you 

state -- and that would be the last paragraph, it starts at 

the bottom of page 4. Do you see that? 

A Yes. Are you referring to where it says, "In the 

event Mailing Online becomes a permanent service"? 

Q Yes, that's correct. 

A Yes. 

Q And you state that competitors offering, and I 

quote, "functionally equivalent services," end quote, may 

emerge and assert a right to the same rates as Mailing 

Online rates at some future time, is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, if that would occur, what would be your view 

as to whether competitors with functionally equivalent 

services should receive the same rates as Mailing Online 

rates? 
t$mJA/ 

A Well, I believe I make that knoK in the following 

sentences. If you like, I can read from the response to the 

NOI. 

Q Would you specifically refer me to the language? 
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A Well, in that same paragraph, on the following 

page I there is a sentence that begins, "Assuming the Postal 

Service is satisfied that pieces generated by such 

equivalent services generate mail pieces," and I will 

finish, "similar in all salient respects to those created by 

CjccoRdd Mailing Online, they should be M access to the same 

rate categories." 

Q And at present, do you see any competition that 

does have equivalent services in all salient respects to 

those created by Mailing Online? 

A There are none that I am aware of, no. 

Q Then on page 5, at the start of the paragraph, on 

the bottom of the page, you indicate the Postal Service has 

a disincentive to limit competition. Do you see that? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q But, in any event, you do not offer the discount, 

the automated discount to any other party. Isn't the effect 

of not offering the automated discount to competitors on the 

same basis as Mailing Online a limit to competition? 

A Well, as I believe we just pointed out, I don't 

know that there are any competitors that exist that offer a 

service with the same attributes as Mailing Online who would 

thereby be entitled or would qualify for the same exceptions 

that Mailing Online is seeking. 

Q Well, if there are no competitors, then if the 
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Postal Service did offer the discount to anyone who provided 

similar mail service, there would be no lost revenue then 

from those non-existent competitors, is that correct? 

A When you say lost revenue, what revenue are you 

referring to? Revenue, postage revenue that now accrues to 

the Postal Service, revenue that would accrue to theoretical 

competitors? I am not clear on -- 

Q Revenue that you would gain from not giving a 

discount by waiver of minimum volume requirement. In other 

words, if there are no competitors, what harm is there to 

the Postal Service to provide opportunity for any competitor 

who does show up with similar service, the same discount 

that you are offering Mailing Online? 

A Well, one of the things that I refer to later in 

this response is, and I attempted to -- well. One of the 

difficulties is that, because there are no competitors, and 

because this is a new product in a new market, there is no 

system or process currently in place that would allow us to 

determine whether or not a new competitor were able to 

produce or to demonstrate functional equivalence with 

Mailing Online. I am not sure how that gets resolved. But 

I mean we seem to get -- end up in a circular argument. 

Q Well, when you say functional equivalence, what 

characteristics would a competitor need -- competitor 

service need to have in order to be functionally equivalent 
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to Mailing Online such that you feel it would qualify for a 

discount, or waiver of the minimum volume requirement? 

A Well, I believe Witness Garvey has testified to 

that, or provided interrogatory responses. In general, 

though, I mean we would be looking for a system which, as 

Mailing Online does, produces mail that is, in every 

physical respect, automation compatible, and a system which 

also, by virtue of commingling different customer mailings 

into batched job streams, reduces the mail stream costs of 

the mail itself. I am not aware that a system that does 

those things exists now. 

Q Do you foresee that occurring during the 

experimental phase? 

A I have no way to predict whether or not that would 

happen. If someone were developing such a system, it is 

unlikely they would contact me to let me know that. 

Q On page 7 of your response, once again you discuss 

-- well, you start to discuss, at the top of the first full 

paragraph, the impact of the Mailing Online on potential 

entrepreneurs who might be interested in hybrid mail is not 

easily measurable, is what you say there. But you discuss 

the possibility that competitors' printers might be able to 

4wd 
offer a lower cost -&-at Marling Online printers because of 

certain considerations, is that correct? 

A Yes, that is correct. 
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Q And you indicated there in your response, I guess 

just below the middle of the paragraph, where you state, "It 

is conceivable that a potential competitor, unbound by these 

constraints, may be able to purchase printing capacity from 

printers who can more easily use existing equipment and 

space." By your word "conceivable," I gather that you are 

surmising that and you have no direct knowledge of any 

situation such as that? 

A That's right. I mean that is just an inference 

that I have drawn based on what I know about -- we are 

requiring of our contractors, and I believe there is some 

excess capacity in this industry that a competitor could 

potentially take advantage of, if they sought to offer a 

lower cost service. 

Q Whether or not your suggestions are true, could 

you explain to me how this is responsive to the question 

that there would be -- what the impact would be on 

competitors? I don't see how this does respond to the 

question. 

A I mean, I suppose the answer to this question 

could be, you know, summed up in two words, and that is it 

depends. What I'm trying to get at in this rather lengthy 

response is that we really don't know what the effect on 

competition is going to be. I've tried to give some 

examples of, you know, the ways in which what we've proposed 
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may impact potential competitors, but since those 

competitors exist only in the abstract, I mean, it's 

difficult to form a conclusive opinion on exactly what those 

impacts are going to be. 

I mean, this is -- for the Postal Service this is 

a completely new enterprise, as it were, and one in which 

any competitors that there will be are yet to emerge. I 

mean, it's not an easy question to answer, and I think 

that's reflected in the length. And, you know, I admit that 

in some instances this response may seem to go somewhat far 

afield, but that's because I'm not sure the issue of the 

waiving of eligibility requirements is easily separable from 

the other issues in this case that bear on potential 

competition. 

MR. RICHARDSON: Those are all the questions I 

have, Mr. Presiding Officer. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, before we get 

started, I may change my mind here. You have about half an 

hour I think you said worth of questioning? 

MR. WIGGINS: That's a good guess, I believe. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: And I know there are some 

questions from the bench. So I will go ahead and change my 

mind. Why don't we break for lunch right now, and we'll 

come back at say a quarter to two. It'll be a little over 

an hour and a half then. 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 

[1:45 p.m.1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay, ladies and gentlemen, 

let's get this afternoon started. 

Mr. Reporter, we can go back on the record, and, 

Mr. Wiggins, if you can pick up, please, sir. 

MR. WIGGINS: Thank you, Mr. Presiding Officer. 

Whereupon, 

MICHAEL K. PLUNKETT, 

the witness on the stand at the time of the recess, having 

been previously duly sworn, was further examined and 

testified as follows: 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Mr. Plunkett, my name is Frank Wiggins. I'm here 

for Pitney Bowes, which you may not think that there's a 

competitor with Mailing Online, but Pitney Bowes certainly 

thinks that Mailing Online is a competitor with its Direct 

Net services. 

A Did I say that? 

Q Are you familiar with the Direct Net services that 

Pitney Bowes offers? 

A In a general sense; yes. 

Q And do you think them -- perhaps I read words into 

your mouth that weren't there. Do you think Direct Net to 
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be in competition with Mailing Online? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. You talked a little bit about the answer 

that you submitted for the Postal Service to issue 4 of 

Notice of Inquiry No. 1, and I apologize in advance if I'm 

going to be a little repetitious here, but I just didn't get 

to earth on your answer there, and I'd like to pursue it a 

little further. 

You're authorized to speak for the Postal Service 

on this issue, I take it. 

A Well, my name's attached to that answer; yes. 

Q Is that a yes? 

A Yes. 

Q The very last sentence, which you did address 

earlier, I find a little hard to parse. It says at the tail 

end of it that, and I'm paraphrasing now, the Postal 

Service -- and now I'm quoting -- "is therefore willing to 

postpone an exception pending the outcome of the experiment 

for consideration in the context of any request for 

permanent DMCS language." 

And that's all with reference to the requested 

waiver of the Destination BMC discount eligibility 

requirements; correct? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q Now does that mean that the Postal Service is at 
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least for now not requesting a ruling from the Commission 

waiving those eligibility requirements? 

A As I said earlier, I'm not in a position to answer 

that. I mean, that I think is a question that could best be 

answered by counsel. My response really indicates that the 

Postal Service does not consider this specific issue to be 

essential to -- 

Q Sure. 

A Does not consider the issue of the DBMC discount 

to be crucial to the conduct of a valid experiment. 

Q That's the first part of the sentence that I read 

the tail end of to you, and I guess I'm asking how do -- 

what you meant by the words "therefore willing to postpone 

an exception" -- what does that mean? 

A I guess it acknowledges agreement with the 

position expressed in the Commission's opinion on the market 

test phase of the case, which indicates that the Commission 

didn't feel DBMC discounts were appropriate. 

On reflection the Postal Service agrees that the 

issues raised are legitimate and that elimination of this 

element of the Postal Service's proposal will not materially 

damage the market test or the experiment. So the Postal 

Service considers this issue to be I wouldn't say 

irrelevant, but as I said earlier, not worth a great expense 

of energy or effort to further litigate. 
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Q Would it be fair for me to go home and tell my 

client that we don't need to face this issue in this case, 

that we may need to face it at some time in the future, but 

not now, not here? 

A Well, I mean, I can't say what's going to happen. 

I mean, ultimately it's up to the Commission and how they 

determine to dispose of this issue. I certainly don't 

intend to pursue this any further or to expend any great 

effort to advocate a position favoring DBMC discounts for 

the experiment. 

Q And in saying "I don't," you're speaking for the 

Postal Service? 

A Well, to the extent that I am involved in writing 

testimony or contributing to a brief, that's my intent as 

the pricing witness in this case. I can't predict the 

future. 

MR. WIGGINS: Unfortunately I kind of have to 

predict the future in terms of how I'm going to litigate 

this case, and, you know, it seems to me, Mr. Presiding 

Officer, that all of us are entitled to know, is this is or 

is this ain't part of the Postal Service's case. I have to 

know what I'm litigating here. 

MR. RUBIN: Well -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Any comment, Mr. Rubin? 

MR. RUBIN: I think the request is not changed. 
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The request was approved by the Governors back in July, so 

there's still a request for this DBMC exception. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, I believe, 

unless I misunderstood what Mr. Plunkett said, he gave you 

as complete an answer as he possibly could under the 

circumstances. He said, unless I am wrong -- correct me if 

I misspeak, Mr. Plunkett -- that there would be no further 

intent on his part as a costing witness -- a pricing 

witness -- to further this end. He cannot pull it from the 

Governors. 

So at this point it's my understanding, unless I 

am wrong here, Mr. Plunkett, you do not -- you will not 

further this -- it is not your intent to further this at 

this point. Is that correct? 

THE WITNESS: I think that's a good summary. It's 

part of the case. I can't take it out. But I don't intend 

to expend any of my energy further defending this portion of 

the proposal. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Given that scenario, Mr. 

Wiggins, let's move on then, if you will. 

MR. WIGGINS: I'm perfectly satisfied with that. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Can I just ask for a 

clarification? As I understand it, this is a response that 

you have given on behalf of the Postal Service to a notice 

of inquiry that was directed to the Postal Service. 
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THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Okay. So you're responding for 

in effect postal management. 

THE WITNESS: That's correct. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Okay. So one could reasonably 

assume that if the Commission did not recommend that 

discount, that postal management when it presented the 

recommended decision of the Commission on the experimental 

case to the Governors would not make a cause celebre out of 

the fact that the Commission chose not to recommend this 

discount. 

THE WITNESS: I think that's a fair conclusion. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Thank you. 

MR. WIGGINS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, just as a 

point of clarification, I cannot make your case for you, or 

go against you or whatever, but Mr. Garvey will be here as a 

policy witness tomorrow. If you wanted to pursue it, you 

could at that time, but that is strictly up to you. But at 

this point, we will let it lay and move on, please. 

MR. WIGGINS: I appreciate that. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q You talked a little bit as well, Mr. Plunkett, 

about the concept of functional equivalence of other Postal 

-- hybrid Postal offerings with Mailing Online, do you 
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recall that? 

A Yes. 

Q And you talked about the salient respects that 

ought to be considered in determining whether another 

service was sufficiently like Mailing Online. 

A Yes. 

Q Are you authorized to speak for the Postal Service 

on that issue as well? 

A Well, I mean, as a result of my appearing as the 

pricing witness, I have had to deal with issues surrounding 

the appropriate fees and postage rates to be used in this 

case. As a consequence of that role, it is necessary that I 

deal with some of these issues. 

I will admit that there is some overlap in this 

area between what I have done and what Witness Garvey has 

done. I mean this certainly is a policy issue as well as a 

pricing issue. It is not clear to me exactly where you make 

a distinction between the two. To the extent that I have 

had to deal with it, I have attempted to do so as it relates 

to pricing of the Mailing Online portion and the postage 

portion of this product. 

Q And in your assessment, as the pricing person for 

the Postal Service, are the two salient respects, at least 

my notes captured you mentioning, automation compatibility 

and commingling of mail? Are those really the key salient 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



.-. 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

respects that one ought to consider in determining 

functional equivalence? 

A I would go a little beyond that. Rather &just 

say commingling of mail, I would say commingling of customer 

documents in such a way as to reduce the mail stream costs 

of customer mailings. And I would maybe expand on that a 

little bit by indicating that equivalence in this case means 

a willingness to use a single rate, a single rate within a 

class. 

Q And how would -- you are talking about the 

economic consequences to the Postal Service, is that right? 

A Do you mean when I use the term mail stream costs? 

Q Yes. 

A I don't know that I would agree with that. The 

economic consequences to the Postal Service entail more & 

just the mail stream costs associated with transmitting -- 

or transporting these documents through the mail stream. 

There are economic consequences, for example, as a result of 

the revenue that accrues to the Postal Service for each 

transaction. So I can't necessarily agree with that 

characterization. 

Q There is also an economic consequence that you 

talk about that goes in the other direction, the phenomenon 

of revenue leakage, is that right? 

A I use the term in one of my exhibits, yes. 
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Q Have a look, if you would, please, at the first 

page of the attachment to your answer to OCA number 37 to 

you. 

A With the heading, "Mailing Online, Volumes 1999 to 

2003"? 

Q That's what mine says. 

A Yes. I have it. 

Q Look at the column labeled, "1999", row 3. 

A Yes. 

Q It shows -- if I read this right, this shows the 

number of sheets of 11 by 17 pieces, is that right? 

A That's correct. 

Q Where did you get that number? 

A Well, the source indicated and the note for that 

line indicates that it comes from Table 4 of Witness 

Seckar's testimony. 

Q I asked Mr. Seckar a question about how one 

appropriately measured the number of 11 by 17 pages this 

morning, and he told me to look at page 53 of his Table 4. 

Do you have that? 

A Do you mean line 53? 

Q Line 53, I'm sorry. 

A I don't have Witness Seckar's exhibit with me. 

MR. WIGGINS: May I approach the witness, Mr. 

Presiding Officer? 
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COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Yes. 

MR. WIGGINS: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Rubin, do you have a 

copy of that, for the record? 

MR. RUBIN: Yes, I have it. 

MR. WIGGINS: Would the bench like to see it? I 

have lots. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: It would help if you have 

got some copies, please. 

MR. WIGGINS: Sure. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q Do you have -- this is a document to which your 

answer refers, is it not? 

A Yes, that's right. 

Q Do you have line 53 on the second page of that 

document? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q And what is -- the 

you look at the first page? 

A Yes. 

first column is 1999, I .ight, if 

Q And what is the number there in line 53? 

A I show $84,417,856. 

Q A number substantially smaller than the $911 
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million that you show in your attachment page 1 of 3, 

correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Do you have any explanation for that? 

A I think so. 

Q Okay. 

A And this will take a minute. 

Q Sure. 

A If you look at that line 3 on my Attachment, the 

first page of my Attachment to response to OCA-T-5-37, page 

1, during the cross that number, $911 million, stands out as 

being inconsistent with the other numbers in that line. 

Q Caught my attention that way, 

A And I am hazarding a guess here that I'll be 

willing to attempt to confirm with a homework assignment 

that when I took numbers from Witness Seckar's testimony I 

took lines 53 and 79, and it appears what happened that when 

I took that number from line 53, which is $84 million, an 

extra digit was inadvertently included which made that 

number $840 million, which when added to the number in line 

79 of $67 million produces a number of approximately $911 

million. 

Again, I would have to confirm that but that 

appears to me to be what happened. 

MR. WIGGINS: Okay. If the Postal Service is 
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willing, Mr. Presiding Officer, I would like to request that 

that confirmation be made. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Since Mr. Plunkett has 

already almost volunteered, I think that is a given. 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q And Mr. Plunkett, when you are doing that 

recalculation, if you would, walk it through the rest of 

your calculation so that we find out if my numbers are 

right, that instead of the 60-odd million of contribution 

that you show on line 32, you come out with 58.583 million, 

if you would just make that correction throughout? 

A When I check that number I mean I'll -- I presume 

we will file a corrected version of this attachment in its 

entirety. 

Q Let's think together a little bit about the 

phenomenon of revenue leakage, which I adverted to briefly 

before. 

Let me try to say what I think it means, and you 

correct me if I am wrong, just so we are on an equal footing 

to start out? 

A Sure. 

Q The notion of revenue leakage, as I understand it, 

results from the fact that mail which in the mailstream 

today travelling at some postage rate will remain in the 

mailstream in the future, taking advantage of Mailing Online 
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and travel at a lower postage rate, and the difference 

between the two rates multiplied by the volume is the 

revenue leakage. Does that get it pretty close? 

A That describes how I have used it, yes. 

Q Okay, and you take me to task for a calculation 

that I performed in Pitney-Bowes Interrogatory Number 4 to 

you, calling me, among other things, "wildly improbable" and 

"absurd." I must concede there is some moment to those 

accusations, although I am not sure they apply here. 

It certainly is right, Mr. Plunkett, if what you 

are accusing me here of is exaggeration, that you are right. 

Certainly not all of these pieces are going to be ineligible 

for the discounted Standard A rate. I will concede that to 

you. 

Will you, in a spirit of reciprocity, concede to 

me that at least some of those pieces are likely not to be 

eligible for the lower rate? 

A I would say it's possible. What we don't know 

though is exactly what proportion that would be, and -- 

Q Sure. 

A __ there is nothing extant that I am aware of that 

would allow us to form a conclusion about that. 

Q So somewhere between the two poles that we have 

just planted here lies the truth, and we just don't know 

exactly where it is, is that right? 
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A Well, there is a proportion, but I think you can 

be reasonably certain that that proportion is not, you know, 

100 percent. 

Q Nor is it zero? Is that right? 

A It's probably not zero, but I would guess that it 

is considerably closer to zero than to 100 percent. 

Q Do you have evidence on which you rely in making 

that guess? 

A I wouldn't say evidence, but I think if you think 

about the customers that are likely to use this product -- 

Mailing Online is intended to be a convenient service but 

there is some effort involved in preparing a document such 

that customers who have very few documents, meaning maybe 5 

to 10 to 20, may be better off not using Mailing Online to 

prepare those documents. 

The convenience that Mailing Online offers to me 

seems to be much greater for customers with larger numbers 

of documents to send, which means that in the -- you know, 

we have been using as upper and lower bounds of the size of 

mailings that are likely to come through Mailing Online is 

zero and 5,000, it seems to me that at either end of that 

continuum the number of possible, the number of documents 

you are likely to get is relatively small, and the vast 

majority is clustered toward the center of that continuum. 

If that is the case, it follows from that that the 
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number of mailings that have fewer than 200 pieces tends to 

be relatively small. 

I don't know exactly, you know, the shape of that 

curve to the extent that it exists, but it seems to me a 

reasonable inference that the closer you get to either end 

of that continuum, meaning zero to 5,000 pieces, the fewer 

the number of documents you have, and therefore that is the 

basis for my proposition that the proportion of documents 

that would have fewer than 200 pieces is closer to zero than 

to one. 

Q That -- I will concede that that seems to me 

intuitively probable, but this is an empirical question, 

isn't it, not one that -- 

A I would agree that is a question that can only be 

answered -- well, that could be answered more definitively 

with empirical data. I'll concede that. 

Q And those data aren't available to us just yet? 

A Oh, no. 

Q Is there another kind of revenue leakage that 

you've not addressed, revenue leakage that would result from 

some population of mail that is at present traveling at 

First Class rates that would after the advent of Mailing 

Online travel at Mailing Online Standard A rates? 

Could there be such mail? 

A There may be. There may conversely be mail that 
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right now customers send at Standard A rates but that may 

then convert to First Class rates. I'd also point out that 

overall the net effect on postage revenue for Mailing Online 

is expected to be positive, and that there is a net revenue 

gain, not net revenue leakage, as a result of the offering 

on Mailing Online. 

Q Have you made an investigation of what data there 

are available to determine whether either the phenomenon 

that I posited, that is, First Class pieces transmuting to 

Standard A pieces under Mailing Online, or the one that you 

posited, pieces that are now Standard A jumping up to First 

Class under Mailing Online? Have you looked into that? 

A No, I have not. 

Q Do you believe that there exist data on that 

question? 

A I'm not aware of any that exist. 

Q Do you think that the study sponsored by Ms. 

Rothschild might have such data? 

A Well -- 

Q Let me withdraw that question. I think Ms. 

Rothschild will answer that question for me tomorrow. 

A That's a question she may be able to answer better 

than I. 

Q I appreciate that. But if the phenomenon that I 

posit were showed by Ms. Rothschild's data, it would be -- 
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that is to say that at present there are First Class pieces 

that under her survey data look to be moving to Standard A 

category with the adoption of Mailing Online, that would be 

an instance of revenue leakage, would it not? 

A You could call it that, I suppose. 

Q What would you call it? 

A I hadn't given it much thought, really. I suppose 

that's what I would call it. 

Q You testify as well about your vision of the 

appropriate coverage level for Mailing Online, the 

25-percent markup. And the core of that testimony is, if 

I'm not wrong, is at page 18 of your testimony. Is that 

right? 

A It begins at page 18; yes. 

Q You tell us there, and I'm reading now from lines 

18 through 20, 21, that Mailing Online's target customers 

are price sensitive, and you cite to a table in the library 

reference sponsored by Ms. Rothschild. 

A Yes. 

Q Do you have evidence other than what's contained 

in that table of the price sensitivity of potential or 

expected Mailing Online customers? 

A There is none that I'm aware Of; no. 

Q Okay. And if one looks at table 16, it shows you 

what Ms. Rothschild characterizes as the volumes at the 
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1 50-percent contribution margin rate. 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q In order to glean the meaning that I think you 

4 intend, you have to compare table 15 with table 16? 

5 A I don't have the tables in front of me, but I 

6 think those are the correct tables you would need to 

7 compare. 

8 Q Mr. Presiding Officer, let me show those to the 

9 witness if I might. 

10 COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Please. 

11 THE WITNESS: Yes, that's right. 

12 BY MR. WIGGINS: 

13 Q And I take it your conclusion concerning price 

14 sensitivity is illustrated by the fact that the projected 

15 volumes under the 50 percent contribution are lower than 

16 those under the 25 percent contribution, is that right? 

17 A That's right. 

18 Q Is there anything other than that on which you 

19 rely? 

20 A No. 

21 Q And other than price sensitivity, what commends 

22 the 25 percent markup to you? 

23 A Well, I mean there are a number of factors 

24 described in my testimony. One, for example, is this is a 

25 somewhat unique product relative to other Postal products in 
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that the vast majority of the costs are, for all intents and 

purposes, known and certain insofar as they are enumerated 

in contracts between the Postal Service and third party 

vendors. 

Other Postal products have costs which, to the 

extent they can be measured, rely heavily on sampling and 

retrospective analysis. Those costs are, therefore, subject 

to some variation and, over time, they are subject to 

increase as a result of the Postal Service's just increasing 

costs in general, whether as a result of wage inflation or 

other inflation in the economy. 

Under the markup system, the Postal Service has 

proposed, Mailing Online is not subject to the same, for 

lack of a better term, cost creep, because, to the extent 

that costs increase, the proposed markup system provides a 

mechanism whereby fees can be adjusted accordingly. 

Another reason why we believe this is the 

appropriate markup is Mailing Online is a special service. 

Unlike other special services, or many other special 

services, its primary value is a function of -- I'm sorry. 

It has no value independent of its use with other classes of 

mail, and to the extent that it allows customers or provides 

a reason for customers to make greater use of existing 

classes of mail, merits a relatively low cost coverage, for 

example, as with mail permit fees, which have a cost 
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coverage, I believe, less than 125 percent. And that cost 

coverage is not the average of Postal services, in general, 

but it is typical of special services in general. 

Q Let me think with you about the first piece of 

your answer, which, as I took it, had two parts. The first 

was that you have got a more certain measurement of costs 

here than you do in some of the other services provided by 

the Postal Service. Is that right? 

A Yes, that is what I said. 

Q Because of the contract element? 

A That's correct. 

Q You are not suggesting that the Postal Service 

isn't good at measuring its costs in other areas, I trust? 

A No. But, I mean many of the other products rely 

on sampling to measure the costs, the attributable costs of 

those products. Any sampling system has some inherent 

amount of error involved and is, therefore, subject to some 

variability, which would not be the case with a product 

where most of the costs are determined by a written 

agreement between the Postal Service and a third party. 

Q That variability in the process of sampling 

applies to the survey sponsored by Ms. Rothschild as well, 

right? 

A Well, I think Ms. Rothschild's testimony 

acknowledges the fact that there is some variance associated 
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with any of the volume estimates she has provided. 

Q And the second element to your first point was the 

phenomenon that you called cost creep, right? 

A Yes. 

Q And the way the Postal Service deals with that is 

through the ratemaking process, correct? For other 

services. You work hard to get that right? Roll forwards 

and all that. 

A That is one of the ways in which the Postal 

Service attempts to deal with that. I would not want to 

give an unqualified response to indicate that that is the 

only way the Postal Service attempts to deal with cost 

increases associated with a particular product. 

MR. WIGGINS: Mr. Presiding Officer, I have no 

further questions. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Richardson, any 

follow-up recross here? 

MR. RICHARDSON: Not at this time. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Any questions from the 

bench? 

[No response.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I have got some that I 

would like to, I guess, basically get some clarification on 

more than anything, a couple of them, and then a few are 

interesting to me. So, in my notice of inquiry number 1, 

AWN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

you state that the main goal of Mailing Online is 

convenience. You talked about it again this afternoon. IS 

convenience more important than allowing small volume 

mailers access to automation discounts? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I don't -- I guess I don't 

view them as necessarily separate issues. I mean I would 

say they are related in that what we -- this provides a 

fo convenient way for small mailers to get accessdautomation 

discounts. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Even if some are left out, 

if you will, or could be left out? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know what you mean by could 

be left out. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: If they don't reach that 

threshold, what I call a small volume mailer. 

THE WITNESS: You mean mailers sending fewer than 

200 pieces for -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Yes. Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Well, under the -- if the Postal 

Service's proposed exceptions to the DMCS language are 

recommended by the Commission, there would be no such 

exclusion. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: That's what I want to get 

at. Okay. You state that Mailing Online reduces the "high 

transaction cost," quote-unquote, I think you called it, of 
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assuring automation compatibility. Do you know what cost 

is, that transaction cost really is? You touched on it a 

little bit this morning. 

THE WITNESS: On a per transaction basis? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: On a per transaction basis. 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Is there any way of knowing 

that? 

THE WITNESS: I am not aware of any. I mean there 

may be a study somewhere that attempts to measure what that 

is, I am not aware of what that would be. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. That was touched on. 

This was touched on a little bit with Mr. Seckar, and maybe 

you can help me clarify it. The Chairman talked about it a 

little bit and I will try to ask it another way here. 

In response to the Presiding Officer's information 

request number 2, in question 1, you state that the Postal 

Service considers that fees should be based on a markup of 

the volume variable cost of the service. Are the fixed or 

startup costs included anywhere in either the rate design or 

the cost coverage calculation of the service? 

THE WITNESS: I guess it depends on what you mean 

by the use of the word "included." We have not presented a 

table that indicates what the coverage is if those costs are 

included, but in establishing a cost coverage for the 
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proposal, consideration was given to the need to recover 

fixed or startup costs during the experimental period. But 

the expectation would be that such costs would be recovered 

-- such costs would not be included in the determination of 

the fee, but would be recovered during the experiment. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Where? 

THE WITNESS: Well, -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I mean is it a specific 

cost? Is it institutionalized, or how is that done? 

THE WITNESS: Well, as proposed, the revenues from 

Mailing Online will exceed costs during the experimental 

period in such a way as to cover any and all fixed or 

startup costs associated with provision of the service. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I'm sorry. Say that again 

for me, please. 

THE WITNESS: Well, as proposed, Mailing Online 

will provide, you know, sufficient revenue in excess of 

costs to account for any startup or fixed costs during the 

experimental phase of the service. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. So, let me back it 

back down and make sure I am getting this. I am missing 

something here. You are saying then, in effect, it is in 

the cost coverage side? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. I think -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I don't want to put words 
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in your mouth. I am saying, is it the cost coverage side? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it is. And I think at the 

earlier hearings, this question came up regarding how I 

treated Witness Seckar's information systems costs. In the 

fee proposal, we have included a tenth of a cent per 

impression charge to cover the variable information systems 

costs associated with Mailing Online. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are you saying then that 

the fixed and startup costs are part of that one-tenth of 

one cent? 

THE WITNESS: Not explicitly, but the tenth of a 

cent was determined as a result of rounding up Witness 

Seckar's variable costs estimate, which I believe was seven 

one-hundredths of a cent, rounded up to a tenth of a cent 

per impression. If I remember correctly, Witness Seckar's 

estimate of the fixed information systems costs was, I 

believe, four one-hundredths of a percent. Added together, 

you get information systems costs of, I believe, 11 or 12 

one-hundredths of a cent, which would, again, round to 

one-tenth of one cent. The result of that is, if you 

included those costs, you would not necessarily end up with 

different fees than what we have proposed, even though when 

we developed that proposal, those costs were not explicitly 

included. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: So we're institutionalizing 
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that, are we not? 

THE WITNESS: I don't think anyone is -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I'm just trying to get a 

clarification. I'm not trying to say anything about what 

you said. But as I appreciate what you just said, it is an 

institutional cost. 

THE WITNESS: I'm not an expert on costs, and I'm 

not in a position to debate, you know, the term that's 

applied to describe those costs. I think what I'm trying to 

get at is we didn't explicitly include those in the costs 

when developing the fees, but had we included those costs 

explicitly along with the variable information systems 

costs, it appears that the resulting fees would not have 

been any different. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: So when you came up with 

the prices, how did you look at those? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't look at them until after I 

had developed the prices. Then I looked at them and I said 

well, they really would have no effect on the prices, and 

therefore excluded them. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Mr. Chairman, I have a 

question. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Yes, just one second 

please. 

Commissioner Goldway wants to follow up on that. 
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COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Earlier this morning we 

heard that there is some significant reconsideration of the 

information technology needed as part of startup costs. Are 

you concerned or have you got any information that would 

indicate that this tenth-of-a-cent cost is in fact going to 

more than cover both startup and variable costs? 

THE WITNESS: My understanding is there has been 

or there is an ongoing effort to revise the proposed 

architecture for the Post Office Online and Mailing Online 

systems. I'm not aware that there's been any precise 

quantification of how that will affect the costs of the 

service, and in no way am I aware that any change would be 

significant enough to lead us to want to change the proposed 

fee structure for the service. 

I'd be surprised if the cost effects of these 

architectural changes were of sufficient magnitude to lead 

us to reconsider our fee proposals. My understanding is 

there's been a change in the software platform on which the 

programs will be based that will require a different 

approach to developing the system. That does not, I think 

as Witness Seckar attempted to elucidate the fact that 

there's a significant change in the approach to developing 

the system, does not in and of itself mean that the costs 

are appreciably different, just that the effort itself is 

very much unlike the effort that had been contemplated. But 
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it's not clear yet what the cost impacts of those changes 

will be, and again, given how small those costs are relative 

to the total unit costs of a Mailing Online piece, it's 

unlikely that even a significant change in those costs would 

have an appreciable impact on the proposed fees. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Chairman Gleiman. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Could you turn to your response 

to NO1 1, issue 1, the fourth page in, the first full 

paragraph on that page. 

THE WITNESS: Beginning with examination of the -- 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: I must have different 

pagination than you. Mine says when dealing with 

traditional hard-copy mail -- 

THE WITNESS: I have it. 

MR. HOLLIES: Mr. Chairman, if you could again 

increase your volume, so we could hear it, we'd appreciate 

that. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Well, the trick is to be quiet 

so you can hear what I'm saying, then you can't interrupt. 

Substantively, that is. 

Would you take a moment just to read through that 

paragraph. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Now I know that you're the 

pricing witness and not the costing witness, but you do talk 
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about a cost element in this paragraph. 

THE WITNESS: Correct. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: And if I understand your 

response to the Presiding Officer a few moments ago, you 

indicated that you were not aware of a study that existed 

that provided specific cost information on the unit cost of 

assuring automation compatibility. 

THE WITNESS: Correct. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Okay. If you're not aware of a 

study that exists that says that there's a considerable, you 

know, fairly large in the overall scheme of things 

transaction cost associated with assuring automation 

compatibility, how can you make this statement? I've never 

seen any costing data on assuring automation compatibility 

in a rate case, and I'm just kind of curious about that. 

THE WITNESS: Perhaps this section isn't as clear 

as it could be. I guess what I'm trying to get at here is 

the Postal Service maintains an infrastructure for accepting 

mailings of this kind which involves, you know, employment 

of acceptance personnel at hundreds of sites throughout the 

country to be ready to accept customer mailings and to 

assure compatibility with existing requirements. 

Now in establishing such an infrastructure, I 

mean, you end up -- in determining the appropriate size of 

such an infrastructure you essentially have to weigh the 
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benefits of providing access to as many customers as 

possible with the costs of doing so, and one of the end 

results of that analysis at whatever level that analysis is 

carried out is the establishment of thresholds, for example, 

the 500-piece minimum for First Class mail or the 200-piece 

minimum for Standard A mail, as a way to essentially attempt 

to balance the costs and the benefits of providing this 

infrastructure. 

The point of this paragraph is to make the 

argument that whatever criteria are used to set those 

thresholds when dealing with hard-copy mail in an attempt to 

balance the costs and benefits, those criteria would not 

necessarily be appropriate when trying to strike the same 

balance for hybrid mail, because a significant amount of the 

effort required to assure compatibility with automation 

requirements can be done through the software that is 

inherent in the Mailing Online system. 

I don't know that making that argument, while it 

perhaps would be helpful to refer to a specific cost study 

in identifying what the costs are for the hard-copy 

infrastructure, I'm not sure that we have comparable costs 

for the contemplated hybrid infrastructure, meaning the 

system that is being developed for Mailing Online. 

I guess what I’m trying to make here is more of a 

hypothetical or theoretical argument about the 
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appropriateness of applying criteria that are relevant to 

hard-copy mail to hybrid mail and why existing thresholds 

that have been established to deal with one environment are 

not necessarily the appropriate ones to deal with a 

completely different environment. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: All right. Well, I guess 

you're suggesting then by what you've just said that there 

is some reason to believe that it is 2-l/2 times as costly 

to assure automation compatibility of First Class mail than 

Standard A mail because there's a 500-piece minimum in First 

Class and only a 200-piece minimum in Standard A. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know that that is the sole 

criterion that was used to establish those separate 

minimums. I'm merely asserting that to the extent that 

thresholds are established, one of the necessary outcomes is 

that it sets a bar over which some potential mailers are 

unable to go. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Assuming for the sake of 

discussion that somewhere there exists a list of 

considerations that come into play in establishing those 

minimums, and that one of the elements may be the cost of 

assuring compatibility aside, let's accept that as fact for 

the moment, you're coming in -- or the Postal Service is 

coming in in this proposal and is suggesting that there 

still be 500- and 200-piece minimums respectively for First 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1014 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 842-0034 



8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
.- 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Class and Standard A. 

THE WITNESS: For hard-copy mail? 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: No, for MOL mail. 

THE WITNESS: Could you repeat that, please? 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: You're doing away -- well, let 

me back off -- you're doing away altogether with the 

minimums for the Postal Service in this case. 

THE WITNESS: 'We've proposed that exceptions be 

granted to the minimums for Mailing Online pieces. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: And this paragraph supports 

that in part by arguing I guess that the costs that you 

incur in hybrid mail aren't incurred here, and therefore 

there's no big deal about not having minimum pieces that are 

based on some cost of assuring automation compliance? 

THE WITNESS: I would perhaps say it differently. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Okay. 

THE WITNESS: I would say whatever the costs are, 

we don't know what they are, and, you know, we've proposed 

an experiment one of the outcomes of which will we hope be 

that will enable us to measure what those costs are. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Do you know if mailers who 

deposit mail with the Postal Service for processing and 

delivery have to jump through certain hoops in order to 

achieve certain types of discounts? For example, a couple 

of times a year, do they have to run their mailing lists 
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against some type of data base to make sure that their 

addresses are up to date and correct, formatted properly, 

that the bar codes in their software listing of addresses 

that they're mailing to are compatible with the Postal 

Service's bar codes? 

THE WITNESS: I am not an expert in all the 

requirements that exist. I know that mailers are required 

to present documentation that indicates that their mail 

meets the Postal Service requirements. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: So mailers have to jump through 

certain hoops and submit certain certifications or 

information that shows that they have met the requirements, 

including addressing requirements and bar coding 

requirements and the like. 

THE WITNESS: I believe so, yes. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: And there's some kind of system 

that the Postal Service has been trying to get up and 

running that checks bar codes automatically or has mailers 

check bar codes automatically using some software? 

THE WITNESS: I believe there is, yes. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: So it could be that the cost of 

assuring compatibility is not necessarily borne by the 

Postal Service, but may be borne by the mailers? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I don't know exactly what 

proportion but I would assume that some proportion of those 
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costs are borne by the mailers, but I would also assume that 

some proportion is borne by the Postal Service. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Well, one never knows. Perhaps 

there will be a classification case one of these days and we 

can delve into the costs associated with assuring automation 

compatibility and find out whether there really need to be 

200 piece or 500 piece minimums or no piece minimums or the 

same minimums for everybody. 

THE WITNESS: The minimums were established I 

believe some time ago, and, you know, the state of 

technology has changed during that time and Mailing Online 

is one outgrowth of those technological changes. What other 

outgrowths of those technological changes might be, I am not 

able to determine. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Yes. Those minimums may 

actually have preceded the advent of automation 

compatibility. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know when they began. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Can I just -- it seems to 

me what you are doing is offering a kind of policy analysis 

for -- 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Would you talk up, 

Commissioner? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: To the witness, sorry. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: I can't hear you. 
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COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Is this on? It seems to me 

that you are offering an interesting policy analysis for why 

there should or should not be certain discriminatory 

pricing, and I am just wondering if you can envision a time 

when if everyone is using an E stamp, even though it is just 

an individual letter going through the system, because of 

new Post Office technology you are going to have different 

prices, and these -- and that somehow the new technology 

will change the way an individual letter gets priced. 

THE WITNESS: I mean I think such an event 

would -- you would have to determine whether the kinds of 

pricing mechanisms you are talking about would be consistent 

with the Reorganization Act, so I am not really prepared to 

discuss whether or not that would be the case. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: That's the question here 

too. Thanks. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Can I just follow up a little 

bit here on what I was asking you before? 

If we could just look at the last sentence in that 

paragraph, "Thus, one of the bases for volume minimums is 

eliminated due to the electronic interface between the 

Postal Service and its customers." And if I understood you 

correctly, that sentence is meant to reflect your 

understanding of the fact that work will be done by software 

as opposed to any acceptance clerks -- software that is part 
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1 of the Mailing Online program. 

2 Did I understand you correctly? 

3 THE WITNESS: Essentially, I suppose, that was 

4 indicated. 

5 CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Do you think in the interest of 

6 fairness and equity if there were other people who had 

7 comparable software capabilities against which to run their 

8 mail before they deposited it with the Postal Service, that 

9 the minimums -- volume minimums -- ought to be eliminated 

10 for those parties also? 

11 THE WITNESS: I think I have said that in one of 

12 my other responses, that if -- I would like to try to find 

13 that, so I don't contradict myself. 

14 CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: If you contradict yourself 

15 enough, we'll give you a job at the Commission. 

16 [Laughter.] 

17 THE WITNESS: Is that an offer? 

18 CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: We can't do that while you are 

19 on the stand. We don't want to influence the responses to 

20 questions. 

21 THE WITNESS: Is my boss here? 

22 MR. WIGGINS: I'd like to suggest that maybe while 

23 the case is pending, you ought not to do that. 

24 [Laughter. 1 

25 CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: I don't know. We have had 
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people spirited away from us during cases who now work at 

the Postal Service. 

THE WITNESS: Well, in that same response, and 

what I have is the fifth page in -- 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Okay, I'm with you. 

THE WITNESS: -- at the paragraph beginning, "In 

the event Mailing Online becomes a permanent service" -- at 

the end of that paragraph, and I think it came up earlier 

today, assuming the Postal Service is satisfied that pieces 

generated by such equivalent services generate mail pieces 

similar in all salient respects, they should be accorded 

access to the same rate categories, and again that is 

contemplating the advent of such competitors and the advent 

of a permanent service filing, but I think that is, if I am 

correct, that is what you are asking. 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Well, I guess it all comes down 

though to the dancing around on the concept of functional 

equivalency and the Postal Service, it seems to me, argues 

that there is nothing even in the ball park of Mailing 

Online, and therefore, you know, there would be no 

functional equivalent. 

Some intervenors in the case have a product that 

they sell that perhaps has the same capabilities from the 

software standpoint to check automation compatibility or 

assure automation compatibility, but the Postal Service 
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would, I assume, argue that those parties could not benefit 

from having the minimums removed because they were only on 

all threes instead of all fours, if you will, with the 

Postal Service's product. 

I mean, you know, does it have to be exactly the 

same product that is offered by a competitor? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I mean -- I don't want to 

get -- 

CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: Or is it just the software -- 

the capacity of software to check for automation 

compatibility? 

I don't mean to press you on this. I am thinking 

out loud now and I don't expect an answer from you on this. 

THE WITNESS: I mean we sort of contemplated that 

issue in preparing this response, and later on in this 

response I refer to the example of the providers of 

presorting software and the Postal Service licenses raw data 

to these providers and certifies that these providers 

perform work that complies with the Postal Service 

requirements. 

Now it goes beyond the scope of this case, I 

suppose, to talk about whether or not a similar process 

could be put in place for Mailing Online, but I mean there 

is a precedent for dealing with equivalent or very similar 

services to ones that the Postal Service is able to provide. 
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CHAIRMAN GLEIMAN: No, I understand and I 

appreciate that and my interest in this is not passing. It 

just seems to me that at another time the Commission might 

want to consider opening a case on its own, a classification 

case on its own to delve into the continued necessity to 

have minimum volume requirements. 

I thank you. I appreciate your help; 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Are there any other 

questions from the bench? 

[No response.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Did the questions from the 

bench bring out any recross? 

Mr. Richardson. 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. RICHARDSON: 

Q Mr. Plunkett, referring to the paragraph which the 

Chairman was questioning you about regarding the acceptance 

procedures, it's on my page three but I am not sure which 

page that is -- starting with the paragraph starting with 

"When dealing with traditional hard copy" -- 

A I have it. 

Q And in the middle of that paragraph, you have a 

sentence which says, "The hybrid nature of Mailing Online 

reduces the need for these acceptance procedures." 

I take it from that you are talking about labor 
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intensive acceptance procedures, labor at the location where 

the mail is placed into the mailstream at the post office. 

Is that generally or that is one of the aspects of 

your response there, isn't it? 

A Yes. 

Q Well, let me explain my somewhat confused state of 

mind. As I understand it, the printers will prepare the 

letters for mailing and they will be physically carried to 

the Postal Service for mailing, and they are deposited in 

the mail. At that point, they will be presented to a clerk 

of some sort who will accept them. Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q Now, have those procedures changed with respect to 

the printers who are using Mailing Online as opposed to 

printers who don't use Mailing Online? 

A No, they haven't. 

Q And the printers that use Mailing Online will also 

be printing up non-Mailing Online material, also, so that 

when they take letters to the Postal Service, it would take 

labor, or a clerk at the Postal Service to determine whether 

it is Mailing Online material or non-Mailing Online 

material, to verify that? 

A I don't know that that is the case. I am not 

aware that the existing contractor is depositing any mail 

other than Mailing Online pieces at the time those are 
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presented for acceptance, and I am not aware that our 

contracts spell out whether or not that is allowable. But I 

am not aware that that is happening right now. 

Q It was my impression that the printers would be 

able to do other printing jobs other than the Mailing 

Online. Your testimony is something to the contrary? 

A Well, again, I don't know exactly what the 

contract specifies. I don't believe the existing contractor 

is depositing anything other than Mailing Online volume at 

the time they present mail for acceptance. Whether that 

will ever and always be the case, I am not qualified to 

answer to. 

Q But to the extent then that they were doing 

non-Mailing Online mailings, there would have to be some 

type of distinction made by an individual as to which 

service it was dealing with and there would be some labor 

involved in that acceptance procedure, &+.l-- to tktrs- 

- 

A Well, that seems to me to be independent of 

Mailing Online. That seems to be an issue relating to the 

other services provided by contractors who are providing 

Mailing Online service and not necessarily germane to what 

is going on with Mailing Online. 

Q But in either event, it seems to me, don't you 

agree, that Mailing Online mail taken to the Postal Service 
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would have to be reviewed by a clerk before it is mailed? 

To that extent, there may not be that much of a reduction in 

the labor involved at that point. 

A I would disagree in two ways. In a practical 

sense, one of the effects of Mailing Online is to 

consolidate potentially hundreds or thousands of separate, 

small mailings into much larger mailings, which would have 

the inevitable result of reducing traffic at an acceptance 

location where those mailings are entered. 

But this also refers to a sort of hypothetical 

situation. The infrastructure that has been built up around 

mail acceptance has been built up to accommodate acceptance 

of hard copy mail. Now, in a hypothetical example of an 

environment where you are accepting only hybrid documents, 

or mail pieces that had been prepared through a hybrid 

system with the functional capabilities of Mailing Online, 

it appears to me that the need for an infrastructure for 

accepting such pieces would be materially less than exists 

in the existing environment which is built to accommodate 

acceptance of hard copy mailings. 

Q Do you know of any instructions that have been 

given to acceptance clerks relating to the acceptance of 

automation Mailing Online mail? 

A Do you mean outside of whatever training they 

receive for acceptance of -- 
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Q Of hard copy? 

A Of regular mail? Specific instructions, no. 

Q In other words, getting back to your first 

response to my initial question, as far as you know, there 

have been no changes in the acceptance procedures at the 

Postal Service with respect to receiving Mailing Online 

material versus other hard copy material? 

A Not that I am aware of. 

MR. RICHARDSON: Those are all the questions I 

have. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Mr. Wiggins, any follow-up? 

MR. WIGGINS: Yes. Just one or two. Thank you, 

Mr. Presiding Officer. 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. WIGGINS: 

Q I think you just answered this question, but let 

me make sure I understand it. Hypothesize for me two 

mailings, both of which are coming to the same Post Office, 

both of which are contending for Standard A, automation, 

basic rates. Okay. And they are presented one right after 

the other to an acceptance clerk. One of them is from a 

Mailing Online printer, and one of them isn't. Have we got 

it so far? 

A I want to clarify. 

Q Sure. 
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A The one that is from a Mailing Online printer, I 

assume that was prepared through Mailing Online, where the 

customer presented a document? 

Q Yes. 

A Okay. 

Q Yes. I'm sorry. That's a good clarification. 

A Okay. I'm with you now. 

Q Is there going to be any difference at all in the 

activities of that acceptance clerk in the intake of those 

two mailings? 

A I am not aware of any, but I am not sure I am the 

best person to answer that question. 

Q Could you suggest to me who might be a better 

witness on that score? 

A Well, I mean, if anything, it relates more to 

policy and Witness Garvey might be a better candidate to 

answer a question like that. 

MR. WIGGINS: Perfect. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. Mr. Rubin, this 

brings us to redirect. Would you like some time with your 

witness? Mr. Hollies? We are going back and forth today 

here. 

fine. 

MR. RUBIN: Yes. I think five minutes would be 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. Well, we will take 
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10, we will be back at five after 3:O0. Off the record. 

[Recess. 1 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Okay. Ladies and 

gentlemen, we are back on the record here. 

Mr. Rubin. 

MR. RUBIN: Once again, we have no redirect. W&i? 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: He had some questions 

coming if you had some redirect. Okay. Given that scenario 

then -- okay, here, let me see. Let me make sure I have got 

everything covered. Okay. 

Okay. That covers everything then this afternoon. 

Mr. Plunkett, we do appreciate your appearance here today 

and your contributions to our record. And if there is 

nothing further, which there seems to me, then you are 

excused. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Thank you. 

[Witness excused.] 

COMMISSIONER LeBLANC: Hearings, ladies and 

gentlemen, will resume at 1:30 p.m. tomorrow, 1:30 tomorrow 

afternoon, November lYth, and we will receive testimony from 

Postal Service Witnesses Rothschild and Garvey. 

Thank you very much. Have a nice evening. Off 

the record, Mr. Reporter. 
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1 [Whereupon, at 3:06 p.m., the hearing was 
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2 recessed, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m., Thursday, November 19, 
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