
BEFORE THE 
POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20268–0001 
 

PERIODIC REPORTING 
(PROPOSAL SIX) 

Docket No. RM2015-15 

 
REPLY COMMENTS OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

REGARDING PROPOSAL SIX 
(September 11, 2015) 

 
Order No. 2624 (July 29, 2015) set the dates of September 2, 2015 for Initial 

Comments on Proposal Six, and September 11, 2015 for Reply Comments.  The only 

comments filed on September 2 were those of the Public Representative.  The Postal 

Service hereby replies to the comments of the Public Representative. 

Proposal Six presents a proposed new treatment of Click-N-Ship Priority Mail in 

the RPW system.  In general, the Public Representative agrees that the proposal is 

reasonable, and should lead to improved RPW estimates.  PR Comments at 4-5.  

Despite her overall endorsement, she also raises several concerns. 

As discussed below, however, her concerns focus more on transitional and 

presentational issues, rather than on the substance of the proposal.  For example, on 

pages 5-6, she notes that, in a nonpublic spreadsheet comparing the old and new 

methodologies, a small category is not broken out in the new methodology like it is in 

the old methodology.  She correctly surmises that, for purposes of that spreadsheet, the 

smaller category had simply been rolled in to the much larger category. This was done 

because, at the time of this filing, the Retail Data Mart (RDM) reports for CNS activity 

did not separately report the smaller category, while the ODIS-RPW estimates did.  If 

Proposal Six is approved, however, when RDM is implemented as the RPW source for 
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these data, RDM will separately report both the smaller and larger categories.  

Consequently, while she is technically correct to further observe that the spreadsheet in 

question could have recalculated an updated weight-per-piece for the aggregate 

category, there would be no need for any such recalculation if the proposal were 

approved and actually implemented.   

Similarly, she correctly questions whether an unadjusted (“intermediate”) figure 

pulled from one spreadsheet for use in another spreadsheet intended to calculate 

impact should instead have been replaced with an adjusted figure.  PR Comments at 6.  

Using the adjusted figure as she suggests, however, has no material effect on the 

estimated overall impact of the change – as shown on the attached updated 

spreadsheet, the revenue and weight impact remain approximately one-half of one 

percent or less. 

The Public Representative also seeks clarification regarding “how refund 

distribution is handled under the current methodology.”  PR Comments at 6.  It turns 

out, however, that no such distribution is necessary under the current methodology. The 

ODIS-RPW data collector sees CNS mail pieces at the destination post office only if the 

pieces were actually mailed (i.e., they never see the labels that would be eligible for a 

refund because the label was never used).  The revenue and volume they record, 

therefore, do not pertain to labels eligible for a refund.  Booked revenue, of course, also 

only reflects data for pieces that are actually mailed, once the refund amounts are 

netted out.  Therefore, the need for a refund distribution only arises under the new 

methodology, because, with that approach, when CNS labels are generated but not 

used for mailing, the revenue, pieces and weight of the CNS system data must be 
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adjusted for customers seeking refunds for those unused labels.  

Finally, the Public Representative notes an unlabelled cell in a spreadsheet.  PR 

Comments at 6, footnote 25.  The missing cell label reference for the $131,000 revenue 

figure used in the analysis of the impact of the change related to Priority Mail Fees (see 

cell B24 highlighted in the attachment).  Priority Mail Fees are obtained from other 

sources not impacted by this change, such as Point of Sale (POS).  

In accordance with the general recommendations of the Public Representative, 

the Postal Service respectfully urges the Commission to approve Proposal Six. 
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