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MMA/USPS-T21-72 

Please refer to your response to Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T21-41B5 and B6, 

which suggested that you re-categorize cost pools LD48_ADM and LD48 OTH 

for BMM, Nonautomation and Automation letters from “non worksharing-related 

fixed” to “worksharing-related fixed”, in order to be consistent with the 

Commission’s workshare cost savings methodology from R2000-1.  You rejected 

this suggestion by stating: 

Library Reference PRC-LR-12 Part B in Docket No. R2000-1 
does not contain these specific cost pools. The only LD48s 
listed under the Commission R2000-1 analysis were 
classified as “non worksharing related fixed”. 

 

A. Please confirm that according to Library Reference PRC-LR-12 Part B in 

Docket No. R2000-1, the Commission classified cost pools “1SUPP F1” 

and 1SUPP F4” as “worksharing-related fixed”.  If you cannot confirm, 

please explain. 

B. Please confirm that, in Docket No. R2001-1, USPS witness Miller stated in 

response to Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T22-7E that the costs for “1SUPP 

F1” were reported in cost pools “MODS 18, 1 MISC” and “MODS 18, 

1SUPPORT”.  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

C. Where are the costs that previously were reported in cost pool “1SUPP 

F1” now reported?   

D. Please confirm that, in Docket No. R2001-1, USPS witness Miller stated in 

response to Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T22-7E that the costs for “1SUPP 

F4” were reported in cost pools “MODS 48, LD48 OTH” and “MODS 48, 

LD_ADM”.  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

E. Where are the costs that previously were reported in cost pool “1SUPP 

F4” now reported?   

F. Please confirm that, in R2005-1, you have classified cost pools “MODS 

48, LD48 OTH” and “MODS 48, LD_ADM” as “non worksharing-related 

fixed”.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.  
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G. Why did you reclassify as “non worksharing-related fixed” the costs now 

reported in cost pools “MODS 48, LD48 OTH” and “MODS 48, L D_ADM” 

that had been reported in cost pool “1SUPP F4” and classified by the 

Commission as “worksharing-related fixed” in R2000-1? 

 

MMA/USPS-T21-73 

Please refer to your response to Interrogatory MMA/USPS-T21-1A where you 

indicate that you deviated from USPS witness Miller’s workshare cost savings 

methodology with respect to cost pool 1SUPP_F1.  Why, in this one instance, did 

you follow the Commission’s determination in R2000-1 that these costs were 

“workshare-related fixed” rather than adopting USPS witness Miller’s position in 

R2001-1 that these costs were “non workshare-related fixed”? 

MMA/USPS-T21-74 

Please refer to the “delivery worksharing related unit delivery costs” that were 

provided to you by USPS witness Kelley and shown on page 1 of Library 

Reference LR-USPS-K-48.   

A. Is it your understanding that these unit costs represent the volume 

variable unit cost for the Postal Service to deliver a letter for each of the 

First-Class rate categories shown?  If not, what is your understanding of 

what each of those unit cost figures? 

B. Please compare two BMM letters where one is addressed and delivered to 

a post office box and the other is required to be delivered by a rural or city 

delivery carrier.  If both letters become workshared, please explain 

whether the Postal Service enjoys the same workshare cost savings from 

each.   

C. Please confirm that you did nothing in your analysis of delivery cost 

savings due to worksharing that differentiates between letters that require 

delivery by rural or city carriers and letters that are addressed and 

delivered to a post office box.  If you cannot confirm, please explain. 

 


