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RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
TO NPMHU INTERROGATORY REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS MEHRA

1. NPMHU/USPS -T7-1  On page 4 of your testimony, you state that “[w]here
practicable, BMEUs will remain in the impacted facility. If this is not feasible,
acceptance units will be located within relatively close geographical proximity
to the impacted facility . . .”

(a) Where it is not feasible to retain the BMEU in the impacted facility, has the
Postal Service developed a plan for where the acceptance units will be
located, and, if so, what is that plan?

(b) What are the anticipated costs of opening and operating BMEUs at
locations outside the impacted facility?

(c) What staffing will be required to operate BMEUSs at locations outside the
impacted facility?

(d) Is it possible that the USPS will need to open or lease a location in which
to locate an acceptance unit “within relatively close geographical proximity
to the impacted facility”?

(e) If the answer to (d) is yes, has the Postal Service made any estimate of
the number of new facilities that will be required, and the costs of opening
and acquiring such facilities?

() Please confirm that estimated costs of maintaining BMEUSs in either the
impacted facility, or in another location in “relatively close geographical
proximity to the impacted facility” have not been accounted for in the $2.1
billion savings projected by witness Bradley.

(9) If (f) is not confirmed, please identify where these costs are accounted for,
by specific citation to testimony or library reference.

RESPONSE:

(@) The Postal Service will assess alternate locations for such acceptance
units on a case-by-case basis, taking into account available local postal facilities
and changes in customer entry patterns resulting from MPNR. Further, see the
response to POIR No. 1, Question 15(a): the feasibility of BMEU operations at
any given location is subject to review over time, as local network processing
operations evolve, and as mail entry patterns respond to changes in

classifications and prices.



RESPONSE OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
TO NPMHU INTERROGATORY REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS MEHRA

RESPONSE to NPMHU/USPS- T7-1 (continued)

(b)  The Postal Service does not expect significant change to operating costs
associated with maintaining customer access to BMEUSs at, or in proximity to,
impacted plants. This is because the Postal Service expects that when
relocation is necessary, such relocation will be to existing postal facilities in close
proximity to the impacted facilities. Further, see the response to POIR No. 1,
Question 15(e): there are no bulk mail entry unit cost estimates or BMEU cost
change estimates filed in support of the Request in this docket.

(c) See the response to POIR No. 1, Question 15(d): Staffing needs for
specific BMEUs will be assessed based on changes in customer entry patterns
resulting from MPNR.

(d)  The Postal Service is not considering opening or leasing locations to
relocate BMEUSs.

(e) N/A.

)] Confirmed. The estimated costs of maintaining BMEUSs in either the
impacted facility or in another location are not included in the savings projected
by witness Bradley. This is because there are no bulk mail entry unit cost
estimates or BMEU cost change estimates filed in support of the Request in this
docket. See the response to POIR No. 1, Question 15(e).

(9) N/A.



