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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
WITNESS PLUNKETT TO INTERROGATORIES OF 

PITNEY BOWES, INC. 
(PBIUSPS-T5-5-6) 

The United States Postal Service hereby provides the responses of witness 

Plunkett to the following interrogatories of Pitney Bowes, Inc.: PB/USPS-T5-5-6, 

filed on January 22, 1999. 

Each interrogatory is stated verbatim and is followed by the response. 

Respectfully submitted, 

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

By its attorneys: 

Daniel J. Foucheaux, Jr. 
Chief Counsel, Ratemaking 
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David H. Rubin 

475 L’Enfant Plaza West, SW. 
Washington, D.C. 20260-I 137 
(202) 268-2986; Fax -5402 
January 29, 1999 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKETT TO INTERROGATORIES 
OF PITNEY BOWES 

PBIUSPS-T5-5 Please confirm that both pages 1 and 2 to the attachment of 
Witness Plunkett’s revised response to OCANSPS-T-10 exclude 
inserter costs of the sort reported by Mr. Seckar in his 
calculations of incremental costs (see Worksheet 3 of the most 
recent calculation) and one-time information systems costs. Why 
were these costs excluded? 

PBIUSPS-T5-5 Response: 

Confirmed. In revising my response to interrogatory OCAAJSPS-T5-10, my focus was 

on showing that the revised “one-time” Mailing Online systems costs were still well 

below the excess of revenues over costs projected for Mailing Online. I did not update 

the other cost and revenue information to reflect witness Seckar’s later calculation of 

incremental costs because updating would not change this result. Attached is a revised 

page 1 of the attachment that includes witness Seckar’s inserter costs. Including these 

costs also causes total revenues to increase by an amount equal to 1.25 times these 

costs, so that the excess of revenues over costs increases to $48.7 million, 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PLUNKETT TO INTERROGATORIES 
OF PITNEY BOWES 

PBIUSPS-T5-6 Do you recommend that the .I cent per impression fee called for 
in proposed fee schedule 981 found at Attachment 82, page 1 of 
the Postal Service Request should be increased to .21 cents? If 
not, why not? 

PBIlJSPST56 Response: 

The Postal Service’s request includes a 0.1 cent per impression cost in the fee 

schedule, and is not subject to alteration except by the Board of Governors. However, I 

indicated in my revised response to Presiding Officer’s Information Request No. 2, 

Question 2 that, using the new information provided by witnesses Lim and Seckar, a 

per impression cost of 0.21 cents could be used. 
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DECLARATION 

I, Michael K. Plunkett, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 

answers are true and correct, to the best of my knowledge, information, and 

belief. 

Dated: l/‘&q,/qq 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon all 

participants of record in this proceeding in accordance with section 12 of the Rules of 

Practice. 
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David H. Rubin 

475 L’Enfant Plaza West, S.W. 
Washington, DC. 20260-I 137 
January 29, 1999 
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