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PROCEEDINGS
{9:30 a.m.)

CHATIRMAN OMAS: Good morning. Today we
continue hearings to receive testimony of the Postal
Service witnessez in support of Docket No. R2006-1,
Reguest for Rate and Fee Changes.

T have a brief statement, however, before we
begin today. Last Friday, the Postal Service provided
an update on the status of its responses to
outstanding questions in Presiding Officer’s
Information Request No. 4. The Commission first
requested that information on June 1, 2006.

The status repﬁrt indicated we still should
get some answers by mid to late September. The answer
also stated that the schedule might change depending
on the subject matter and quantity of Intervenor
testimony.

I wanted to be clear that the Commission
does not expect answers to its questions to be
deferred any longer regardless of what testimony
Intervenors submit.

I think the Postal Service has had
gsufficient time, and we have had a number of problems
with the Postal Service in this case wanting to put
off this, that and the other. I think we have been

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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very tolerant of that, as well as the other
Intervenors.

I would like for the Postal Service to know
we do expect the city carrier study and other redquests
that were made. We asked for that in June. We are
now approaching September.

Mr. Hollies, 1if you have a statement,
please?

MR. HOLLIES: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I wag present in a meeting at which we discussed what
Friday’s update would consist of, and I can tell you
that the individuals involved are working very hard on
this. They are focusing a great deal of their time
and energy on this.

They are aware that the Commission is
looking for it. Notwithstanding the methods, what you
received in writing on Friday was hconest.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I assumed it is. I’'m being
honegt when T tell you we have five cases pending.
We’'re getting them out. We’re doing them. You’'re
sending them to us. We would expect nothing less from
the Postal Service. Thank you.

Does anyone have any procedural matters to
discuss at this point this morning?

{No response.)

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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CHATRMAN OMAS: Four witnesses are scheduled
to appear today. They are Witnesses Kaneer, Berkeley,
Page and Taufigue.

Our first witness 1is Witness Kaneer. There
are no requests for oral cross-examination of this
witness.

Mr. Rubin, would you please proceed and move
for admission of his testimony into the evidentiary
record?

MR. HOLLIES: Mr. Chairman, this is Ken
Hollies for the Postal Service. I'm going to take
Witness Kaneer at this point.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Okay.

MR. HOLLIES: I have here two copies of his
testimony, and I have two copies of his designated
written cross-examination, and I have two original
declarations attesting to the accuracy and
authenticity of his testimony and written cross-
examination responses.

At this point the Postal Service moves that
these materials be admitted into the evidentiary
record and at least with the interrogatory responses
also transcribed into the transcript.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any objection?

{(No response.)

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I will direct
counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the
corrected direct testimony of Witness Kaneer.
That testimony is received into evidence.
However, as is our practice, it will not be
transcribed.
{The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Exhibit No. USPS-T-41 and was
received in evidence.)
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Hollies, have the
answers to the designated written cross-examination
been reviewed and corrected?
MR. HOLLIES: Yes, they have, Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Please provide the reporter
with two copies of the written cross-examination of
Witness Kaneerxr.
That material is received into evidence and
is to be transcribked into the record.
[{The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Exhibit No. USPS-T-41 and was
received in evidence.)

//
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BEFORE THE
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WASHINGTON, DC 20268-0001
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Douglas F. Carlson DFC/USPS-T41-7, 10-11
Office of the Consumer Advocate DBP/USPS-T41-1-10

DBP/USPS-24, 379 redirected to T41
DFC/USPS-T41-1-11

Postal Rate Commission CFC/USPS-T41-11

PRC/USPS-POIR No.6 - Q4, POIR No.g - Q4-5
redirected to T41
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INTERROGATORY RESPONSES OF
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS KIRK T. KANEER (T-41)

DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION

Interrogatory

DBP/USPS-T41-1
DBP/USPS-T41-2
DBP/USPS-T41-3
DBP/USFS-T41-4
DBP/USFS-T41-5
DBP/USPS-T41-6
DBP/USPS-T41-7
DBP/USPS-T41-8
DBP/USPS-T41-9
DBP/USPS-T41-10

DBP/USPS-24 redirected to T41
DBP/USPS-379 redirected to T41

DFC/USPS-T41-1
DFC/USPS-T41-2
DFC/USPS-T41-3
DFC/USPS-T41-4
DFC/USPS-T41-5
DFC/USPS-T41-6
DFC/USPS-T41-7
DFC/USPS-T41-8
DFC/USPS-T41-9
DFC/USPS-T41-10
DFC/USPS-T41-11

PRC/USPS-POIR No.6 - Q4 redirected to T41
PRC/USPS-POIR No.9 - Q4 redirected to T41
PRC/USPS-POIR No.9 - Q5 redirected to T41

Designating Parties

OCA
OCA
OCA
QOCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
OCA
QCA
OCA
QCA
OCA
OCA
Carlson, OCA
OCA
OCA
Carlson, OCA

Carson, OCA, PRC

PRC
PRC
PRC
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-1 Please provide a file similar to the file contained in Library
Reference 125 Pant C with two additional columns placed between columns D and E
and showing the current Erent values and the percent change from current to proposed
Erent values.

RESPONSE:
Please see the Excel spreadsheet filed with this response, which provides the two
additional columns of requested data together with the first four columns of the existing

Part C, in order to limit the file size.

43131
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-2 Please fully explain how Erent values are calculated and showing
the specific criteria that are considered.

RESPONSE:

See USPS-LR-L-125, Part A (Estimating Rents (Erents) For Postal Facilities), page 1-9.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-3 Please refer to pages 15 and 16 of your testimony.

[a] Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to confirm, that the greatest change
in fee groups is limited to only one group, i.e. an existing Group 4 facility will
either gain one group to Group 3, stay the same, or drop one group to Group 5.

[b] With respect to the fee group specifications that are shown on the bottom of page
15 and the top of page 16, please confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm,
tha! these specifications are proposed for implementation in the current Docket.

{c] Please provide a chart showing the fee group specifications that are being
utilized currently.
[d] If there was a change between the proposed information noted in subpart b

above and in the current information noted in subpart ¢ above, please discuss
the rationale for making the shanges that were made.

RESPONSE:

{a] Confirmed that changes in fee group assignments for respective facilities are limited
to a one level increase or decrease. See my testimony, page 15, lines 2-6.

[b] Confirmed that the fee group specifications are planned to be implemented by the
Postal Service.

[c] See Docket No. R2001-1, USPS-T-38, page 10.

ld] See USPS-T-41 page 2, lines 12-22. There has been no change in the general

approach of basing fee group assignments on the Erent and the current fee group.

4333
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-4

[a] Piease confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that the Erent for
Englewood NJ 07631 is $19.75; for Englewood Cliffs NJ 07632 is $27.70, and for
Tenafly NJ 07670 is $23.50.

[b]  Please confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that Englewood will
change from Fee Group 2 to Fee Group 1, Englewood Cliffs will stay at Fee
Group 1, and Tenafly will change from Fee Group 3 to Fee Group 2.

[c} Please provide specific details with actual numbers showing how the Erents for
these three offices was [sic] calculated.

RESPONSE:
[a-b] Confirmed; however, note minor rounding differences for Englewood and
Englewoaod Cliffs.

[c] See Tables 1 through 3 below in conjunction with my response to DBP/USPS-T41-2.

Table 1.

FACILITY NAME ENGLEWOQD

ZiP5 07631

Current Fee Group 2

Equation NYC

Erent 19.75940067

constant = 455187388

Dbranch + -4.020174 * 0
Dinad + 0.532282 * 1
EastWest + 01663608 * 1.457192082
Gret + 6.683776 * 0
income + 0.0000132 * 35898
LNSize + -3.092533 * 9.612934697
Masonry + -2.237599 * 0
Nopark + -1.020844 * 0
Northsou + -0.0910814 * 16.57453145
Othr + 1.466022 * 0
PriceRM + 8.02E-06 * 264516129
RentRM + 0.0204871 * 2%1.1428571
Shop + 3.961431 * 0
SomePark + 0.0859672 - 1
Stor + 2378496 * 0]
Wood 4 -1.367893 * 0




RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE W|TNESS KANEER

Table 2.

FACILITY NAME TENAFLY

Z1P5 Q7670

Current Fee Groug 3

Eguation NYC

Erent 23.50232483

constant = 455157388

Dbranch + -4.020174 * g
Dioad + 0.532282 * 1
EastWest + -0.1663608 * 1.223795317
Gret + 6.683776 o
Income + 0.0000132 * 76050
[NSize + -3.092533 7 9.319284459
Masonry + -2.237589 * 0
Nopark + -1.020844 * 0
Northsou +  -0.0910814 * 17.7017458
Othr + 1.466022 * 0
Price RM + 8.02E-06 * 46478.26087
RentRM + 0.0204871 * 327.5609756
Shop + 3.961431 * ¥
SomePark + 0.0859672 * 0
Stor + 2.378496 * 0
Wood + -1.367892 * 0
Table 3.

FACILITY NAME ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS

ZIP5 07632

Currenl Fee Grouf i

Equation NYC

Erent 27.70619485

constant = 455187388

Dbranch + -4.020174 * 1
Divad + 0.532282 * 0
EastWest +  -(0.1663608 * 0.51565524
Gret + 6.683776 ° 6]
Income + 0.0000132 * 106478
[NSize + -3.092533 * 7.451822237
Masonry + -2.237599 * 1
Nopark + -1.020844 * 0
Northsou +  -0.0910814 * 14.64083287
Othr + 1.466022 * 0]
PriceRM + 8.02E-06 * 63387.5
RentRM + 0.0204871 * 339.1525424
Shop + 3.961431 * 1
SomeaPark + 0.0859672 * 1
Stor + 2.378496 * 0
Wood + -1.367893 * 0

TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-4, Page 2 of 2
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-5
E) Please confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that my Size 2 Post Office

Box in Englewood NJ 07631 will experience a change in actual dollars than
more than approximately 99.9% of the box holders in the country,
[b] Please explain why Englewood was chosen for this large increase.

RESPONSE:

{a] Not confirmed. If my fee proposals are adopted, Englewood would expenence a
change in actual dotlars greater than 98.936 percent of boxes in the country. See
USPS-T-41, page 35, Table 21, and compare lines 74 to 75.

[b] Englewood, NJ 07631 was not ‘chosen’, per se. New planned fee group
assignments, and concomitant post office box fees, are defined by Erents and current
fee group assignments. As such, no office i1s ‘chosen’ for specific fee changes. ZIP
Code 07631 moves from Group 2 to Group 1 because of the general post office box fee
group re-specifications that improve the alignment of cost and post office box fees. In
absolute terms, a size 2 box in Englewood, NJ would experience a price increase from
$47 to $64 (36 percent) based on the Erent associated with this facility and its previous
fee group. Please note that changes in the fee group assignments for respective offices
have been limited to one step in this and prior cases. So it is possible that Englewood

would receive a smaller increase now if its increase had not been limited in prior cases.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-6 Please provide data that shows the number of ZIP Codes that fall
into each of the various scenarios of existing Fee Group to proposed Fee Group. This
chart woutd show the number of ZIP Codes in each of the categories such as, Group
1>Group 1, Group 1>Group 2, Group 2>Group 1, Group 2>Group 2, Group 2>Group 3,
etc. In addition to the number of ZIP Codes, please aliso show the number of boxes that
are in each category.

RESPONSE:

The requested ZIP Code information, which was not needed for my testimony or fee
development, can be compiled using common spreadsheet software and the data
described and filed in USPS-LR-L-125, Part C. For the box counts in each category,

see USPS-T-41, page 22, Table 11.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS5-T41-7 Since the proposed Fee Groups will be affected by the original Fee
Group that a specific office had, please advise how each of these groups was
determined and show the progressior of fee group specifications that have evolved in
each of the Dockets since then.

RESPONSE:
The information has been provided in previous dockets, and is still available in records
of those dockets. See Docket No. R2000-1, USPS-T-38, pages 7-15; and Docket No.

R2001-1, USPS-T-38, pages 1-11.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-8 Are there pians in future Dockets to shift to a greater reliance on
the econometrically calculated local real estate costs and away from the original or
current fee group? Please fully explain your response.

RESPONSE:

There are no specific plans at this time; however, current fee groups would likely

continue to play a role in planned fee group specifications for the foreseeable future.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-9 Please refer to your responses to Interrogatories DBP/USPS-T41-2

and 4.

[a] Please explain the meaning of each of the terms that are listed in the left column
of Tables 1 through 3

[b] Please provide a listing of each of the different levels, ranges, or categories that
apply to each of the terms listed in the left-hand column of Tables 1 through 3.

[c] Please advise how each of the numbers shown in the middle column of Tables 1
through 3 was derived.
[d] Please advise how each of the numbers shown in the right-hand column of

Tables 1 through 3 was derived.

[e] Please provide an explanation showing what specific numbers were utilized in
what specific calculation so as to arrive at the Erents that were shown for the
three referenced facilities.

RESPONSE:

{a] My response to DBP/USPS-T41-2 cited the document that defines the terms
listed in the left column, and explains the estimation process in detail.

[b]  The right-hand column provides the value for each term and see the response to
part [a] above.

[c-d] See the responses to parts [a-b], above.

[e] Each table shows the equation that calculates the Erents. Also see USPS-LR-L-
125, Part A, page 2-9.

Docket No. R2006-1



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY FROM DAVID POPKIN

DBP/USPS-T41-10. Please refer to your responses to Interrogatory DBP/USPS-T41-9.

fa] Please explain why the constant shown for the three offices is shown as
45.5187388 while the constant shown on page 102 of Part B of USPS-LR-L-125
for New York City is 35.745538. If this required [sic] a revised Erent value, please
advise [sic] the new value.

ib] It would appear that each facility should have an entry of 1in either the Nopark or
SomePark entries. Please explain why Tenafly[,] NJ has a 0 in both entries.

RESPONSE:

[a] The difference between the values you cite reflects the impact of variables (time
period and lease length) that take on specific values when calculating Erents for
a particular equation. See USPS-LR-L-125, Part A, "Estimating Erents For
Pcstal Facilities”, pages 3-4. The Erents do not need revision. The table below

illustrates how the larger value is derived from the smaller one.

Constant Validation, NYC Equation

Constant{ =| 35.7455800

Factor Coef. Factor Value
time37 -0.023356¢ * 471=} -1.0977367
time40 0.072633| * 47| = 3.4137275
time44 0.106504] * 471=| 5.0056880
Lseleng 0.490296| * 5= 2.4514800
Subtotal 9.7731588
Total 45.5187388

[b]  See USPS-LR-L-125, Part A, "Estimating Erents For Postal Facilities”, page 5,
paragraph 2, definitions for Nopark and SomePark variables. Being non-mutually
exclusive, these variables may each take the value "0", thus avoiding the

regression specification error known as the "Dummy Trap™.!

! See, Damodar Guijarati, Basic Econometrics, McGraw-Hill, 1978, pp. 289-291.

Docket No. R2006-1
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTEROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN,
REDIRECTED FROM THE POSTAL SERVICE

DBP/USPS-24. [a] Have any changes been made in the Post Office Box Fee
Group levels since they were established under the present system for the
individual offices throughout the country? {b] Have any changes been made {to}
the conversion values from the ERENT values to the Fee Group Levels? [c] if
so, please provide the specific details. [d] [f not, are there any plans to
reevaluate the levels? [e] If not, why not?

RESPONSE:

fa-c] Assuming that by “Fee Group levels” you refer to how ZIP Codes are
assigned to the seven fee groups, the rules specified in my Docket No. R2001-1
testimony (pages 4 fo 11) have applied since 2002. In the current docket,
planned changes to fee group specifications are discussed in my testimony
{(pages 15 to 20). These parts of my testimonies show how the conversion from
Erent values to fee group levels nave changed, as well as the role of former
group specifications.

[d] Not applicable.

[e] Not applicable.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID POPKIN,
REDIRECTED FROM THE POSTAL SERVICE

DBP/USPS-379. Please refer to your response to Interrogatory DBP/USPS-156.

Your reference to the response to Interrogatory DFC/USPS-T41-8 does not appear to

match my Interrogatory which relates to the comparison of post office box service vs.

city delivery service at the same facility.

[a] Please respond to the original Interrogatory,

[b] Piease explain how having public access to a box section can reduce the levei of
security to mail contained in individual locked boxes in the facility.

[} Please confirm, or explain if you are unable to confirm, that even if a boxholder
normally picks up mail on Monday through Friday, that there may be an instance
where a Saturday pick-up is desired.

RESPONSE:

{a] The response to DFC/USPS-T41-8 discusses 5-day and 6-day delivery; it can be
applied to a comparison of delivery to Post Office boxes, carrier delivery, or a mix
of the two. However, because of the widely recognized distinctions between
Post Office box delivery and carrier delivery, most customers likely would not find
this last comparison to be helpful. Moreover, the quotation given in response to
DBP/USPS-22 describes several post office box service attributes that support
the assertion that post office box service is “a premium” form of delivery, as also
noted in Domestic Mail Manual Section7508.42.1. See also my testimony,

USPS-T-41 at 31-32.

] A closed lobby area represents an additional layer of security beyond the post

office box's lock.

[c] Confirmed.

Docket No. R2006-1



4344
RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERRCGATORY FROM DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-1.  Please provide a list showing the fee group 1o which each PO box section
nationwide currently is assigned and is proposed to be assigned.

RESPONSE:

The requested information is avaiiable in Part C of USPS-LR-L-125, tab WebBATS Data
(beginming after the first page exemplar}. Column 2 identifies box sections by the ZIP Code in
which they exist. Cotumns 1 and 3 identify the planned and current fee group assignment for
each. respectively. Please note that this list may not contain absolutely every ZIP Code
containing post office boxes; the absence of counts of boxes in ZIP Codes, for example, can
lead to the omission of some ZIP Codes, Resolution of such data anomalies is necessary for
implementation of new post office box fees, as has been true in the last several rounds of fee
increases. Assuming the Commission recommends the proposed fees.and that the Board of
Governors orders implementation of those fees, actual implementation wilt use the best

information then available and will require that all data anomalies be fully resolved.

Docket No. R2006-1
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY FROM DOUGLAS CARLSON
DFC/USPS-T41-2.  Please refer to your testimony at page 29, lines 16-17. Please confirm
that the Postat Service will not permit a customer to choose the post office that will provide
him/her Group E service. If you do not confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE:

Confirmed.

Docket No. R2006-1
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY FROM DOUGLAS CARLSON
DFC/USPS-T41-3.  Please refer to your lestimony at page 29, lines 14—-16. Please explain
how the Postal Service defines the post office responsible for delivery to a particular location
and how a customer can obtain this information.
RESPONSE:
Each potential carrier delivery point {residence or business) lies in the physical delivery area of
one ZIP Code and one Post Office. A customer can ask his or her carrier for this information or
inguire at a nearby poslal facility. As a practical matter, a new resident often learns this

information from a neighbor or previous resident. The referenced lines of testimony in this

interrogatory, and in DFC/USPS-T41-2, embody no changes to policy or operations.

Docket No. R2006-1
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY FROM DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-4. Please provide the number of postal facilities that offer post-office-box
service but that provide neither access to boxes on Saturdays nor delivery to the boxes on
Saturday.

RESPONSE:

Determining the number of facilities that offer post-office-box service but that provide neither
access to boxes on Saturdays nor delivery to those boxes on Saturdays requires a reliable
source of service hours across all facilities matched 1o the availability of Post Office box

service. The data sources relied upon in my testimony are unable to provide the needed
information, and no other sources of data have been found that can answer the question posed.

The facts that Post Office box fees vary by ZIP Code, and multiple facilities within a ZIP Code

may each have unique hours of operation only complicate the situation.

Docket No. R2006-1
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY FROM DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-5. Please provide the number of postal facilities that offer post-office-box
service but that provide no means by which customers can obtain on Saturdays items that
require a signature or than are too large to fit their box.

RESPONSE:

Such data have not been compited. See the response to DFC/USPS-T41-4.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY FROM DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-6.  Please confirm that the implementation of DPS for mail destined to post-
office boxes has lead {sic] to ater defivery cutoff times for delivery of this mail to customers’
post-office boxes. If you do not confirmy, please explain.

RESPONSE:

Not confirmed. DPS has not led to later delivery of mail to post office boxes. What can
be said is that DPS mail is typically dispatched on the last morning truck from the processing
plant to a Jocal post office, while mail destinating in a box section may or may not go through
Des

DPS may ultimately speed delivery to post office boxes. Cutoff times are based on a
variety of factors, including volume, number of post office boxes, staffing, geography, retail
hours, and dispatch schedules for sector/segment and DPS mail. Also, dispatch and delivery to
alt offices served by a ptant must be coordinated together so that mail flows, types of mail
worked, and dispatch accommodate the needs of all offices. DPS improves the overall
efficiency of mail moving through the system and thus may enabie earlier cutoff times and

improve customer service.

Docket No. R2006-1



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-7. Please refer to your testimony at page 29 and your response to
DFC/USPS-T41-2. Please identify the words in the proposed change to the first footnote
in Fee Schedule 921 that communicate the Postal Service's proposed intention not to
permit a customer to choose the post office that will provide him/her Group E box
service. Please do not merely provide a citation to your testimony.

RESPONSE:

There is no “proposed intention not to permit a customer to choose the post office.”
With no proposal being made, one should not be surprised that no language in the
footnote or my testimony addresses it. The proposed footnote’s language is explained
in section VI{G) of my testimony. Before the Request was filed, a Wyoming resident

eligible for a Group E service could not choose to receive it in Chicago, and the same

will be true whether the proposals in this docket are implemented or not.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-8. Please confirm that, all else equal, a postal facility that delivers mail
to post-office boxes six days a week provides the same value of service to customers
as a postal facility that delivers mail to post-office boxes five days a week. if you do not
confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE:

I am unaware of any reliable data that would permit one to confirm or disconfirm.
However, the Postal Service provides both five and six day service locations.
Customers are free to choose location and service combinations reflective of their
evaluation, while resultant Postal Service revenues encourage additional service where
there is unmet demand. Some customers likely prefer six delivery days per week, while
others are likely just as satisfied with five delivery days per week. An example of the
latter might be a post office box customer who obtains service near her workplace and
who works a conventional Monday through Friday work week. Indeed, such a customer
might even value five day service more highly than six day service based on a
perception that the security of her mail is increased by the fact that the box section is
inaccessible on Saturdays, when she will not be visiting her post office box. In any
case, numerous factors are considered by management in service level decisions,

similar to the process summarized in my response to DFC/USPS-T41-6 regarding post

office box cutoff times.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-9. Please confirm that, all else equal, a postal facility that provides a
means six days a week by which post-office-box customers can pick up accountable
mail and mail that is too large for their box provides the same value of service to
customers as a postal facility that provides a means only five days a week by which
post-office-box customers can pick up accountable mail and mail that is too large for
their box. If you do not confirm, please explain.

Response:

See my response to DFC/USPS-T-41-8.



4353
RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-10. Please refer to your testimony at page 29 and your
response to DFC/USPS-T41-2. Please identify the words in the proposed
change to the first footnote in Fee Schedule 921 that communicate the Postal
Service's intention not to permit a customer to choose the post office that will
provide him/her Group E box service. Please do not merely provide a citation to

your testimony.

RESPONSE:

See my responses to DFC/USPS-T41-7 and DFC/USPS-T41-11.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T41-11. Please refer to your testimony at page 29, your response to
DFC/USPS-T41-2, and your response to DFC/USPS-T41-7. Please provide at
least one example of an option that is availabie to a customer now that would not
be avaiable if the Commission recommends, the Governors approve, and the
Postal Service implements the proposed change tfo the first footnote in Fee
Schedule 921 that you describe in your testimony.

RESPONSE:

As the section heading notes on page 29 of my testimony, this is a clarification,
i.e. not a proposed change in service. The response to DFC/USPS-41-7
explained that no service change is being proposed. No examples of a service

change are applicable.
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4355
RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KANEER
TO POIR NO. 6, QUESTION 4

4, Please refer to worksheet “PO Boxes” in USPS-LR-L-123.

a. Please provide TYBR box service revenue disaggregated by fee group.
Confirm that these values sum to 773,381,719 as stated in cell W13.
b. Please provide TYAR box service revenue disaggregated by fee group.

Confirm that these values sum to 849,874,435 as stated in cell Y13.

RESPONSE:

These values can be derived by summing by fee group “paths” shown in USPS-LR-L-

125, pages 187 and 232 {see tables below).

Table 1 Post Office Box, Caller Servige, and Reserve Number - TYBR Revenue Forecast
row/col {a} (b) (c) {d) (e} [t

Current

Fee Size 1 Size 2 Size 3 Size 4 Size 5

Group Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Total [2]
1) 1 $28,944 065| $18,878,929 $8,722273] $2,521,795 $722,390 $59,789 451
2) 2 $29.663,307] $14,030,163 $9.044 B66| $3,135677 $904,632 $56,778,646
{3) 3 $681.699.678] $48.908,997] $29,947.398! $10,040,040} $3,333,044] $173,929,157
4) 4 $98,172.704] $75,249.375| $47,618,581] $17,157,129] $5,815647] $244,013,437
5) 5 $29 089 661] $19.870.226 $9,223,447 $2,592,771 $857,188 $61,633,292
(6) 3 $85,601.805] $50,139,487| $23.692.211 $3,724,894 $736,329] $163.894,736
(7) 7 %$6.237 672 $4,630,748 52,024 254 $372,267 $78,057 $13,342,999
(8) E 30 $0 $0 30 30 30
{9} TCTAL |$359.408,891| $231,707.936| $3130,273,031] $38,544,573| $12,447,288] $773,381,719
Note. Data excerpted from USPS-LLR-L-125, Part E, Page 187, Table 5.
Table 2. Post Office Box, Caller Service, and Reserve Number - TYAR Revenue Forecast
rowicol | (a) (b) (c) _(9) (e) (0

Planned

Fee Size 1 Size 2 Size 3 Size 4 Size 5

Group Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Total {11
(1} 1 $31.611,997] $22 565582 $9.844 493| $2,756,559 $747,814 367,526,446
{2) 2 $38.289 679| $17,642,343{ $10.886.711 $3,377,130 $938,669 $71,134,532
(3) 3 $83,257,907| $52.685.974] $32,792,309| $11.245,396{ $3,620,682] $183.602,268
(4) 9 $105,229.157] $74.936,782} $37,794 618} $13,543,136] $5,276,534] $236,780,226
{5) 5 $110.671.014] 364,347 534] $33,579,652 $7.823, 624] 32,254 807] $218,676,631
(6) 6 $28.536,571] $18,614,271 $8,598,850] $1,758,204 $401.242 $57,909,138
(7} 7 36.648,211 $4,904,556 $2,209,968 $404,349 $78,109 $14,245,193
(8) E 30 %0 30 30 §0] $849,874,435

Note: Table sums TYAR revenue by planned fee group, see USPS-LR-L-125, Part E, Page 232, Table 5.




4356
RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 9, QUESTION 4

POIRY, Q4. Please refer to witness Kaneer's answer to question 4 of the Response of the

United States Postal Service 1o Presiding Officer's Information Request No. 6 dated July

7, 2006.

a. Please provide the names of the sheets in the workbook labeled SPS-LR-L-125,
Part E, which contain the tables supplied in witness Kaneer's response. Please
identify the exact cells of those sheets that contain the tables.

b. Please provide the calculation, including the figures used as well as an
explanation of what the figures represent, for every cell in Table 2: Post Office
Box, Caller Service, and Reserve Number — TYAR Revenue Forecasting.

RESPONSE:

a. Cell references can be provided for each of the values in the tables. For Table 1 given
in response to POIR No. 6, Question 4, please see USPS-LR-1-125, Part E, workbook
tab “S7-BRCurrForecast - FY2008”, worksheet cells C67 to G73. For Table 2, also
given in response to POIR No. 6, Question 4, please see USPS-LR-L-125, Part E,
workbook tab "S21-ARPropForecast — FY2008", worksheet cells C115 to G133.

b. The Excel file provided with this response, "POIR_9_Q4b.xIs", contains a single
spreadsheet with cells showing the exacl calculations that aggregate forecast revenues
to planned fee groups in Table z, which was originally provided in the response to POIR
6, Question 4. Table 2 and Table 3 below show cell values for POIR_9_Q4b.xls. Each
cell in Table 3 below represents the estimated revenues for each post office box size
and fee group transition path. Each cell in Table 2 shows the sum of the revenues in
Table 3 for the corresponding size box and destinating group (destinating group is the
second number in Table 3, column (a)). So, for example, the $31,611,997 from Table 2,
column (b), row 1, is the sum of $27,233,710 and $4,378,286 from the “1 to 1" and “2 to
1" rows in Table 3 (with the sum of cents — which are not visible — from each of those
values accounting for the extra dollar). Note: Caller Service and Reserve Number
revenues were not included in response to POIR NO. 6, Question 4 since only post

office boxes revenues were referred to in USPS-LR-L-123.

Revised August 8, 2006
Docket No. R2006-1



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TC PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 9, QUESTION 4

Table 2: Post Office Box - TYAR Revenue Forecast as shown in response to POIR #6, Question 4.

row/col. (a) (b} c} (d) {(e) [ti]

Planned

Fee Size 1 Size 2 Size 3 Size 4 Size 5

Group Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Tolal [1]
[ 1 $31,611.997| $22,565,582f $9,844,493] $2,756,559 $747.,814 $67.526,446
(2) 2 $38,269,679] $17,642,343] $10,886,711] $3,377.130 $938,669 $71,134 532
(3) 3 $83.257.907| $52,685974| $32,792,309) $11,245396| $3,620,682) $183.602,268
(%) 4 $105.229.157| $74.936,782] $37.794,618] $13.543,136] $5,276,534| $236.780,226
{5) 5 $110671.014] $64,347.534] $33,579,652| $7.823,624] $2,254,807| $218,676,631
{6) 5 $28,536,571 318,614,271 $8,598.850 $1,758,204 $401,242 $657,909,138
(7) 7 $6.648,211 $4,004,556] $2,209.968 $404,349 $78,109 $14,245.193
(8) £ $0 $0 $0 $0 50| $849,874,435

Note: Table sums TYAR revenue by planned fee group, see USPS-LR-L-125, Part E, Page 232, Tabie 5.

Table 3. Posl Dffice Box - TYAR Revenue Forecas! as shown in USPS-LR-L-125

row/col (al {b) (c) {d} (e} ()
Size 1 Size 2 Size 3 Size 4 Size 5
Path Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Total [1]

{1} 1lot $27.233.750] $20,173,657] $8,402.242] 32,335,116 $675,246 $58,819,971
{3} 2101 34,378,286 $2.391,926 31,442,251 $421,443 $72.568 $8,706,474
(2} 1102 $4,479.796 $1,964,703] 31,063,756 $361,930 $107.803 $7.977.989
(4) 2tc2 $24.261,751] $11,191.866[ $7,182.083] $2,231.882 $621,096 345,488,678
{6) 3to2 $9,548,132 $4.485,774 $2.640,872 $783,318 $209,770 $17,667,866
15 2103 $4.251.533 $2,340657| $1.517,966 $545,707 $162,833 $8,818,697
(7) 3to3 $70,976,398| %44,345.209] $27.213.417 $9.273,939] $2,928,578] $154,737.730
(8) 4tod $8.029,876 $5,899.918 $4,060,926 $1,425,750 $529.272 $20,045.841
{8) 3to4 £8.798.425 $5,632.318f $3,189,186] $1,439,566 $526,060 $19.585,545
(10) 4tod $71015114| $51,792,348] $27,230.270] $10,626,905] $4.246.939 $164,911,577
(12} 5104 $25415618] $17.512,11'6 $7,375.161 $1,476,665 $503,545 $52,283,104
(11 4105 $19,330,875] $11.845293 $7.920,713 $3,179,754] $1,157.104 $43,433,739
(13} 5t05 $10,427 258 $6,589,292 $3,724,097 $1,252,542 $370,575 $22.363,764
{15 6105 $80,912.881 $45912,949] $21,934.841 $3,391,328 $727,128] $152,879,128
(14) 5106 $2,413.828 $1,595,458 $1,103,013 $513.647 $148,366 $5,774,311
{16} S106 $19.139,493] $11,860,835 $5.262 556 $838.523 $163.914 $37,265,321
{18} 7106 $6.983,250 $5,157,978 $2,233,281 $406,034 $88,962 $14,869,505
(17} 6107 $5,241,471 $3,854,818 $1,688,969 $302,943 $59,107 $11,147,308
(19} 7107 $1.406,740 $1.049.738 $520,999 $101,406 $19.002 $3,097,886
(20) E %0 30 50 30 $0 50
<1 TOTAL | $404.244 536 $255,697,042| $135,706,600| $40.908,398| $13,317.,858 $849,874,435

Note: Data excerpled from USPS-LR-L-125, Part E, Page 232, Table 5.

Revised August 8, 2006
Docket No. R2006-1
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4358

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS KIRK KANEER
TO PRESIDING OFFICER’S INFORMATION REQUEST No. 9, QUESTION 5

POIR9, Q5. Please confirm that cells B49 and B51-B58 in the Section Directory sheet of
USPS-LR-L-125, Part E, are correctly tabeled Test Year Before Rates and the
corresponding cells C49 and C51-C58 are correctly labeled TYAR.

RESPONSE:
Not confirmed. An error was made in the labeling the TYAR hyperlinks on the directory
page. A replacement CD-ROM for USPS-LR-L-125 with appropriate changes to Part E

is being filed with this response.

Docket No. R2006-1
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CHATRMAN OMAS: Is there any additional
written cross-examination for Witness Kaneer?
(No response.)
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Rubin, would you please
introduce our next witness?
MR. RUBIN: The Postal Service calls Susan
Berkeley as its next witness.
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ms. Berkeley, would you
pleasge stand?
Whereupon,
SUSAN W. BERKELEY
having been duly sworn, was called as a
witness and was examined and testified as follows:
CHATRMAN OMAS: Please be seated.
You may continue, Mr. Rubin.
MR. RUBIN: Thank vyou.
{The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Exhibit No. USPS5-T-29.)
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. RUBIN:

Q Ms. Berkeley, do you have two copies of a
document designated USPS-T-39 entitled Direct
Testimony of Susan W. Berkeley on Behalf of the United
States Postal Service?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
{202) 628-4B88
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A Yes, 1 do.

Q Was this testimony prepared by you or under
your supervision?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any changes to make to this
testimony at this point?

A Yes, I do. As a result of a per piece cost
change to bulk parcel return service made last week or
the week before ky Witness Mayes, there are three
pages in the testimony that need to be revised.

On page 9, line 5, the number 177 changes to
169. On page 11, line 17, the number 1.18 changes to
1.24, and on line 17 as well the number 77 changes to
69. PFinally, on page 12, line 9, the number 177
changes to 169.

Those are all the corrections to my
testimony.

Q Thank you. And those revised pages have
been included in the two copies that you have?

gy Yes, they have.

Q With these changes, if you were to testify
orally here today would this be your testimony?

A Yes.

Q Are you also prepared to sponsor the
Category II library reference associated with your

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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testimeony as revised July 3 and August 24, 20067
A Yeg, I am.
Q Is that library reference identified on page
2 of your testimony as Library Reference L-1237?
A Yes, 1t is.

MR. RUBIN: Therefore, the Postal Service
will provide two copies of the direct testimony of
Susan W. Berkeley on behalf of the United States
Postal Service to the reporter.

I ask that this testimony and the associated
library reference be entered into evidence in this
docket.

CHATRMAN OMAS; Is there any objection?

{(No response.)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I wiil direct
counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the
corrected direct testimony of Susan W. Berkeley.

That testimony 1is received into evidence.
However, as 1s our practice, it will not be
transcribed.

{The document referred to,
previously identified as
Exhibit No. USPS-T-39, was
received in evidence.)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ms. Berkeley, have you had

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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an opportunity to examine the packet of written cross-
examination provided to you this morning?

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have.

CHATRMAN OMAS: TIf the questions contained
in that packet were asked of you orally today, would
vour answers be the same as those you provided in
writing?

THE WITNESS: Yes, they would.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any additicns or
corrections you would like to make to those answers?

THE WITNESS: Actually, not to the answer,
but I just happened to notice on the cover page the
designation for Douglas Carlson, the very last set of
interrogatories, it says "54-". It should be "54-55".
It’s just on the cover page. I just noticed.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you.

THE WITNESS: Fifty-five is in there. Yes.

CHAIRMAN COMAS: Would you make those
corrections?

Counsel, would you please provide two copies
of the corrected designated written cross-examination
of Witness Berkeley to the reporter?

That material 1s received into evidence and,
as 1is our practice, will be transcribed into the
record.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

/7
/7
//
/7
//
/7
//
//
/!
//
//
/7
/!
//
/7
//
/!
//
//
//
/7

{The document referred to
marked for identification
Exhibit No. USPS-T-39 and

received in evidence.}
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BEFORE THE
POSTAL RATE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, BC 20268-0001

Postai Rate and Fee Changes, 2006 Docket No. R2006-1

DESIGNATION OF WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION
OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS SUSAN W. BERKELEY

(USPS-T-39)
Party Interrogatories
Dougias F. Carlson DFC/USPS-T39-1-2, 4-5,7, 9, 14-15, 17, 19-

20, 23, 25, 27, 31-32, 36-42, 44-46, 49-50, 54-¢ §~

Growing Family, Inc. GF/USPS-T39-1-3, 5-48
GF/USPS-T10-4, 6 redirected to T39

Office of the Consumer Advocate DBP/USPS-286, 291, 448 redirected to T39
DFC/USPS-T39-1-2, 4-51, 53-55

Postal Rate Commission DFC/USPS-T39-2, 5,7, 18, 30, 41-42, 54
PRC/USPS-POIR No.2 - Q5, POIR No.3 - Q4c,
4d redirected to T39
TWIUSPS-T39-1-2

Time Warner Inc. TW/USPS-T39-1-3

United Parcel Service UPS/USPS-T23-4 redirected to T39



Party

Valpak Direct Marketing Systems,
inc. and Valpak Dealers’
Association Inc.

Interrogatories

VP/USPS-T36-19 redirected to T39

Respectfully submitted,

,,,/ng;_@. el

Steven W. Williams
Secretary
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INTERROGATORY RESPONSES OF

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS SUSAN W. BERKELEY (T-39)

DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION

Interrogatory

DBP/USPS-286 redirected to T39
DBP/USPS-291 redirected to 739
DBP/USPS-448 redirected to T39

DFC/USPS-T38-1

DFC/USPS-T39-2

DFC/USPS-T39-4

DFC/USPS-T38-5

DFC/USPS-T39-6

DFC/USPS-T39-7

DFC/USPS-T39-8

DFC/USPS-T39-9

DFC/USPS-T39-10
DFC/USPS-T38-11
DFC/USPS-T39-12
DFC/USPS-T39-13
DFC/USPS-T39-14
DFC/USPS-T39-15
DFC/USPS-T39-16
DFC/USPS-T39-17
DFC/USPS-T35-18
DFC/USPS-T38-19
DFC/USPS-T39-20
DFC/USPS-T39-21
DFC/USPS-T39-22
DFC/USPS-T39-23
DFC/USPS-T39-24
DFC/USPS-T39-25
DFC/USPS-T39-26
DEC/USPS-T39-27
DFC/USPS-T39-28
DFC/USPS-T39-29
DFC/USPS-T398-30

Designating Parties

OCA

GCA

OCA

Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
OCA

Carlson, OCA, PRC
OCA

Carlson, OCA
OCA

OCA

OCA

OCA

Carison, OCA
Carlson, OCA
OCA

Carlson, OCA
OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
OCA

OCA

Carlson, OCA
OCA

Carlson, OCA
OCA

Carlson, OCA
OCA

OCA

OCA, PRC
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Interrogatory

DFC/USPS-T39-31
DFC/USPS-T39-32
DFC/USPS-T39-33
DFC/USPS-T39-34
DFC/USPS-T39-35
DFC/USPS-T39-36
DFC/USPS-T39-37
DFC/USPS-T39-38
DFC/USPS-T39-39
DFC/USPS-T39-40
DFC/USPS-T39-41
DFC/USPS-T39-42
DFC/AISPS-T39-43
DFC/USPS-T39-44
DFEC/USPS-T39-45
DFC/USPS-T39-46
DFC/USPS-T39-47
DFC/USPS-T39-48
DFC/USPS-T39-49
DFC/USPS-T39-50
DFC/USPS-T39-51
DFC/USPS-T39-53
DFC/USPS-T39-54
DFC/USPS-T39-55
GF/USPS-T39-1
GF/USPS-T39-2
GF/USPS-T39-3
GF/USPS-T39-5
GF/USPS-T39-6
GF/USPS-T39-7
GF/USPS-T39-8
GF/USPS-T39-9
GF/USPS-T39-10
GF/USPS-T39-11
GF/USPS-T39-12
GF/USPS-T39-13

Designating Parties

Carlsen, OCA
Carlson, QCA
OCA

OCA

OCA

Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA, PRC
OCA

Carlson, CCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
OCCA

OCA

Carlson, OCA
Cartson, OCA
OCA

OCA

Carison, OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA
GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF

GF



Interrogatory

GF/USPS-T39-14
GF/USPS-T39-15
GF/USPS-T39-16
GF/USPS-T39-17
GF/USPS-T35-18
GF/USPS-T39-19
GF/USPS-T33-20
GF/USPS-T39-21
GF/USPS-T39-22
GF/USPS-T39-23
GF/USPS-T39-24
GF/USPS5-T39-25
GF/USPS3-T39-26
GF/USPS-T39-27
GF/SPS-T39-28
GF/USPS-T39-29
GF/USPS-T39-30
GF/USPS-T398-31
GF/USPS-T36-32
GF/USPS-T39-33
GF/USPS-T39-34
GF/USPS-T38-35
GF/USPS-T3%-36
GF/USPS-T39-37
GF/USPS-T39-38
GF/USPS-T39-39
GF/USPS-T39-40
GF/USPS-T39-41
GF/USPS-T39-42
GF/USPS-T39-43
GF/USPS5-T39-44
GF/USPS-T39-45
GF/USPS-T39-46
GF/USPS-T39-47
GF/USPS-T39-48

GF/USPS-T10-4 redirected to T39
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Designating Parties

GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF
GF




Interrogatory

GF/USPS-T10-6 redirected to T39
PRC/USPS-POIR No.2 - Q5 redirected to T39
PRC/USPS-POIR No.3 - Q4c redirected to T39
PRC/USPS-POIR No.3 - Q4d redirected to T39
TW/USPS-T39-1

TW/ISPS-T39-2

TW/USPS-T39-3

UPS/USPS-T23-4 redirected to T39
VPIUSPS-T36-19 redirected to T39

Designating Parties

- GF

PRC
PRC
PRC
PRC, TW
PRC, TW
TW

UPS
Valpak
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN (DBP/USPS-286, 291),
REDIRECTED FROM THE POSTAL SERVICE

DBP/USPS-286. Please refer to your response to Interrogatory DFC/USPS-T39-
37.

[a] Please discuss the legibility issues in reading an electronic signature.

[b] Please describe the steps being taken to improve the legibility.

RESPONSE:

{a] By etectronic signature | was primarily referring to the electronic signature
when signing on a pad with a stytus, which is different from a signature image
capture done by the Postal Service. | understand people can be concerned
about the accuracy of an electronic signature, particularly when one touches the
electronic signature pad with a stylus and scribbles appear instead of a

signature.

Ib] To the best of my knowledge, the legibility of the Postal Service's scanned

signatures do not need improvement.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DAVID B. POPKIN (DBP/USPS-286, 291),
REDIRECTED FROM THE FOSTAL SERVICE

DBP/USPS-291. Please refer to the response to Interrogatory DFC/USPS-T39-
11. Please confirm, or explain if you are not able to confirm, that the length of a
#6-3/4 enveiope is 6-1/2 inches, the length of a #9 envelope is 8-7/8 inches, and
the length of a #10 envelope is 9-1/2 inches.

RESPONSE:

Confirmed.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)

TO INTERROGATORY OF DAVID B. POPKIN (DBP/USPS-448)
REDIRECTED FROM THE POSTAL SERVICE

DBP/USPS-448. Please refer to your response to Interrogatory DBP/USPS-286.
[a] Are there any plans to implement electronic signatures?
[b] If so, please discuss the plans and the implementation schedule.

RESPONSE:

[a] - [p] Please see my response to DFC/USPS-T39-55.



4373
RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-1. Please provide all instances known to the Postal Service of
a legal requirement that causes customers to purchase green Form 3811 return
receipts instead of electronic return receipts.

RESPONSE:

Postal Service Headquarters does not collect information on legal requirements
that cause customers to purchase green card Form 3811 return receipts instead

of electranic return receipts.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-2. Please discuss the value of service, relative to each other,
of Form 3811 return receipts and electronic return receipts.

RESPONSE:

All return receipts (Form 3804, Form 3811, electronic, and delivery record after
mailing) provide high values of service individually and overall as a special
service. The intrinsic high value of the Form 3811 return receipt is directly
related to both the capture of the original signature and the provision of this
signature. The capture of the signature could be of a high value to the mailpiece
recipient, as well as always being a high value to the purchaser of the return
receipt service. The physical green card receipt with the original signature would
always be of a high value to the return receipt purchaser. The intrinsic high value
to the electronic return receipt, in addition to the delivery record information
provided by the green card, is the quicker access to this information and access
to this information on-line at any time right after the delivery takes place. In these
high technology times, an electronic format for delivery records is undoubtedly a
higher value to customers than green card records, for storing and organization

purposes.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-4. Please refer to your testimony at page 25, lines 12-14,
where you state that “Delivery Confirmation does not have a signature feature,
and Signature Confirmation does not provide access to a pen and ink signature.”
Does certified mait provide access to a "pen and ink" signature? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

When a green card return receipt (Form 3811) is attached to a piece of certified
mail, the certified mail customer will receive a “pen and ink” signature. Since 9
out of 10 certified mail articles have return receipts attached {most of these are
green cards), it is safe to say that the majority of certified mail provides access to
a “pen and ink” signature. In order to have a “pen and ink” signature using either
Delivery Confirmation or Signature Confirmation, an applicable host special

service would have to be purchased along with the return receipt.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-5. Please refer to the Commission’s Opinion and
Recommended Decision in Docket No. R2005-1 at 184-85 and explain the
findings of the Postal Service's consideration, if any, of my proposal to combine
certified mail and electronic return receipt into one service.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service has not yet studied combining certified mail service with
electronic return receipts. As a result of the certified mail enhancement proposed
in Docket No. R2001-1, delivery data are available with certified mail. This
enhancement could negate the need to add return receipt service for certain
certified mail customers, including those customers not requiring a signature.
Therefore, for the time being, the Postal Service is keeping return receipts as a

separate option for certified mail customers.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-6. Please explain how individual Postal Service customers, as
distinguished from institutional or corporate customers, can obtain the electronic
rate for Delivery Confirmation for First-Class parcels.

RESPONSE:

Several companies provide the vehicle for individuals to mail First-Class Mail
parcels using electronic Delivery Confirmation service. The companies | am
aware of which provide access to electronic manifest capability are eBay,

Stamps.Com, Endicia and Pitney Bowes.


http://Slamps.Com
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-7. Please refer to your testimony at page 35, lines 10-12.
Please explain how your calculation results in a proposed fee of 75 cents for
manual Delivery Confirmation for First-Class parcels.

RESPONSE:

The cost was marked up by 7 percent and the current fee of $0.60 is proposed to
increase by 25 percent. The testimony states that the cost was marked up by 25
percent and should state 7 percent. On a related note, the testimony should also
state that the electronic fee for First-Class Mail parcels, Standard Mail, and
Package Services was developed by marking up the cost by 21 percent, not 29
percent. Further, the testimony should also state that the retail fee for Priority
Mail was developed by marking up the cost by 17 percent, not 30 percent. Errata

will be filed shortly to correct these mistakes.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-8. Please provide the percentage of items sent with restricted

delivery that are refused or returned to the sender unclaimed.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not collect this type of information.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-9. Please refer to your testimony at page 63, lines 13-17 and
explain how you arrived at the 94-percent markup for the fee for electronic return
receipt and the 46-percent markup for the fee for basic return receipt.

RESPONSE:

Please see my testimony at page 64, line 4, through page 65, line 9, where |
discuss the pricing criteria for return receipt service as a whole, and specifically
the consideration of the pricing criteria for the various types of return receipt
service. Please also see my response to DFC/USPS-T-39-2 above.
Additionally, the larger implicit mark-up for electronic return receipt service is
justified by a general policy of ccnservatively spreading out large changes in

price over time.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-10. Please refer to your testimony at page 67, lines 5-7.

a. Please explain why a perscn would purchase Signature Confirmation
instead of Delivery Confirmation if he/she did not desire access to the
recipient’s signature image by fax or mail.

b. Would your sentence be accurate if it read, “Signature Confirmation
provides electronic Delivery Confirmation data (date and time of delivery
or attempted delivery) and access to the recipient’s signature image by fax
or mal”™?

RESPONSE:

a. Offhand, | can think of two reasons why a person would purchase
Signature Confirmation over Delivery Confirmation without initial desire to
access the recipient's signature image by fax or mail. First, having a
recipient sign for a mailpiece connotes importance, and a clear message
is being sent by the sender to the recipient that the recipient’s signature is
important. The recipient may also feel some personal importance from
being required to provide a signature. Second, the person purchasing
Signature Confirmation may want access to the signature image only if

there is some question as to whether or not the mailpiece was received or,

who, in fact, signed for the mailpiece.

b. Yes. | believe that the words “if desired” are just as, if not more, accurate
in their use in the sentence then if they are removed from the sentence.
As the signature image is not automatically provided, the Signature
Confirmation customer must take a proactive approach to getting the

image, if they so desire that image.

10
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-1-11)

DFC/USPS-T39-11. Please refer to your testimony at page 77, lines 3—-14.

a. Please confirm that the Postal Service sells #6%, #9, and #10 stamped
envelopes.

b. Please confirm that the length of a #6% stamped envelope is not 6%
inches, the length of a #9 stamped envelope is not 9 inches, and the
length of a #10 stamped envelope is not 10 inches.

RESPONSE:

a. Confirmed.

b. Confirmed that the lengths for the Postal Service’s stamped envelopes are

not exactly 6%, 9, and 10 inches in length.

1
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-12-17)

DFC/USPS-T39-12 Please provide the exact volume of electronic return
receipts in FY 2005.

RESPONSE:

The FY 2005 electronic return receipt volume was 234,366. Please see USPS-

LR-L-123, WP-20.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-12-17)

DFC/USPS-T39-13. Please discuss the extent, based on volume, to which
electronic return receipt has been a marketplace failure.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not see electronic return receipt service as a
marketplace failure. This service is new, and as is the case with new services, it
takes time for public awareness and, consequently volume, to increase. Itis
likely that return receipt consumers are waiting to see if the signature image from
an electronic return receipt, as opposed to a "pen and ink” signature from a green

card return receipt, is acceptable for their needs.

On a related note, it is my understanding that the Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
is planning to begin official use of the electronic return receipt service later on
this year. This may persuade other customers to begin using the electronic

return receipt service as well.



4385

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-12-17)

DFC/USPS-T39-14. Please provide the percentage of reguiar (green Form
3811) return-receipt volume that customers purchased at a retail window.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not have the exact data requested, in the form
requested. However; Point-Of-Sale (POS) terminal data for Fiscal Year 2005
indicate that 62,393,378, or 30 percent, of the 207,537,895 green card return
receipts were sold at retail windows connected to the POS system. As
approximately 48 percent of all retail window units are part of the POS system, it
is safe to assume that the actuai percentage of green card return receipts sold at

retail windows in 2005 was higher than the 30 percent sold at POS units.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-12-17)

DFC/USPS-T39-15. Please provide the percentage of electronic return receipts
for which the mail piece was delivered but for which no signature is on file in
Postal Service delivery records.

RESPONSE:

During the period from April 1 through June 1, 4.2 percent of the mailpieces with
electronic return receipt service purchased received a scan indicating a final

disposition, but did not have a signature linked to the mailpiece.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-12-17)

DFC/USPS-T39-16. Please identify any sales goals, practices, policies, or
requirements, such as, but not limited to, revenue quotas or goals, that may
encourage window clerks to sell regular (green Form 3811} return receipts
instead of electronic return receipts.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not have any sales goals, practices, policies, or
requirements, such as, but not limited to, revenue quotas or goals, that would
encourage window clerks to sell green card (Form 3811} return receipts instead

of efectronic return receipts.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROCGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-12-17)

DFC/USPS-T39-17. Please confirm that the Postal Service's proposal in Docket
No. R2001-1 to provide access to the date and time of delivery for certified mail
items via telephone and Internet as a part of basic certified mail service did not
include window-service costs associated with the time for window cierks to
explain this service feature to customers. If you do not confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE:

Not confirmed. | can confirm that the special study per-piece cost for providing
delivery data, presented in USPS-LR-J-135, Section D, of Docket No. R2001-1
did not include any window service costs. | cannot confirm whether or not the
aggregate cost for certified mail, as presented in the roll-forward cost model,
tincluded costs related to explanation by window clerks to customers of the

proposed enhancement to certified mail.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-18-20})

DFC/USPS-T39-18. With reterence to volume data in USPS-LR-L-75, please
discuss and evaluate the effect on return-receipt volume of the classification
change in Docket No. R2001-1 to provide the date and time of delivery as a basic
element of certified mail and registered mail service.

RESPONSE:

Since FY 2002, when the delivery data enhancement became a basic feature of
certified mail and registered mail, the volume of basic {green card) return receipt
transactions has consistently declined. The volume decreased from 242 million
in 2002, to 225 million in 2003, to 217 million in 2004, 1o 208 million in 2005.
During this same period, certified mail volume also decreased, although to a
lesser extent, and the percentage of certified mail using green card return receipt
service declined from 85 percent in 2002 to 79 percent in 2005. Additionally,
return receipt after mailing volume has increased substantially in the last couple
of years. All of these changes are consistent with the conclusion that some
certified mail customers have stopped using basic (green card} return receipt
service since 2002 and may be relying on the delivery information included with
certified mail. Also, since the price of return receipt after mailing service has
decreased by over 50 percent since 2000, some green card return receipt
customers may have switched to this return receipt option as a method to get the

service only when they really need it.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-18-20)

DFC/USPS-T39-19. Please provide a copy of the portion of a POS-One receipt
for an electronic return receipt transaction that provides instructions to customers

for obtaining their eiectronic return receipt.

RESPONSE:

The POS-One receipt has the following verbiage on how to receive electronic

return receipt service.

*** [Jse label #R9999999999 for inquiry on Return
Receipt (Electronic). B _ i
*++ IMPORTANT: For Return Receipt (Electronic),
nvalt one day, go to www.usps.com; select Track &
‘Confirm, enter label number(s); select Reguest Return
[Receipt {Electronic)’; enter your name and email
laddress. Please make your request within 60 days.

Note: Label #R9999999399 shows the actual label number for the host special
service.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-18-20)

DFC/USPS-T39-20. Please provide a copy of the portion of an IRT receipt for an
electronic return receipt transaction that provides instructions to customers for
obtaining their electronic return receipt.

RESPONSE:

There are no instructions on an IRT receipt for obtaining electronic return receipt
service; however, for offices with IRTs, a Form 3811-I with instructions for
obtaining electronic return receipt service is provided to electronic return receipt

customers. Below is the verbiage for the instructions on a Form 3811-1:

instructions for Requesting

Return Receipt (Electronic)

To request a Return Receipt {Electronic), visit our web site
at usps comm and complete the following steps:

1) Select "Track & Confirm.”

2) Enter the label number from your Certified

Marl ™ Registered Mail™  Insured Mail. or CCD

receipt.

3) Select "Reguest Return Receipt (Electronic)
4) Enter your name and e-mail address.
Please make your request for a Return Receipt (Electronic)
within 80 days from the date of mailing.

PS Form 38111, Novernber 2004 (PSN 7530-07-060-4101)
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON {(DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-21. Piease provide the basis for your statement in your
testimony at page 64, lines 5-8 that the “original pen and ink signature” may be
“a legal requirement for proof of delivery in some instances.”

RESPONSE:

It is my understanding that a Form 3811, green card return receipt, with an
“original pen and ink” signature, may be legalily required for proof of delivery. Tb
the best of my knowledge, legal proof of delivery of certain documents and the
fike may be required in some instances for delivery of summonses and other
court documents, rights to cancel contractual agreements, tax collection notices,
child support payment requests/garnishments, legal notices for public hearings,

etc.

Regardless of any legal requirement, | am generally aware that some customers
are concerned that court systems, in certain instances, will only accept a green

card return receipt, as opposed to an electronic return receipt.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-22. Please provide all instances known to you of a legal
requirement that causes customers to purchase green Form 3811 return receipts

instead of electronic return receipts.

RESPONSE:

Please see my response to DFC/USPS-T39-21. | believe that in those instances
where a return receipt may be a legal requirement, most of those return receipts
currently serving as legal proof of delivery are Forms 3811, green card return
receipts. 1 believe that the law is still developing on the acceptance of electronic
return receipt service as a substitute for green card return receipt service. [t
would not surprise me if elecfronic return receipt service becomes allowable as
legal proof of deiivery for more and more current return receipt users who may be

using the service to satisfy a legal requirement.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-23. Please provide the percentage of electronic return receipt
transactions for which the customer subsequently visited the Postal Service Web

site and completed the process for requesting the recipient’s signature.

RESPONSE:

During the period from March 1 through May 31, 105,147 electronic return
receipts were purchased. During that same period, 42,989 requests for delivery
information were made via usps.com. Dividing the number of requests by the
number of electronic return receipts purchased results in 41 percent. Itis
important lo note, though, that this may not be an exact percentage because
more than one request could be made for the same electronic return receipt.
Additionally, requests were maae during this period for return receipts purchased
before the period. Conversely, return receipts were purchased during the period

and the requests for service came after the period ended.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-24. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-2.
a. Please explain how the capture of the signature “could be of a high
value to the mailpiece recipient[.}”

b. Please estimate the portion of the value of return-receipt service that
should be zttributed to the value of the service, if any, to the recipient.

RESPONSE:

a-b. Request of a signature connotes importance. Most mailpieces are delivered
without fanfare. When a lelter carrier comes to the door for a signature or g
recipient is left an attempted delivery notice for an accountable mailpiece,
immediately there is an indication that there is something special about the
mailpiece. The recipient of the mailpiece more than likely comes to the
realization that the sender had to make some effort (be it in preparation, getting
the mailpiece accepted, paying more, etc.) over the effort involved in sending a
non-accountable mailpiece, to get the Postal Service to get a signature. Not only
is the mailpiece important — the recipient is important as the mailer values their
receipt of the mailpiece enough to pay more for this service. As the signature
value of accountable mail is subjective and varies from individual case to
individual case, it is really difficult to generaily assign a portion of the value of
service to the sender and a portion to the recipient. Overall, | would believe that
the signature value is probably more valuable to the sender than the recipient,

yet the signature value to the recipient should not be overlooked.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY 7O
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON {DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-25. Piease provide examples in which a sender would need a
copy of the recipient's signature faster than the signature would arrive by mail on
a green Form 3811 return receipt.

RESPONSE:

| would imagine that there are a myriad of situations where a sender would be in
a hurry to receive signature proof of delivery. Maybe the sender needs a
signature delivery before they can proceed with something — a legal procedure or
something else which may have a deadline or, for whatever other reason, would

need to be handled expeditiously.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-26. For host services for which customers can purchase a
return receipt, please query a Postal Service data system and provide the
number of days after delivery for the recipient’s signature to become avaiiable to
the purchaser of an electronic return receipt or a return receipt after mailing. In
your response, please provide both the average number of days and a list
showing the percentage share of the total for each number of days (e.g., 10
percent of signatures are available two days after delivery, 50 percent are
available three days after delivery, 20 percent are available four days after
delivery, 10 percent are available five days after delivery, etc.).

RESPONSE:

These data are not readily available by querying Postal Service data systems.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-27. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-2. Please
explain why a customer who does not maintain delivery records in electronic
format would derive a higher value “for storing and organization purposes” from
an electronic return receipt than a hard-copy return receipt.

RESPONSE:

The portion of the interrogatory response:

"...The intrinsic high value to the electronic return receipt, in
addition to the delivery record information provided by the green
card, is the quicker access to this information and access to this
information on-line at any time right after the delivery takes
place. In these high-technology times, an electronic format for
delivery records is undoubtedly a higher value to customers
than green card records, for storing and organization purposes.”

referred to the advantages for electronic return receipt customers of electronic
return receipts over green card return receipts. Thus, | don’t think a customer
who does not maintain records in electronic format would derive a higher value

from electronic return receipts over green card return receipts.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-28. For items sent via certified mail with restricted delivery
during a transaction at a retail window, please provide the percentage of items
that were refused or returned to the sender unclaimed.

RESPONSE:
The Postal Service does not capture information on “refused” or “return to
sender” certified mail with restricted delivery on a consistent basis. Therefore,

we do not calculate the requested percentage.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON {DFC/USPS-T39-21-29)

DFC/USPS-T39-29. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-9. Please
explain precisely which proposed fee you believe is justified by a “general policy
of conservatively spreading out large changes in price over time.”

RESPONSE:

The entire sentence, with the phrase you quoted, reads:
“Additionally, the larger implicit mark-up for electronic return receipt

service is justified by a general policy of conservatively spreading out
farge changes in price over time.”

The reference is to the proposed fee for electronic return receipts.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-30-35)

DFC/USPS-T39-30. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-13.
Please explain whether the Internal Revenue Service will use electronic return
receipt as a sender or a recipient. If the Internal Revenue Service will use the
service as a sender, please explain how the service will work, and please explain
whether other customers can purchase this service without visiting a retail
window.,

RESPONSE:

It is my understanding that the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) will use etectronic
return receipt service as both a sender and recipient. As a sender using
etectronic return receipt service with certified mail, the IRS will participate in the

Bulk Proof of Delivery Program.

Participation in this program requires the IRS to upload an electronic file of the
certified mail articles requesting electronic return receipt service. The Postal
Service then appends the IRS'’s signature extract file with the requested
signature records, and the IRS downloads the signature files for the delivered

articles.

The Bulk Proof of Delivery Program allows other customers to purchase
electronic return receipt service without having to visit a retail window, Details on

this program may be found in Publication 80, Bulk Proof of Delivery Program,

available online at www.usps.com.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-.T39-30-35)

DFC/USPS-T39-31. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-14, in
which you state that “approximately 48 percent of all retail window units are part
of the POS system[.]” Please define “retail window units.” For example, if a post
office has a main office and a station, and the main office has six service
windows with POS terminals and the station has four service windows with POS
terminals, how many “retail window units” does that post office have?

RESPONSE:

By “retail window units”, | meant retail postal facilities. Out of approximately
37,000 retail postal facilities, over 17,000 of these facilities are part of the POS
system. In the example you provide, with a main office and a station, | would

consider that two retail window units.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-30-35)

DFC/USPS-T39-32. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-15.

a. Does the Postal Service consider a failure rate of 4.2 percent to be
acceptable?

b. Please explain why no signature is on file for 4.2 percent of electronic
return receipts.

RESPONSE:

a. A failure rate of 4.2 percent (in isolation}) is not acceptabie.

b. The Postal Service dces not collect information on the reason why a
signature is not on file. A signature would not be on file for several
reasons. First, it is possible that the delivery employee failed to obtain the
signature. Second, perhaps the barcode and human-readable numbers
on the Form 3849 were not readable, therefore making it impossible for
the signature to be linked to the appropriate mailpiece. Finally, the
signature may not have been captured at the Computerized Fowarding

System site.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DCUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-30-35)

DFC/USPS-T39-33. Please confirm that no signature may be on file for some
certified mail items to which a green Form 3811 return receipt was attached and
that, for these same items, the Postal Service may have obtained a signature on
the return receipt and mailed the return receipt to the customer.

RESPONSE:

Confirmed that the scenario ycu posit is certainly possible, though probably rare.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO |
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-30-35)

DFC/USPS-T39-34. Please provide all facts and information indicating the
percentage of green Form 3811 return receipts for which the Postal Service did
not collect a signature or that the Postal Service did not return to the sender.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not electronically capture any information from the
green card return receipts returned to the sender of the original mailpiece.
Therefore, we have no way of determining the actual percentage of green card
return receipts for which a signature was not collected or was not returned to the

sender.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-30-35)

DFC/USPS-T39-35. Please refer to the response to DFC/USPS-T39-14. Please
provide the return-receipt volume that was collected in IRT transactions.

RESPONSE:

The IRT system does not collect detailed enough information to provide a volume
for return receipts. The total sales value of the Postage Validation Imprinter
(PVI) label is recorded, and, as such, this provides the total price of the mailpiece

without a breakdown of the rate and applicable fees.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T39-36. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-21.

Please confirm that you are aware of no actual, specific legal requirements for an
“original pen and ink signature” on a green Form 3811 return receipt, as opposed
to an electronic return receipt, to establish proof of delivery. If you do not
confirm, please specifically identify the legal requirements of which you are
aware and whose existence you can confirm.

RESPONSE:
| am aware, based on Internet research, that in order to process certain legal
actions, certified mail or registered maii with a Form 3811 return receipt is

considered a legal requirement,
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T39-37. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-21.
Please provide the basis for your general awareness that “some customers are
concerned that court systems, in certain instances, will only accept a green card
return receipt, as opposed to an electronic return receipt.”

RESPONSE:

Based on my experience and discussions with colleagues in the Marketing
Department and Law Department, | am generally aware of a belief by some
portion of the population that a pen and ink signature provides the ultimate
assurance when it comes to proving someone received something. The portion
of the population feeling comfortable with a pen and ink signature may also be

concerned about legibility issues in reading an electronic signature.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T39-38. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-22.
Please state the basis for your belief about the development of the law on the
acceptance of electronic return receipt service as a substitute for green card
return receipt service.

RESPONSE:

| believe that high-volume certified mail with green card return receipt customers
are looking for lower-cost options that will still satisfy any existing legal
requirements. An example is the state of Ohio Supreme Court system. Wanting
to save money and improve efficiency, the court system implerﬁented a pilot
program using electronic return receipt service in conjunction with certified mail,
as opposed to using the green card return.receipt service. The Ohio Supreme
Court evaluated the Rules of Civil Procedure to see if an electronic return receipt
was a legal substitute for the Form 3811, green card return receipt. The ruling
was that electronic return receipt service was a viable legal substitute. The
practice of determining legal eligibility and then using etectronic return receipt
service over green card return receipt service appears to be spreading
throughout the state of Ohio and perhaps to other court systems in the United

States.



4410

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T39-39. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-25.
Please confirm that you are aware of no specific instance in which a sender
needed a copy of the recipient’s signature faster than, under normal conditions,
the signature would have arrived by mail on a green Form 3811 return receipt. If
you do not confirm, please provide specific examples.

RESPONSE:

Not confirmed. Please see my response to DFC/USPS-T39-38. One judge in
Ohio commented that the use of electronic return receipt service saved time
getting information, along with saving money. In turn, defendants can get served

quicker and hearings can happen faster.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T3940. For any service for which the Postal Service collects a
signature upon delivery on a Form 3849 and electronically attaches or connects
an image of this signature to the <lectronic delivery record or article number,
does the Postal Service possess any electronic record of either the date on
which any Forms 3849 were scanned or the date on which the image of a
signature from a Form 3849 was electronically attached or connected to the
delivery record or article number?

RESPQONSE:

Yes.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T39-41. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-29.
Please provide exampies of the Postal Service conservatively spreading out
large price decreases over time.

RESPONSE:

Following are examples of fee proposals in past omnibus proceedings where an
attempt was made to spread out what were presumed to be large price
decreases over time,

Docket No. R97-1:

BRM non-advance per piece
BRM advance deposit per piece
Money orders

Docket No. R2000-1;

Checking a meter in or out of service
Periodicals additional entry
Reserve number

Docket No. R2001-1:

Return receipt after mailing
BRM QBRM high volume per piece

Post office boxes
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-36-42)

DFC/USPS-T39-42. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-29.
Please explain how conservatively spreading out large price decreases over time
would benefit postal customers.

RESPONSE:

| believe that the term “rate shock” or, in this case “fee shock” can apply to both
large price increases and decreases, and the avoidance of this type of shock
should be of a benefit to postal customers. Another benefit to postal customers
in spreading out a large price decrease over time would be avoiding a (potentially
large) fee increase later on if some factor came into play which made a price
increase necessary. Especially in this instance, i.e., the current proposal for
electronic return receipts, it is believed that it is prudent to keep the price as

stable as possible while the service is developing.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-43-47)

DFC/USPS-T39-43. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-31.
Please provide the percentage of mail volume that is accepted in transactions at
retail terminals that is accepted at a POS retail terminal.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not collect data on the mail volume that is accepted in
transactions at retail terminals that are not on the POS system. The Postal
Service collects data on the mail volume accepted in transactions at retail
terminals on the POS system only. Therefore, | am unable to provide the

percentage requested.



4415

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-43-47)

DFC/USPS-T39-44. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-33. For
each part below, please confirm that, for some certified mail items to which a
green Form 3811 return receipt was attached, the Postal Service may have
obtained a signature on the return receipt and mailed the return receipt to the
customer, but no electronic copy of the signature for the certified mail delivery
record may exist because —

a. The delivery employee failed to obtain a signature on the Form 3849;
b. The bar code and human-readable numbers on the Form 3849 were not
readable, therefore making it impossible for the signature to be linked to the

appropriate mail piece.

c. The signature may not have been captured at the Computerized Forwarding
System site. ,

if you do not confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE:

a. Confirmed.
b. Confirmed.

c. Confirmed.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-43-47)

DFC/USPS-T39-45. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-33.

a. Please explain why the scenario posed in DFC/USPS-T39-33 would be
rare.

b. Please confirm that the scenario posed in DFC/USPS-T39-33 conceivably
could occur in every one of the 4.2 percent of instances in which an

electronic copy of the signature was not on file in the certified mail delivery
record.

RESPONSE:

a. The scenario would be rare because the host special service, in this case
certified mail, would be the “driver” of the process; that is, the reason the delivery
employee is initially seeking a signature. Therefore, the delivery employee, as a
matter of habit and training, would be focused on the host special service first
and then the ancillary service. with the possible exception of restricted delivery
because that ancillary service dictates who would sign for the accountable piece

to begin with, and thus must be focused on before the host service.

b. itis possible, but not probable, since there are other reasons for a signature

not to be on file. Please see my response to DFC/USPS-T39-32.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T33-43.-47)

DFC/USPS-T38-46. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-32(a).
a. Please explain why your response includes the words “in isolation.”

b. Please explain why you are not willing to state unequivocally that a 4.2
percent failure rate is unacceptable.

c. Please provide the maximum failure rate that the Postal Service considers
acceptable.

RESPONSE:

a. The words “in isolation” referred to two things. First, the fact that the
mailpieces had a final disposition scan (i.e., a delivery)but no signature on file
does not necessarily mean that a signature was not captured. Perhaps the
signature was obtained but not on file for some reason beyond the Postal
Service's control. Second, most electronic return receipt customers do not ask

for the signature image. It is possible that of those customers requesting a

signature image, less than 4.2 percent of all electronic return receipt transactions

not having a signature on file could mean less than 4.2 percent of those
customers actually requesting a signature image find it was not captured. The
fact is that the Postal Service does not consider any failure rate acceptable and

is continually working towards improvements (see my response to ¢ below).
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-43-47)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-46 (Continued)

b. 1did state it unequivocally since the “in isolation” was in parentheses. Please

see my response to a. above.

c. There is no established maximum failure rate as the Postal Service continually

warks to reduce any failure raies as much as possible.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-43-47)

DFC/USPS-T39-47. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T39-34.
Please confirm that the Postal Service performs no quality control or other
monitoring to ensure that employees are properly collecting signatures on green
Forms 3811 or properly returning green Forms 3811 to the sender. If you do not
confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE:

Not confirmed. Employees throughout the Postal Service perform quality control
or other monitoring to see if signatures are collected on green card return
receipts, that green cards are fully or properly completed, and that green cards
are returned to the sender. There is not a formal quality controt or monitoring
program; however, | believe most employees are diligent when it comes to

making sure they are doing what is required to carry out their jobs.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

DFC/USPS-T39-48. For transactions conducted at retail windows for which
customers purchased both certified mail and return receipt, please provide the
percentage of these transactions in which the mail piece was destined to a ZIP
Code for which the First-Class Mail service standard was one day, the
percentage of these transactions in which the mail piece was destined to a ZIP
Code for which the First-Class Mail service standard was two days, and the
percentage of these transactions in which the mail piece was destined to a ZIP
Code for which the First-Class Mail service standard was three days.

RESPONSE:

These data are not available.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-49-50)

DFC/USPS-T39-49. When a customer visits the Postal Service Web site and
requests “proof of delivery” (an image of the signature) for an item for which the
customer purchased an electronic return receipt, please provide the confirmation
message that the Web site provides (after the customer enters the requested
information) when the signature already exists in the database and can be sent
to the customer. '

RESPONSE:

The confirmation message that the Postal Service website provides an electronic
return receipt custormer when the signature exists is “Your Proof of Delivery

record is complete and will be processed shortly.”
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-49-50)

DFC/USPS-T39-50. When a customer visits the Postal Service Web site and
requests “proof of delivery” (an image of the signature) for an item for which the
customer purchased an electronic return receipt, please provide the confirmation
message that the Web site provides (after the customer enters the requested
information) when the signature does not exist in the database yet and is not
ready to be sent to the customer.

RESPONSE:

The confirmation message that the Postal Service website provides an electronic
return receipt customer when the signature does not exist in the database yet
and is not ready to be sent to the customer is “You requested this information
prior to the delivery of your item. When your Proof of Delivery record is

complete, it will be pravided.”



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

DFC/USPS-T39-51. For host services for which customers can purchase a
return receipt, please query a Postal Service data system and provide the
average number of days after delivery for the recipient’s signature to become
available to the purchaser of an electronic return receipt. In your response,
please provide both the average number of days and a list showing the
percentiage share of the total for each number of days (e.g., 10 percent of
signatures are available two days after delivery, 50 percent are available three
days after delivery, 20 percent are available four days after delivery, 10 percent
are available five days after delivery, etc.). For purposes of this interrogatory, a
signature is “available” when it exists in the database.

RESPONSE:

These data are not available.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

DFC/USPS-T39-53. For each three-digit ZIP Code area, please provide the city
or location of the facility at which signatures on Forms 3849 are scanned.

RESPONSE:

Site

LOUISVILLE, KY
LOUISVILLE, KY
LOUISVILLE, KY
LOUISVILLE, KY

SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ
SOUTH JERSEY, NJ

AUSTIN TX
AUSTINTX
AUSTIN TX
AUSTINTX

PHOENIX, AZ
PHCENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ
PHOENIX, AZ

3 Digit

400
40
402
471

080
081
082
083
(84
“97
198
199

733
786
787
789

850
852
853
855
856
857
859
860
863

CITY, STATE, ZIP

Louisville KY 40221-9998
Louisville KY 40221-9998
Louisville KY 40221-9998
Louisville KY 40221-9998

Bellmawr, NJ 08089-9716
Beltmawr, NJ 08099-9716
Bellmawr, NJ 08089-3716
Bellmawr, NJ 08099-9716
Bellmawr, NJ 08099-9716
Belimawr, NJ 08099-9716
Bellmawr, NJ 08099-9716
Bellmawr, NJ 08099-9716

Austin, TX 78710-9716
Austin, TX 78710-9716
Austin, TX 78710-9716
Austin, TX 78710-9716

Phoenix, AZ 850344100
FPhoenix, AZ 85034-4100
Phoenix, AZ 85034-4100
Phoenix, AZ 85034-4100
Phoenix, AZ 850344100
Phoenix, AZ 85034-4100
Phoenix, AZ 85034-4100
Phoenix, AZ 85034-4100
Phoenix, AZ 85034-4100
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to BFC/USPS-T39-53 {Continued):

CINCINNATI, CH
CINCINNATI, OH
CINCINNATI, OH
CINCINNATI, OH
CINCINNATL, OH
CINCINNATI, OH

WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, BC
WASHINGTON, DC
WASHINGTON, DC

HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD. CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT
HARTFORD, CT

BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL
BIRMINGHAM, AL

410
450
451
452
459
470

200
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
569

060
061
062
063
G67
065
066
068
069
064
067

350
359
352
354
355
356
357
358
359
362

Cincinnati, OH 45234-9713
Cincinnati, OH 45234-9713
Cincinnati, OH 45234-9713
Cincinnati, OH 45234-9713
Cincinnati, OH 45234-9713
Cincinnati, OH 45234-9713

Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782
Hyattsville, MD 20782

Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartiord, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110
Hartford, CT 06114-2110

Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
Birmingham, AL 35222-1358
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

SAN DIEGO, CA
SAN DIEGO, CA
SAN DIEGO, CA
SAN DIEGO, CA
SAN DIEGO, CA
SAN DIEGO, CA
SAN DIEGO, CA

INDIANAPOLIS, IN
INDIANAPOLIS, IN
INDIANAPOLIS, IN
INDIANAPOLIS, IN
INDIANAPOLIS, IN
INDIANAPOLIS, IN

NORTHERN, VA
NORTHERN, VA
NORTHERN, VA
NORTHERN, VA
NORTHERN, VA
NORTHERN, VA
NORTHERN, VA

FLUSHING, NY
FLUSHING, NY
FLUSHING, NY
FLUSHING, NY
FLUSHING, NY
FLUSHING, NY
FLUSHING, NY

COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH
COLUMBUS, OH

ROCHESTER, NY
ROCHESTER, NY
ROCHESTER, NY
ROCHESTER, NY
ROCHESTER, NY

919
920
921
922
923
924
925

460
461
462
463
464
472

201
220
221
222
223
226
227

103
110
11
112
113
114
116

430
431
432
433
437
438
456
457

144
145
146
148
149

San Diego, CA 92110-3244
San Diego, CA 92110-3244
San Diego, CA 92110-3244
San Diego, CA 92110-3244
San Diego, CA 92110-3244
San Diego, CA 92110-3244
San Diego, CA 92110-3244

Indianapolis, IN 46241-9532
Indianapolis, IN 46241-9532
Indianapolis, IN 46241-9532
Indianapolis, IN 46241-9532
Indianapolis, IN 46241-9532
Indianapolis, IN 46241-9532

Dulies, VA 20101-9600
Dulies, VA 20101-9600
Dulles, VA 20101-9600
Dulles, VA 20101-9600
Dulles, VA 20101-9600
Duiles, VA 20101-9600
Dulles, VA 20101-9600

Filushing, NY 11351-9998
Flushing, NY 11351-9998
Ftushing, NY 11351-9998
Flushing, NY 11351-9998
Flushing, NY 11351-9998
Flushing, NY 11351-9998
Flushing, NY 11351-9998

Columbus, OH 43218-9716
Columbus, OH 43218-3716
Columbus, OH 43218-9716
Columbus, OH 43218-9716
Columbus, OH 43218-9716
Columbus, OH 43218-9716
Columbus, OH 43218-9716
Columbus, OH 43218-9716

Rochester, NY 14692-3231
Rochester, NY 14692-9231
Rochester, NY 14692-9231
Rochester, NY 14692-8231
Rochester, NY 14692-9231
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 {Continued):

HACKENSACK, NJ 074 South Hackensack, NJ 07606-9716
HACKENSACK, NJ 075 South Hackensack, NJ 07606-9716
HACKENSACK, NJ 076 South Hackensack, NJ 07606-97 16
GREENSBORO, NC 270 Greensboro, NC 27409-9716
GREENSBORQO, NC 271 Greensboro, NC 27409-9716
GREENSBORQ, NC 272 Greensbora, NC 27409-9716
GREENSBORO, NC 273 Greensboro, NC 27409-8716
GREENSBOROQ, NC 274 Greensboro, NC 27409-9716
KANSAS CITY, MO 640 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO 641 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO 644 Kansas City MO 64121-8998
KANSAS CITY, MO 645 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO 646 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO B47 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO 649 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO 661 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANSAS CITY, MO 662 Kansas City MO 64121-9998
KANGAS CITY, MO 667 Kansas City MO 64121-9958
SAINT LOUIS, MO 620 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS, MO 622 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS. MO 624 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS, MO 628 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS. MO 629 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS, MO 630 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS, MO 631 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
SAINT LOUIS, MO 633 Saint Louis, MO 63103-3000
NORFOLK, VA 231 Norfolk, VA 23504-4336
NORFOLK, VA 233 Norfolk, VA 225044326
NORFOLK, VA 234 Norfolk, VA 23504-4336
NORFOLK. VA 235 Norfolk, VA 23504-4336
NORFOLK, VA 236 Norfolk, VA 23504-4336
NORFOLK, VA 237 Norfolk, VA 23504-4336
LATHAM, NY 120 Latham, NY 12110-3906
LATHAM, NY 121 Latham, NY 12110-3906
LATHAM, NY 122 Latham, NY 12110-3906
LATHAM, NY 123 Latham, NY 12110-3906
LATHAM, NY 128 Latham, NY 12110-3906

LATHAM, NY 129 Latham, NY 12110-3906



RESPCNSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

CHICAGO, I
CHICAGO, IL
CHICAGO, it

PHILADELPHIA, PA
PHILADELPHIA, PA
PHILADELPHIA, PA

NEWARK NJ
NEWARK NJ
NEWARK N
NEWARK NJ

TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK
TULSA, OK

MILWAUKEE W
MILWAUKEE Wt
MILWAUKEE WI
MILWAUKEE WI
MILWAUKEE WI
MILWAUKEE Wi
MILWAUKEE Wi
MILWAUKEE WI

606
607
608

190
191
192

070
071
072
073

740
741
743
744
745
746
747
749

530
531
532
534
535
537
538
539

Chicago, IL 60607-3926
Chicago, IL 60607-3926
Chicago, IL. 60607-3926

Philadelphia, PA 19176
Philadeiphia, PA 19176
Philadelphia, PA 19176

Newark, NJ 07102-9710
Newark, NJ 07102-8710
Newark, NJ 07102-9710
Newark, NJ 07102-9710

Tulsa, OK 74141-9805
Tulsa, OK 74141-9805
Tulsa, OK 74141-9805
Tulsa, OK 74141-9805
Tulsa, OK 74141-3805
Tulsa, OK 74141-9805
Tulsa, OK 74141-9805
Tulsa, OK 74141-9805

Milwaukee, WI 53203
Milwaukee, W1 53203
Milwaukee, WI 53203
Milwaukee, Wi 53203
Mitwaukee, W1 53203
Milwaukee, W1 53203
Milwaukee, WI 53203
Milwaukee, WI 53203
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INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA
VAN NUYS, CA

PITTSBURGH, PA
PITTSBURGH, PA
PITTSBURGH, PA
PITTSBURGH, PA
PITTSBURGH, PA
PITTSBURGH, PA
PITTSBURGH, PA

BOSTON, MA
BOSTON, MA
BOSTON, MA

MINNEAPOLIS, MN
MINNEAPOLIS, MN
MINNEAPOLIS, MN
MINNEAPOLIS, MN
MINNEAPOLIS, MN

BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD
BALTIMORE, MD

802
903
904
810
911
912
913
914
915
916
930
931
932
933
934
935

150
151
152
153
154
156
260

021
022
G24

551
553
554
555
559

210
211
212
214
215
216
217
218
219

Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Santa Clarita, CA 91383-9880
Sanlta Clarita, CA 91383-9880

Pittsburgh, PA 15290-9716
Pittsburgh, PA 15290-9716
Pittsburgh, PA 152980-9716
Pittsburgh, PA 15290-9716
Pittsburgh, PA 15290-9716
Pitisburgh, PA 15290-9716
Pittsburgh, PA 15290-9716

Boston, MA 02205-9712
Boston, MA 02205-9712
Boston, MA 02205-9712

Minneapolis, MN 55401-8650
Minneapolis, MN 55401-9650
Minneapclis, MN 55401-8650
Minneapolis, MN 55401-8650
Minneapclis, MN 55401-9650

Ba'timore, MD 21233-9713
Baltimore, MD 21233-9713
Baltimore, MD 21233-8713
Baltimore, MD 21233-9713
Baltimore, MD 21233-9713
Baltimore, MD 21233-9713
Ballimore, MD 21233-9713
Baitimore, MD 21233-9713
Baltimore, MD 21233-9713
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

NEW YORK, NY
NEW YORK, NY
NEW YORK, NY
NEW YORK, NY

EL PASO, TX
EL PASO, TX
EL PASO, TX
EL PASO, TX
EL PASO, TX

SAINT PAUL, MN
SAINT PAUL, MN
SAINT PAUL, MN
SAINT PAUL, MN
SAINT PALIL, MN

SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA
SACRAMENTOQ, CA
SACRAMENTO, CA

BUFFALO, NY
BUFFALQ, NY
BUFFALO, NY
BUFFALO, NY
BUFFALO, NY

100
101
102
104

798
799
879
880
885

540
546
547
550
551

942
9350
951
952
353
956
957
958
95%
960
894
895
897
936
937
938
939
950
951
961

140
141
142
143
147

New York, NY 10199-9341
New York, NY 10199-9341
New York, NY 10199-9341
New York, NY 10199-9341

El Paso, TX 79910-9716
El Paso, TX 79910-9716
El Paso, TX 79910-9716
El Paso, TX 79910-9716
El Paso, TX 79910-9716

Saint Paul, MN 55101-1438
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1438
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1438
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1438
Saint Paul, MN 55101-1438

Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramento, CA 95813-0002
Sacramentio, CA 95813-0002
Sacramenio, CA 95813-0002

Buffalo, NY 14206-9625
Buffalo, NY 14206-9625
Buffalo, NY 14206-9625
Buffalo, NY 14206-9625
Buffalo, NY 14206-9625
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

BROOKLYN, NY 103 Fiushing, NY 11351-9998
BROOKLYN, NY 112 Flushing, NY 11351-9998
BROOKLYN, NY 116 Flushing, NY 11351-9998
DETROIT, MI 481 Detroit, MI 48233-9706
DETROIT, Mi 482 Detroit, Ml 48233-9706
CHARLOTTE, NC 280 Chartotte, NC 28217-1442
CHARLOTTE, NC 281 Charlotte, NC 28217-1442
CHARLOTTE, NC 282 Charlotte, NC 28217-1442
CHARLOTTE, NC 287 Charlotte, NC 28217-1442
CHARLOTTE, NC 288 Charlotte, NC 28217-1442
CHARLOTTE, NC 288 Charlotte, NC 28217-1442
CHARLOTTE, NC 297 Charlotte, NC 28217-1442
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 940 San Francisco, CA 94105-9786
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941 San Francisco, CA 94105-9786
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 943 San Francisco, CA 84105-9786
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 944 San Francisco, CA 94105-9786
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 949 San Francisco, CA 94105-9786
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 954 San Francisco, CA 94105-9786
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 955 San Frarncisce, CA 94105-9786
RICHMOND, VA 224 Richmond, VA 23232-9716
RICHMOND, VA 225 Richmond, VA 23232-8716
RICHMOND, VA 230 Richmond, VA 23232-9716
RICHMOND, VA 231 Richmond, VA 23232-9716
RICHMOND, VA 232 Richmond, VA 23232-9716
RICHMOND, VA 238 Richmond, VA 23232-9716
RICHMOND. vA 239 Richmond, VA 23232-9716
CLEVELAND, OH 440 Cleveland, OH 44101-9716
CLEVELAND, OH 441 Cleveland, OH 44101-9716
LITTLE ROCK, AR 716 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 7147 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 718 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 719 Lille Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 720 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 721 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 722 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436
LITTLE ROCK, AR 724 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436

LITTLE ROCK, AR 725 Little Rock, AR 72206-1436



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

DAYTON, OH
DAYTON, OH
DAYTON, OH
DAYTON, OH

TOLEDO, OH
TOLEDO, OH
TOLEDO, OH

OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE
OMAHA, NE

QAKLAND, CA
OAKLAND, CA
OAKLAND, CA
OAKLAND, CA

AKRON, OH
AKRON, OH
AKRON, COH
AKRON, OH
AKRON, OH
AKRON, OH
AKRON, OH

NORTH READING, MA
NORTH READING, MA
NORTH READING, MA

FPORTLAND, ME
PORTLAND, ME
FORTLAND, ME
PORTLAND, ME
PORTLAND, ME
PORTLAND, ME

453
454
455
458

434
435
436

515
516
680
681
683
684
685
586
687
688
689

945
946
947
948

442
443
444
446
447
448
449

018
019
055

040
041
042
043
045
048

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

Dayton, OH 45401-9716
Dayton, OH 45401-9716
Dayton, OH 45401-9716
Dayton, OH 45401-9716

Toledo, OH 43601-9716
Toledo, OH 43601-9716
Toledo, OH 43601-9716

Ornaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805
Omaha, NE 68108-9805

Oakland, CA 94615-9716
Qakland, CA 94615-9716
Oakland, CA 94615-9716
Oakland, CA 94615-9716

Akron, OH 44302-9998
Akron, OH 44302-8998
Akron, OH 44302-3998
Akron, OH 44302-9998
Akron, OH 44302-9998
Akron, OH 44302-9998
Akron, OH 44302-9998

North Reading, MA 01889-9715
North Reading, MA 01889-9715
North Reading, MA 01888-9715

Portland, ME 04102-1441
Portland, ME 04102-1441
Portland, ME 04102-1441
Porttand, ME 04102-1441
Portland, ME 04102-1441
Portland, ME 04102-1441
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SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY
SYRACUSE, NY

WEST PALM BEACH, FL
WEST PALM BEACH, FL

WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA. KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS
WICHITA, KS

EUGENE, OR
EUGENE, OR
EUGENE, CR
EUGENE, OR

CORPUS CHRISTI, TX
CORPUS CHRISTI, TX
CORPUS CHRISTI, TX
CORPUS CHRISTI, TX

SALEM, OR

130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139

334
349

664
665
666
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679

974
a75
976
977

779
783
784
785

973

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syr use, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256
Syracuse, NY 13201-9256

West Paim Beach, FL 33408-3112
West Palm Beach, FL 33409-3112

Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2837
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS§ 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937
Wichita, KS 67209-2937

Springfield, OR 97477-1170
Springfield, OR 97477-1170
Springfield, OR 97477-1170
Springfield, OR 97477-1170

Corpus Christi, TX 78469-07 16
Corpus Christi, TX 78469-0716
Corpus Christi, TX 78469-0716
Corpus Christi, TX 78469-0716

Salem, Or 97301-5048



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS5-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

RALEIGH, NC
RALEIGH, NC
RALEIGH, NC

WORCESTER, MA
WORCESTER, MA
WORCESTER, MA
WORCESTER, MA

DES MOINES, 1A
DES MOINES, 1A
DES MOINES, {A
DES MOINES, 1A
DES MOINES, A
DES MOINES, 1A
DES MOINES, IA
DES MOINES, 1A

GRAND RAPIDS, MI
GRAND RAFIDS, MI
GRAND RAPIDS, MI
GRAND RAPIDS, Mi

SHREVEPORT, LA
SHREVEPORT, LA
SHREVEPORT, LA
SHREVEPORT, LA
SHREVEPORT, LA

ROANOKE, VA
ROANOKE, VA
ROANOKE, VA
ROANOKE, VA
ROANOQKE. VA
ROANOKE, VA
ROANOKE. VA

PROVIDENCE, RI
PRGVIDENCE, RI
PROVIDENCE, RI
PROVIDENCE, R
PROVIDENCE, Ri
PROVIDENCE, R!
PROVIDENCE, R1

275
276
277

014
015
016
017

500
501
502
503
504
508
509
225

493
494
495
496

710
711
712
713
714

240
241
242
243
245
248
376

020
023
025
026
027
028
029

Rateigh, NC 27676-8716
Raleigh, NC 27676-9716
Raleigh, NC 27676-9716

Worcester, MA 01613-9712
Worcester, MA 01613-9712
Worcester, MA 01613-9712
Worcester, MA 01613-9712

Des Moines, tA 50309-9856
Des Moines, [A 50309-9356
Des Moines, |A 50309-9856
Des Moines, |A 50309-9856
Des Moines, |A 50309-9856
Des Moines, |A 50309-9856
Des Moines, |1A 50309-9856
Des Moines, 1A 50309-9856

Grand Rapids, Ml 49599-9816
Grand Rapids, MI 49599-9816
Grand Rapids, Ml 49599-9816
Grand Rapids, Ml 49599-9816

Shreveport, LA 71102-9716
Shreveport, LA 71102-9716
Shreveport, LA 71102-9716
Shreveport, LA 71102-9716
Shreveport, LA 71102-9716

Roanoke, VA 24022-9816
Roanoke, VA 24022-9816
Roancke, VA 24022-9816
Roanoke, VA 240229816
Roanoke, VA 24022-9816
Roanoke, VA 24022-9816
Roanoke, VA 24022-9816

Providence, RI1 $2904-9712
Providence, RI 02904-9712
Providence, RI 02904-9712
Providence, RI 02904-9712
Providence, R1 02904-9712
Providence, Rl 02904-9712
Providence, Rl 02904-9712
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 {Continued):

KALAMAZQO, MI
KALAMAZOO, M!
KALAMAZOO, Mi
KALAMAZOO, Mi
KALAMAZOOG, Mi

PENSACOLA, FL
PENSACOLA, FL

GREENVILLE, SC
GREENVILLE, 5C

KNOXVILLE, TN
KNOXVILLE, TN
KNOXVILLE, TN
KNOXVILLE, TN

SPRINGFIELD, MO
SPRINGFIELD, MO
SPRINGFIELD, MO
SPRINGFIELD, MO
SPRINGFIELD, MO
SPRINGFIELD, MO

FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX
FORT WORTH, TX

488
489
490
491
492

324
325

293
206

376
377
378
379

€48
654
655
656
657
658

739
760
761
762
763
764
768
769
790
791
792
793
794
795
796

Kalamazoo, MI 49001-9998
Kalamazoo, Ml 49001-9998
Kalamazoo, M1 49001-9998
Kalamazoo, Ml 49001-8998
Kalamazoo, Ml 49001-9998

Pensacola, FL 32501-9993
Pensacola, FL 32501-9998

Greenville, SC 29602-9716
Greenville, SC 29602-9716

Knoxville, TN 37950-9816
Knoxville, TN 37950-9816
Knoxville, TN 37850-9816
Knoxville, TN 37950-9816

Springfield, MO 65807-5301
Springfield, MO 65807-5301
Springfield, MO 65807-5301
Springfield, MO 65807-5301
Springfield, MO 65807-5301
Springfield, MO 65807-5301

Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Warth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816
Fort Worth, TX 76161-9816

4435



4436

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS5-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 {(Continued):

ALBUQUERQUE, NM 865 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 870 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 871 Atbuguergue, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 873 Albugquergue, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 874 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 875 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 877 Albuguerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 878 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 881 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUGQUERQUE, NM 882 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1877
ALBUQUERQUE, NM 883 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
ALBUQUERQUE, NM Bg4 Albuquerque, NM 87121-1977
DALLAS, TX 750 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 751 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 752 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 753 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 754 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 755 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 756 Coppell, TX 75099-8719
DALLAS, TX 757 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 758 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
DALLAS, TX 759 Coppell, TX 75099-9719
SAGINAW, MI 486 Saginaw, M| 48602-9640
SAGINAW, MI 487 Saginaw, M| 48602-9640
SAGINAW, MI 497 Saginaw, M| 48602-9640
HONOLULU, H! ag7 Honolulu, HI 96820-9712
HONOLULU. HI 968 Honolulu, HI 96820-9712
HONOLULU, HI 969 Honaolulu, HI 96820-9712
ATLANTA, GA 303 Atlanta, GA 30304-0001
ATLANTA, GA 311 Atlanta, GA 30304-0001
ATLANTA, GA 399 Atlanta, GA 30304-0001
ATLANTA, GA 302 Atlanta, GA 30304-0001
SAN ANTONIO, TX 780 San Antonio, TX 78233-9998
SAN ANTONIO, TX 781 San Antonio, TX 78233-9998
SAN ANTONIO, TX 782 San Antonio, TX 78233-8998
SAN ANTONIO, TX 788 San Antonio, TX 78233-8998
FLINT, MI 484 Flint, MI 48502-9992

FLINT, M| 485 Flint, M1 48502-9992
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

TACOMA, WA
TACOMA, WA
TACOMA, WA
TACOMA, WA

JACKSONVILLE, FL
JACKSONVILLE, FL
JACKSONVILLE, FL
JACKSONVILLE, FL
JACKSONVILLE, FL
JACKSONVILLE, FL

SOUTH BEND, IN
SOUTH BEND, IN

MIAMI, FL
MIAMI, FL

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO
C2LORADO SPRINGS, CO
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO
COLORADG SPRINGS, CO
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO

FORT WAYNE, IN
FORT WAYNE, IN

980
983
984
985

320
321
322
323
326
344

465
466

331
332

808
809
810
811
812

467
468

Tacoma, WA 98409-97 11
Tacoma, WA 98409-9711
Tacoma, WA 98409-9711
Tacoma, WA 98409-9711

Jacksonville, FL 32216-4657
Jacksonville, FL 32216-4657
Jacksonville, FL 32216-4657
Jacksonville, FL. 322164657
Jacksonville, FL 32216-4657
Jacksonville, FL 32216-4657

South Bend, IN 46624-9716
South Bend, IN 46624-9716

Miami, FL 33122-9871
Miami, FL 33122-9871

Colorado Springs, CO 80910-9716
Colorado Springs, CO 80910-9716
Colorado Springs, CO 80810-9716
Colorado Springs, CO 80910-9716
Colorado Springs, CO 80910-9716

Fart Wayne, IN 46802-9716
Fort Wayne, IN 46802-9716
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, Wv
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, Wv
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, Wv
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV
CHARLESTON, WV

BOWLING GREEN, KY
BOWLING GREEN, KY
BOWLING GREEN, KY
BOWLING GREEN., KY

TUPELO, MS
TUPELO, M5
TUPELO, MS
TUPELO, MS
TUPELO, MS
TUPELO, M5
TUPELO, MS
TUPELO, MS

MUNCIE, IN
MUNCIE, IN

246
247
248
248
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
415

421
422
423
427

386
387
388
389
394
395
396
397

453
473

Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, Wv 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, Wv 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, Wv 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 256350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713
Charleston, WV 25350-9713

Bowling Green, KY 42104-9998
Bowling Green, KY 42104-9998
Bowhng Green, KY 42104-9998
Bowling Green, KY 42104-9398

Fiorence, MS 39073-87399
Florence, MS 38073-8799
Florence, MS 38073-8799
Florence, MS 39073-8799
Florence, MS 39073-8799
Fiocrence, MS 39073-8799
Florence, MS 39073-8799
Florence, MS 39073-8799

Muncie, IN 47302-9993
Muncie, IN 47302-9993
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

LAS VEGAS, NV
LAS VEGAS, NV
LAS VEGAS, NV
LAS VEGAS, NV
LAS VEGAS, NV

KOKOMO, IN

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK

WEST JERSEY. NJ
WEST JERSEY, NJ

MEMPHIS, TN
MEMPHIS, TN
MEMPHIS. TN
MEMPHIS, TN
MEMPHIS. TN
MEMPHIS, TN
MEMPHIS, TN

NASHVILLE, TN
NASHVILLE, TN
NASHVILLE, TN
NASHVILLE, TN
NASHVILLE, TN

OSHKOSH, Wi
OSHKOSH, Wi
OSHKOSH, Wi

CHATTANOOGA, TN
CHATTANOOGA, TN
CHATTANOOGA, TN

864
889
890
891
893

469

730
731
734
735
736
737
738
748

078
079

375
380
381
382
383
386
723

370
371
372
384
385

544
545
549

307
373
374

Las Vegas, NV 89199-9716
Las Vegas, NV 89199-9716
Las Vegas, NV 891998-9716
Las Vegas, NV §9199-9716
Las ‘’egas, NV 89199-9716

Kokomo, IN 46902-9812

Oklahoma City, OK 73125-9805
Oklahoma City, OK 73125-9805
Oklahoma City, OK 73125-8805
Oklahoma City, OK 73125-9805
Oklahoma City, OK 73125-9805
Oklahoma City, OK 73125-9805
Ckiahoma City, OK 73125-9805
Oklahoma City, OK 73125-9805

Whippany, NJ 07999-9716
Whippany, NJ 07999-9716

Memphis, TN 38101-9714
Memphis, TN 38101-9714
Memphis, TN 38101-9714
Memphis, TN 38101-9714
Memphis, TN 38101-9714
Memphis, TN 38101-8714
Memphis, TN 38101-9714

Nashville, TN 37229-9713
Nashville, TN 37229-9713
Nashville, TN 37229-9713
Nashville, TN 37229-9713
Nashville, TN 37229-9713

Oshkosh, W1 54902-9398
Oshkosh, W1 54902-9998
Oshkosh, W1 54902-9998

Chattanooga, TN 37421-9998
Chattanooga, TN 37421-9998
Chattanooga, TN 37421-9998
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 {Continued):

BOISE, 1D 832 Boise, 1D 8§3708-9716
BOISE, ID 833 Boise, ID 83708-9716
BOISE, ID 834 Boise, ID B3708-9716
BOISE, ID 838 Boise, 1D 83708-9716
BOISE, ID B37 Boise, ID 83708-9716
BOISE, ID 979 Boise, ID 83708-9716
CHICOPEE, MA 010 Chicopee, MA 01020-9600
CHICOPEE, MA 011 Chicopee, MA 01020-9600
CHICOPEE, MA 012 Chicopee, MA 01020-9600
CHICOPEE, MA 013 Chicopee, MA 01020-9600
SOUTHEASTERN, PA 189 Southeastern, PA 19399-9718
SOUTHEASTERN, PA 193 Southeastern, PA 19399-9718
SOUTHEASTERN. PA 194 Southeastern, PA 19399-9718
ROCKFORD, IL 610 Rockford, IL 61125-9716
ROCKFORD. IL 611 Rockford, . 61125-9716
FARGO, ND 565 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 567 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 580 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 581 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 582 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 583 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 584 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 585 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 586 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 587 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
FARGO, ND 588 Fargo, ND 58102-9997
LEHIGH VALLEY, PA 180 Lehigh Valiey, PA 18002-9716
LEHIGH VALLEY, PA 181 Lehigh Valley, PA 18002-9716
L EHIGH VALLEY, PA 183 Lehigh Valley, PA 18002-9716
MANCHESTER, NH 030 Hudson, NH 03051-9885
MANCHESTER, NH 031 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
MANCHESTER, NH 032 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
MANCHESTER, NH 033 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
MANCHESTER, NH 034 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
MANCHESTER, NH 035 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
MANCHESTER, NH 036 Hudson, NH 03051-8985
MANCHESTER, NH 037 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
MANCHESTER, NH 038 Hudson, NH 03051-9985

MANCHESTER, NH 039 Hudson, NH 03051-9985
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

MISSOULA, MT 596 Missoula, MT 59801-9218
MISSOULA, MT 597 Missoula, MT 59801-9218
MISSOULA, MT 598 Missoula, MT 58801-9218
MISSOULA, MT 599 Missoula, MT 59801-9218
COLUMBIA, SC 290 West Columbia, SC 29172-3007
COLUMBIA, SC 291 West Columbia, SC 29172-3007
COLUMBIA, SC 292 West Columbia, SC 29172-3007
COLUMBIA, SC 294 West Columbia, SC 29172-3007
COLUMBIA, SC 295 West Columbia, SC 29172-3007
SPOKANE, WA 835 Spokane, WA 99224-2599
SPOKANE, WA 838 Spokane, WA 99224-2599
SPOKANE, WA 988 Spokane, WA 99224-2539
SPOKANE, WA 989 Spokane, WA 99224-2599
SPOKANE, WA 390 Spokane, WA 99224.2599
SPOKANE, WA 991 Spokane, WA 99224-2599
SPOKANE, WA 992 Spokane, WA 99224.-2539
SPOKANE, WA 993 Spokane, WA 99224-2599
SPOKANE, WA 294 Spokane, WA 99224-2599
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 504 Cedar Rapids, 1A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, IA 506 Cedar Rapids, 1A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 507 Cedar Rapids, IA 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, A 520 Cedar Rapids, IA 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 521 Cedar Rapids, IA 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 522 Cedar Rapids, A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 523 Cedar Rapids, [A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 524 Cedar Rapids, 1A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 526 Cedar Rapids, 1A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 527 Cedar Rapids, |A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, IA 528 Cedar Rapids, 1A 52401-9998
CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 612 Cedar Rapids, 1A 52401-9998
SAN JUAN, PR 006 San Juan, PR 00936-9712
SAN JUAN, PR 0o7 San Juan, PR 00936-9712
SAN JUAN, PR 008 San Juan, PR 00936-9712
SAN JUAN, PR 009 San Juan, PR 00936-9712
FAYETTEVILLE, NC 283 Fayetteville, NC 28303-9716
FAYETTEVILLE, NC 284 Fayetteville, NC 28303-9716
FAYETTEVILLE, NC 285 Fayetteville, NC 28303-9716
ROCKY MOUNT, NC 278 Rocky Mount, NC 27804-9998

ROCKY MOUNT, NC 279 Rocky Mount, NC 27804-9998
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

GRAND JUNCTION, CO 813 Grand Junction, CO 81505-8716
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 814 Grand Junction, CO 81505-9716
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 815 Grand Junction, CO 81505-9716
GRAND JUNCTION, CO 816 Grand Junction, CO 81505-9716
EVANSVILLE, iN 420 Evansville, IN 47708-9716
EVANSVILLE, iN 424 Evansville, IN 47708-9716
EVANSVILLE, IN 476 Evansville, IN 47708-9716
EVANSVILLE, IN 477 Evansville, IN 47708-9716
MONTGOMERY, AL 360 Montgomery, AL 36119-9716
MONTGOMERY, AL 361 Montgomery, AL 36119-9716
MONTGOMERY, AL 363 Montgomery, AL 36119-9716
MONTGOMERY, AL 364 Montgomery, AL 361193-8716
MONTGOMERY, AL 365 Montgomery, AL 36119-8716
MONTGOMERY, AL 366 Montgomery, AL 36119-9716
MONTGOMERY, AL 367 Montgomery, AL 36115-9716
MONTGOMERY, AL 368 Montgomery, AL 36119-9716
LAFAYETTE, IN 479 Lafayette, IN 47901-9716
JACKSON, MS 369 Jackson, MS 39201-9810
JACKSON, MS 390 Jackson, MS 39201-9810
JACKSON, MS 391 Jackson, MS 39201-9810
JACKSON, MS 392 Jackson, MS 39201-9810
JACKSON, MS 393 Jackson, MS 39201-3810
YOUNGSTOWN, OH 439 Youngstown, OH 44501-9716
YOUNGSTOWN, OH 444 Youngstown, OH 44501-9716
YOUNGSTOWN, OH 445 Youngstown, OH 44501-9716
ERIE, PA 160 Erie, PA 16515-9716
ERIE, PA 161 Erie, PA 16515-8716
ERIE, PA 162 Erie, PA 16515-9716
ERIE, PA 163 Erie, PA 16515-9716
ERIE, PA 164 Ene, PA 16515-9716
ERIE, PA 165 Ene, PA 16515-9716
ERIE, PA 167 Erie, PA 16515-9716
TAMPA, FL 335 Tampa, FL 33634-5175
TAMPA, FL 336 Tampa, FL 33634-5175
TAMPA, FL 337 Tampa, FL 33634-5175
TAMPA, FL 338 Tampa, FL 33634-5175

TAMPA, FL 346 Tampa, FL 33634-5175
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PORTLAND, OR
PORTLAND, OR
PORTLAND, OR
PORTLAND, OR
PORTLAND, OR

CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA

KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY
KINGSTON, NY

JOHNSTOWN, PA
JOHNSTOWN, PA
JOHNSTOWN, PA
JOHNSTOWN, PA
JOHNSTOWN, PA

MACON. GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA
MACON, GA

NORTH PLATTE, NE
NORTH PLATTE, NE
NORTH PLATTE, NE
NORTH PLATTE, NE

970
971
972
978
986

228
229
244

105
106
107
108
109
124
125
126
127

155
157
159
166
168

298
308
309
310
312
316
317
318
319
398

690
691
692
693

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 {Continued):

Portland, OR 97208-3079
Portland, OR 97208-3079
Portland, OR 97208-3079
Portland, OR 97208-3079
Portland, OR 9$7208-3079

Charlottesville, VA 22806-9898
Charlottesville, VA 22906-9998
Charlottesville, VA 22906-9998

Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716
Kingston, NY 12401-9716

Johnstown, PA 15904-9716
Johnstown, PA 15904-9716
Johnstown, PA 15904-9716
Johnstown, PA 15904-9716
Johnstown, PA 15504-9716

Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macaon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998
Macon, GA 31206-9998

North Piatte, NE 69101-9201
North Platte, NE 69101-9201
North Platte, NE 69101-9201
North Platte, NE 69101-9201
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA
LANCASTER, PA

MANKATO, MN
MANKATO, MN
MANKATO MN

CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE
CHEYENNE
CHEYENNE
CHEYENNE
CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE,
CHEYENNE

533233333333

COLUMBIA, MO
COLUMBIA, MO
COLUMBIA, MO
COLUMBIA, MO
COLUMBIA, MO
COLUMBIA, MO
COLUMBIA, MO

173
174
175
176
179
182
184
185
186
187
188
195
196
169
170
171
172
177
178

560
561
562

820
821
822
823
824
825
826
827
828
829
830
831

623
634
635
650
651
652
653

Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-8712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
{ ancaster, PA 17604-9712
rancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712
Lancaster, PA 17604-9712

Mankato, MN 56001-9994
Mankato, MN 56001-39994
Mankato, MN 56001-9994

Cheyenne, WY 82009-8716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-8716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-3716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716
Cheyenne, WY 820G9-8716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-3716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716
Cheyenne, WY 82009-9716

Columbia, MO 65299-00(1
Columbia, MO 65299-0001
Columbia, MO 65299-0001
Columbia, MO 65299-0001
Columbia, MO 65298-0001
Colurnbia, MO 65298-0001
Columbia, MO 65299-0001
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON. KY
LEXINGTON. KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY
LEXINGTON, KY

BATON ROUGE. LA
BATON ROUGE, LA
BATON ROUGE, LA
BATON ROUGE. LA
BATON ROUGE. LA
BATON ROUGE, LA
BATON ROUGE, LA
BATON ROUGE, LA

WACO, TX
WACO, TX
WACO, TX

MIDDLE FLORIDA, FL
MIDDLE FLORIDA, FL
MIDDLE FLORIDA, FL
MIDDLE FLORIDA, FL

403
404
405
406
407
408
409
411
412
413
414
415
418
417
418
419
425
426

700
707
703
704
705
706
707
708

765
766
767

327
328
329
347

Lexington, KY 40511-§716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lex'-gton, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexingtan, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-8716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-9716
Lexington, KY 40511-8716

Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9998
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9998
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-8998
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9998
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9998
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9998
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9938
Baton Rouge, LA 70802-9998

Waco, TX 76702-9998
Waco, TX 76702-9998
Waco, TX 76702-9998

Mid Florida, FL 327998-9703
Mid Florida, FL 32799-9709
Mid Florida, FL 32799-9709
Mid Florida, FL 32799-9709
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Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL
SOUTH SUBURBAN, IL

NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ
NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ
NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ
NEW BRUNSWICK, N.J
NEW BRUNSWICK, NJ
NEW BRUNSWICIK, N

BULUTH, MN
DULUTH, MN
DULUTH. MN
DULUTH, MN
DULUTH, MN
DULUTH. MN
DULUTH. MN

SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

FORT MYERS, FL
FORT MYERS, FL
FORT MYERS, FL

604
605
609
618
619
613
614
615
616
617
625
626
627

077
085
086
087
088
089

548
556
557
558
563
564
566

840
841
842
843
844
845
B46
847
898

339
341
342

Bedford Park, Il. 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, iL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL 60499-9711
Bedford Park, IL. 60499-9711

New Brunswick, NJ 08901-9717
New Brunswick, N.J 08901-9717
New Brunswick, N. 08901-9717
New Brunswick, N.J 08901-9717
New Brunswick, NJ 08901-9717
New Brunswick, NJ 08901-9717

Duluth, MN 55806-9716
Duluth, MN 55806-9716
Duluth, MN 55806-9716
Duiuth, MN 55806-9716
Duluth, MN 55806-9716
Duluth, MN 55806-9716
Duluth, MN 55806-9716

Salt Lake City, UT 84104-2996
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-0996
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-9996
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-9996
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-9996
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-9996
Satlt Lake City, UT 84104-9996
Salt Lake City, UT 84104-9996
Satlt Lake City, UT 84104-3896

Fort Myers, FL 33913-9995
Fort Myers, FL 33913-9995
Fort Myers, FL 33913-9995
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

SANTA ANA, CA 901 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 805 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 906 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 907 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 808 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 917 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 918 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 926 Santa Ana, CA 92711-5998
SANTA ANA, CA 927 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9968
SANTA ANA, CA 928 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA g00 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SANTA ANA, CA 901 Santa Ana, CA 92711-9998
SAVANNAH, GA 299 Savannah, GA 31402-9816
SAVANNAH, GA 304 Savannah, GA 31402-9816
SAVANNAH, GA 313 Savannah, GA 31402-9816
SAVANNAH, GA 314 Savannah, GA 31402-9816
SAVANNAH, GA 315 Savannah, GA 31402-9816
White River Junction, VT (05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 050 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 051 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 052 9716
White River Junction, VT 35001~
WHITE RIVER JCT. VT 153 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT VT 054 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 056 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001~
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 057 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 058 9716
White River Junction, VT 05001-
WHITE RIVER JCT, VT 059 9716
MIDLAND, TX 797 Midland, TX 797 11-8578
GREEN BAY, Wi 498 Green Bay, Wi 54303-9997
GREEN BAY, Wi 499 Green Bay, WI 54303-9997
GREEN BAY, WI 541 Green Bay, WI 54303-9997
GREEN BAY, WI 542 Green Bay, Wl 54303-9997

GREEN BAY, Wi 543 Green Bay, Wl 54303-9997
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

NORTH HOUSTON TX 770 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 772 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 773 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 774 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 775 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 776 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 7T North Houston, TX 77315-8716
NORTH HOUSTON TX 778 North Houston, TX 77315-9716
ROYAL QAK, MI 480 Troy, Ml 48083-6200
ROYAL OAK, MI 483 Troy, Ml 48083-6200
FORT SMITH, AR 726 Fort Smith, AR 72903-9716
FORT SMITH, AR 727 Fort Smith, AR 72903-9716
FORT SMITH, AR 728 Fort Smith, AR 72903-9716
FORT SMITH, AR 729 Fort Smith, AR 72903-9716
DENVER, CO BOO Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 801 Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 802 Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 803 Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 804 Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 805 Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 806 Denver, CO 80266-9716
DENVER, CO 3807 Denver, CO 80266-9716
ANCHORAGE ., AK 935 Anchorage, AK 99502-1062
ANCHORAGE. AK 996 Anchorage, AK 99502-1062
ANCHORAGE, AK 997 Anchorage, AK 98502-1062
ANCHORAGE, AK 998 Anchorage, AK 99502-1062
ANCHORAGE, AK 999 Anchorage, AK 99502-1062
BILLINGS, MT 580 Billings, MT 59101-9812
BILLINGS, MT 591 Billings, MT 59101-9812
BILLINGS, MT 592 Billings, MT 59101-9812
BILLINGS, MT 593 Bifllings, MT 59101-6812
BILLINGS, MT 594 Billings, MT 59101-9812
BILLINGS, MT 595 Billings, MT 58101-9812
BILLINGS, MT 597 Billings, MT 59101-9812
SEATTLE, WA 980 Seattle, WA 98168-1899
SEATTLE, WA 981 Seattle, WA 98168-1899

SEATTLE, WA 982 Seattle, WA 98168-1899



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, §3)

Resnonse to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

SIOUX CITY, 1A
SIOUX CITY, 1A
SIOUX CITY, 1A
SIOUX CiTY, 1A
SIQUX CITY, 1A
SIOUX CiTY, 1A

SIOUX FALLS, SD
SIOUX FALLS, SD
SIOUX FALLS, SD
SIOUX FALLS, SD
SIOUX FALLS, 8D
SIOUX FALLS, SD
SIOUX FALLS, SD
SIOUX FALLS, SD

PALATINE, IL
PALATINE, IL
PALATINE, IL
PALATINE, IL

TERRE HAUTE, IN
TERRE HAUTE, IN
TERRE HAUTE, IN

SHAWNEE MISSION, KS
SHAWNEE MISSION, KS
SHAWNEE MISSION, XS
CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO
CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO
CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO
CAPE GIRARDEAU, MO
FORT LAUDERDALE FL
SOUTH FLORIDA, FL
HICKORY, NC

ATHENS, GA
ATHENS, GA

MARIETTA GA
MARIETTA GA

505
510
511
512
513
514

570
573
572
573
574
575
576
577

600
60
602
603

474
475
478

660
661
662
636
637
633
639
333
330
286

305
306

300
301

Sioux City, 1A 51101-9756
Sioux City, |1A 51101-9756
Sioux City, IA 51101-9756
Sioux City, 1A 51101-9756
Sioux City, 1A 51101-9756
Sioux City, IA 51101-9756

Sioux Falls, SD 57104-9712
Sioux Falls, SD 57104-8712
Sioux Falls, SD 57104-9712
Sioux Falls, SD 57104-9712
Sioux Falls, SD 57104-9712
Sioux Falls, SD 57104-9712
Sipux Falls, SD 57104-9712
Sioux Falls, SD 57104-9712

Palatine, IL 60095-9703
Palatine, IL 60095-9703
Palatine, IL 60095-9703
Palatine, H. 60095-9703

Terre Haute, IN 47802-3768
Terre Haute, IN 47802-3768
Terre Haute, IN 47802-3768

Shawnee Mission, KS 66202-9716
Shawnee Mission, KS 66202-9716
Shawnee Mission, KS 66202-9716
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701-9998
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701-9998
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701-9998
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701-9998
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33309-4300
Pembroke Pines, Fi. 33082-9710
Conover, NC 28613-9997

Athens, GA 30601-9998
Athens, GA 30601-9998

Marietta, GA 30065-9997
Marietta, GA 30065-3997
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-48, 51, 53)

Response to DFC/USPS-T39-53 (Continued):

EASTERN, ME
EASTERN, ME
EASTERN, ME
EASTERN, ME

LONG ISLAND, NY
LONG ISLAND, NY
LONG ISLAND, NY
LONG ISLAND, NY
LONG ISLAND, NY

044
046
047
049

005
115
117
118
119

Bangor, ME 04444-7097
Bangor, ME 04444-7097
Bangor, ME 04444-7097
Bangor, ME 04444-7097

W Babylon, NY 11704-9712
W Babylon, NY 11704-9712
W Babylon, NY 11704-9712
W Babylon, NY 11704-9712
W Babylon, NY 11704-9712
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON {DFC/USPS-T39-54-55)

DFC/USPS-T39-54, Please refer to the response to DBP/USPS-286. Please
confirm that the Postal Service currently captures signatures for electronic
delivery records by scanning a piece of paper that the customer signed using
pen, pencil, or a similar writing instrument. If you do not confirm, please explain.

RESPONSE:

Confirmed, although this does not necessarily obviate concerns customers may
have about signature legibility issues from their experience with nonpostal

signature capture processes.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON (DFC/USPS-T39-54-55)

DFC/USPS-T39-55. Please refer to the response to DBP/USPS-286. Please
explain whether the Postal Service plans to transition to a system in which
customers sign their name using an electronic device that consists of a stylus
and a pad (or similar instruments to capture a signature electronically, without the
use of ink, pencil, or paper). If the Postal Service does have plans to transition to
such a system, please provide the implementation schedule.

RESPONSE:

To the best of my knowledge, the Postal Service does not have plans to
transition to a system whereby signatures would be captured via a stylus and

pad
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON,
REDIRECTED FROM THE POSTAL SERVICE (DFC/USPS-2-3,14,24)

DFC/USPS-2. Please provide the percentage of volume in each eligible service
for which customers purchased return receipts (e.g., customers purchased a
return receipt along with 75 percent of Certified Mail, 10 percent of Insured Mail,
efc.).

RESPONSE:

For FY 2005, following are the percentages of volume of eligible host special

services where return receipt service was purchased as an ancillary service:

Certified 91 percent
Registered 38 percent
Insurance 2 percent

COoD .08 percent
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO
INTERROGATORIES OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON,
REDIRECTED FROM THE POSTAL SERVICE (DFC/USPS-2-3,14,24)

DFC/USPS-3. Of total return receipt volume, please provide the percentage that
customers purchased with each eligible service (e.g., 85 percent of total return-
receipt volume was associated with Certified Mail, two percent was associated
with Express Malil, etc.).

RESPONSE:

For FY 2005, following are the percentages of return receipt volume by eligible

host special service:

Certified 98.7 percent
Registered 0.8 percent
Insurance 0.4 percent
COD 001 percent

Volume data for return receipts attached to Express Mail are not coltected.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-1.

a. Please confirm that Exhibit No. USPS-10C for FY 2006

shows volume variable city carrier costs (component 257) attributed to COD of
$896,000 and volume variable rural carrier costs (component 260) attributed to
COD of $1,807,000. If you cannot so confirm, please provide the correct doliar
amounts.

b. Please provide a breakdown of the number or forecast of COD

packages and the number or forecast of COD claims paid for FY 2006 into city
carrier and rural carrier segments.

RESPONSE:

a. See witness Waterbury's response to interrogatory GF/USPS-T10-2(a).
b. The Postal Service does not forecast claims paid, though below is the
forecast for the number of COD packages for 2006 by value level. No

breakdown by carrier type is available.

Value Up To 2006 Forecast Volume

50 389,345
100 313,760
200 446,578
300 166,061
400 48,491
500 21,973
600 14,283
700 5,565
800 5,908
900 88
1000 5,845
Registered 3,224
Notice of Non-Delivery 53,170
Alteration of COD 0
Restricted Delivery 0

TOTAL (Excludes Additional Services) 1,417,897
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC, (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-2. Has the Postal Service changed its policy with respect to the
amount to be paid to COD claimants in the past 5 years? If so, piease explain in
detail and state whether such change increased, decreased or did not affect the
individual and the overall leve! of claims paid and state whether and where such
change is reflected anywhere in the DMCS, the DMM or elsewhere.

RESPONSE:

As a result of Docket No. R2000-1, the Postal Service increased the indemnity
limit for COD from $600 to $1,000. Therefore, the potential amount to be paid to
claimants has increased since the beginning of 2001. On May 1, 2004, the
policies and procedures for processing indemnity claims were revised, not only to
clarify the existing policies and procedures, but to establish other guidelines with
respect to indemnity claims. Please see Postal Bulietin 22127, dated 4-29-04,
which outlines the clarifications and changes and provides the revisjons to the
applicable sections of the Domestic Mail Manual and Postal Operations Manual.
This Postal Bulletin article can be viewed at

www.usps. com/cpim/itp/bulietin/2004/pb22127 pdf
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-3. Has the Postal Service changed its practice with respect to the
amount to be paid to claimants in the past 5 years? If so, please explain in detail
and state whether such change increased, decreased or did not affect the
individual and the overalt level of claims paid and state whether and where such
change is reflected anywhere in the DMCS ‘he DMM or elsewhere.

RESPONSE:

Please see my response to GF/USPS-T39-2.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-5. Please list for each of the Postal Service's five largest COD
customers (no names need be provided) the COD volumes, the number of
claims submitted and the number of such claims paid for each year (or fiscat
year) 2003 to present. ‘

RESPONSE:

Below is the COD volume for the five largest COD customers in 2005 (in terms of
volume) who tender their COD postage and fees through a mailing statement.
The Postal Service does not produce a report on claims information by individual

COD customer.

94743 148963 205355 277,114
1962 82795 BO086. 79,428 |
46423 51903 63,084 . 47,840 -
43.980ﬁ: 76,165 ' 79,880 I 82,360 E

40250 65901 : 90,193 111,358 .
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19}

GF/USPS-T39-6. Please provide actual or forecast data showing the number of
COD claims paid for each year (or fiscal year) 2004 to the present, with each
annual amount broken down by fee paid (that is, $0.01- $50, $50.01-$100,
$100.01-$200, etc.).

RESPONSE:

Please see the attached for the COD claims data for FY 2004 and FY 2005 by

value level.



COD Claims Attachment 1 to GF/USPS-T39-6
FY 2004
Armount Paid Reason Claim Count Amount Paid

<= §50 Damage 60 $1.419
Loss 6,659 $227.723

No Remit 576 §20,738

Total 7,295 $249,880
$50.01 to $100 Damage 61 $4,206
Loss 6,747 3478571

No Remit 587 $42,472

Total 7,395 $526,249
$100.0% to $200 Damage 40 35,720
Loss 5,334 $724,523

No Remit 444 $64,034

Total 5,818 $794.278
$200.01 to $300 Damage 28 $6,841
Loss 821 $214,373

No Remit 83 $14,576

Total 1,012 $235,780
$300.01 1o $400 Damage 17 35,897
Loss 212 $72,484

No Remit 15 $5.210

Total 244 $83,391
$400.01 to $500 Damags 4 $1,850
Loss 84 $36,966

No Remit 11 $4,976

Tota! EE $43,792
$500 01 1o 3600 Damage 1 3575
Loss 35 $19,110

No Remit 1 $543

Total 37 $20,227
3600.01 to $700 Damage 2 $1,358
Loss 20 $12,945

Total 22 $14,303
$700 01 to $800 Damage 4 $3.042
Loss 9 36,734

Totat 13 $9.777
580001 to $900 Damage 1 $833
Loss 4 $3,429

Total 5 $4.262
$9C0.01 to $1000 Damage 1 39
Lass 4 $3,830

Total 5 $4.761
$1000.0% to $1100 Lass 3 35,066
L $5,066

Total 21,950 $1.991.776
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COD Claims Attachment 2 to GF/USPS-T39-6
FY 2005
Amount Paid Reason Claim Count Arnount Paid
<= $50 Damage 85 32,371
Loss 1,879 $44.036
No Remit 3,089 $86.2186
Total 5,083 $132823
$50.01 to $100 Damage 75 $5,542
Loss 1,598 $117,045
No Remit 2,375 $173,517
Total 4,048 $268,184
$100.01 to $200 Damage 51 38,979
Loss 1513 $212,804
No Remit 4,233 $6804,158
Total 5,797 $823,739
$200.01 to $300 Damage 33 $7.702
Loss 352 382,873
No Remit 880 $208,004
Totat 1,265 $299 578
$300.01 to $400 Damage 12 $4,267
Loss 104 $35,305
No Remit 220 $74,468
Total 336 $114,140
$400.01 to 3500 Damage 8 $3.%3
Loss 42 318,285
No Rermit 78 $34,354
Total 129 $56,542
$500.01 to $600 Darmage 3 $1,584
Loss 16 $5,882
No Remit 25 $13,481
Total 44 $23.947
$500.01 to $700 Damage 3 $1,540
Loss LB $7.011
No Remi 10 $6,508
Total 24 $15,480
$700.01 to $80C Loss 8 $5.843
No Remit 4 $2,885
Total 12 $8,028
$6G0.01 to 3900 Damage 5 $4,188
Loss 7 $5.811
kb hithatbt Nc Rermt 6 $5,015
Totai
18 $15113
$900.01 to $1000
Loss 3 $2,893
[ No Remit 4 $3,775
Tetat
7 $6,667
$1000.01 to $1100
P Damage 1 $1,048
Loss 10 $10,265
NO Reromt 3 $3117
14 $14.430

Total 16,757 $1,807,330



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-7. For each year (or fiscal year) 2004 to the present, please
provide a breakdown of the number, or approximate number {(or percentage) of
clairms paid that fall into the following categories: (1) the article is delivered, but
the funds are not collected from the recipient, (2) the article is lost or destroyed
before delivery, (3) the article is refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or
destroyed prior to its return, (4) the article is delivered and the funds collected,
but the payment is not provided to the sender (5) other. If any claims fall into the
“other” category, please explain the most frequent reasons.

RESPONSE:

Please see the response to GF/USPS-T39-6. The Postal Service collects data

nn claims paid only for damage, !oss, or no remittance.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-8.

a. Assume that a coin dealer is mailing a rare coin worth $400

to a customer COD, and pays a fee of $10, because $400 is to be collected from
the recipient . If that dealer does not receive the money or the return of the coin
and files a claim within the prescribed period, how much will the Postal Service
pay on the claim (assuming it is a valid clair" in each of the following four
scenarios: (1) the coin is delivered, but the funds are not collected from the
recipient, (2) the coin is lost or destroyed before delivery, (3) the coin is refused
or uncfaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed prior to its return, and (4) the
coin is delivered and the funds collected, but the payment is not provided to the
sender. If additional assumptions are necessary, please add any necessary,
reasorable assumptions befere responding.

b. If the payment is not the same in each scenario, explain how the

Postal Service determines which scenario is applicable and whether in each

case the Postal Service undertakes the burden of determining the reason for the
claim.

RESPONSE:

a-b.

(1) If the coin is delivered, but the funds are not collected from the recipient, the
Postal! Service will provide reirﬁbursement to the sender of the amount to be
collected, in this case $400, provided all required documentation is presented

and ali applicable regulations for payable claims are met.

{2) f the coin is lost or destroyed before delivery, the amount to be paid would
be the fair market value, up to $400, at the time and place of mailing, providing
all required documentation is presented and all applicable regulations for payable

claims are met.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

Response to GF/USPS-T39-8 (Continued)

(3) If the coin is refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed
prior to its return, the amount to be paid wouldbe the fair market value, up to
$400, at the time and place of mailing, providing all required documentation is

presented and all applicable reguiations for payable claims are met.

(4) If the coin is delivered and the funds are collected, but the payment is not
provided to the sender, replacement of the payment would be issued to the
sender. If paid by postal money order, the Postal Service will provide a
replacement money order. If paid by personal check, and the mailer did not
receive the check, the Postal Service generally expects the sender to obtain a
replacement check from the addressee. In these instances, the Postal Service

will reimburse the addressee for any “stop payment” charges incurred and paid.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-9.

a. Assume that a record store is mailing a CD with a retail

value cf $15 but a wholesale cost to the store of $7.50 to a customer COD, and
pays a fee of $4.75, because $15 is to be collected from the customer. If that
dealer does not receive the money or the return of the CD and files a claim within
the prescribed period, how much will the Postal Service pay on the claim
(assuming it is a valid claim) in each of the following four scenarios: (1) the CD

is delivered, but the funds are not collected from the recipient, (2) the CD is lost
or destroyed before delivery, (3} the CD is refused or unclaimed by the recipient
and lost or destroyed prior to its return, and (4) the CD is delivered and the funds
collected, but the payment is not provided to the sender. If additional
assumptions are necessary, please add any necessary, reasocnable assumptions
before responding.

b. If the payment is not the same in each scenario, explain how the

Postal Service determines which scenario is applicable and whether in each

case the Postal Service undertakes the burden of determining the reason for the
claim.

RESPONSE:

a-b.

(1) If the CD is delivered, but the funds are not collected from the recipient, the
Postal Service will provide reimbursement to the sender of the amount to be
collected, in this case $15, provided all required documentation is presented and

all applicable regulations for payable claims are met.

(2) If the CD is lost or destroyed before delivery, the amount to be paid would
be the wholesale cost to the store of $7.50 and the postage paid, providing all
required documentation is presented and all applicable regulations for payable

ciaims are met.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

Response to GF/USPS-T39-9 (Continued)

(3) If the CD is refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed
prior to its return, the amount to be paid wouldbe the wholesale cost to the store
of $7.50, providing all required documentation is presented and ail applicable

regulations for payable claims are met.

(4) tf the CD is delivered and the funds are collected, but the payment is not
provided to the sender, replacement of the payment would be issued to the
sender. If paid by postal money order, the Postal Service will provide a
replacement money order. if paid by personal check, and the mailer did not
receive the check, the Postal Service generally expects the sender to obtain a
replacement check from the addressee. In these instances, the Postal Service

will reimburse the addressee for any “stop payment” charges incurred and paid,



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-10.

a. Assume that an artist is mailing a painting with a claimed

retail value of $500 and a raw materials cost of $5.00 to a customer COD, and
pays a fee of $10, because the amount to be collected is $500. If that artist does
not receive the money or the return of the painting and files a claim within the
prescribed period, how much will the Postal Service pay on the claim (assuming
it is a valid claim) in each of the following four scenarios: (1) the painting is
delivered, but the funds are not collected from the recipient, (2) the painting is
lost or destroyed before delivery, (3) the paining is refused or unclaimed by the
recipient and lost or destroyed prior to its return, and (4) the painting is delivered
and the funds collected, but the payment is not provided to the sender. If
additional assumptions are necessary, please add any necessary, reasonable
assumptions before responding.

b. If the payment is not the same in each scenario, explain how the

Postal Service determines which scenario is applicable and whether in each

case the Postal Service undertakes the burden of determining the reason for the
claim.

RESPONSE:

a-b.

(1)} If the painting is delivered, but the funds are not collected from the recipient,
the Postal Service will provide reimbufsement to the sender of the amount to be
collected, in this case $500, provided all required documentation is presented

and all applicable regulations for payable claims are met.

(2) If the painting is lost or destroyed before delivery, the amount to be paid
would be the fair market value at the time and place of mailing, plus postage if
the total is less than the insured amount, providing all required documentation is

presented and all applicable regulations for payable claims are met.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

Response to GF/USPS-T39-10 (Continued)

(3) If the painting is refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or
destroyed prior to its return, the amount to be paid wouldbe the fair market value
at the time and place of mailing, plus postage if the total is less than the insured
amount, providing all required documentation is presented and all applicable

regulations for payable claims are met.

(4) If the painting is delivered and the funds are collected, but the payment is
not provided to the sender, replacement of the payment would be issued to the
sender. If paid by postal money order, the Postal Service will provide a
replacement money order. If paid by personal check, and the maiter did not
receive the check, the Postal Service generally expects the sender to obtain a
replacement check from the addressee. In these instances, the Postal Service

will reimburse the addressee for any “stop payment” charges incurred and paid.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-11.

a. Assume that a photographer is mailing prints with a retail

price of $70 to a customer COD, and pays a fee of $5.80, because $70 is to be
collected from the addressee. The photographer retains the negatives or the
disk. If that photographer does not receive the money or the return of the prints
and files a claim within the prescribed perioa, how much will the Postal Service
pay on the claim (assuming it is a valid claim) in each of the following four
scenarios: {1) the prints are delivered, but the funds are not collected from the
recipient, (2) the prints are lost or destroyed before delivery, (3) the prints are
refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed prior to its retum, and
(4) the prints are delivered and the funds collected, but the payment is not
provided to the sender. If additional assumptions are necessary, please add any
necessary, reasonable assumptions before responding.

b. If the payment is not the same in each scenario, explain how the

Postal Service determines which scenario is applicable and whether in each
case the Postal Service undertakes the burden of determining the reason for the
claim.

RESPONSE:

a-b.

(1) f the prints are delivered, but the funds are not collected from the recipient,
the Postal Service will provide reimbursement to the sender of the amount to be
collected, in this case $70, provided all required documentation is presented and

all applicable regulations for payable claims are met.

(2) ¥ the prints are lost or destroyed before delivery, the amount to be paid

would be the cost to produce another set of prints, plus the postage.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

Response to GF/USPS-T39-11 {Continued)

(3)  If the prints are refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed
prior to their return, the amount to be paid for prints of personal photographs
would be limited to indemnity for miscellaneous items, if any, lost or damaged. If
they are prints of general photographs which would be purchased by the general
public, the amount paid would be the cost to produce another set of prints, plus

the postage, plus indemnity for miscellaneous items, if any, lost or damaged.

{4) If the prints are delivered and the funds are collected, but the payment is
not provided to the sender, replacement of the payment wouid be issued to the
sender. If paid by postai money order, the Postal Service will provide a
replacement money order. If paid by personal check, and the mailer did not
receive the check, the Postal Service generally expects the sender to obtain a
replacement check from the addressee. in these instances, the Postal Service

will reimburse the addressee for any “stop payment® charges incurred and paid.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-12.

{a) When a COD claim is received by the Postal Service,

does it in every case seek to determine the validity of the claim and, if valid, the
reason that it did not return either the funds to be collected or the merchandise?
(b) If the answer to part (a) is not in the affirmative, does the Postal

Service do so in most cases?

{c) if the response to part (a) or part {c) is in the affirmative, please explain

in detail the steps the Postal Service takes to determine whether the claim is

valid and, if so, why it failed to return either the amount to be collected or the
merchandise.

RESPONSE:

a-c. Customers certify on PS Form 1000, Domestic Claim or Registered Mail

Inquiry, that their claim is accurate and truthful. Claims received are reviewed

and a determination of adjudication is made based on the facts of each individual

claim.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-13. In approximately what percentage of the valid COD claims is
the reason for the claim either that the parcel was lost or destroyed before any
attempted delivery or that it was lost or destroyed during its return to the mailer?

RESPONSE:

Please see my response to GF/USPS-T39-6 for the COD claims paid due to loss.
The Postal Service does not currently report COD claims information to the level

of detail requested, i.e., at what stage the loss occurs.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-14. If a claim is filed by a COD mailer and the Postal Service
records show that payment was tendered by the recipient, please describe in
detaii the steps that the Postal Service takes to determine whether that payment
was in fact delivered to the mailer.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does noi take any steps to determine whether the payment

was in fact delivered.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS-T39-15.

(a) if a claim is filed by a COD mailer and the Postal Service

records show that payment was tendered by the recipient by not delivered to the
mailer, please describe in detail the steps that the Postal Service takes to assure
that the payment is in fact received by the mailer.

{b) In this situation, would the Postal Service ever require the mailer to

contact the recipient in order to obtain a substitute payment?

(c) If the answer to part (b) is in the affirmative, does the Postal Service
assume, and if so on what basis, that a recipient who has already tendered
payment will cooperate with the mailer?

{(d) If under these circumstances the mailer is unable to obtain payment,

will the claim be paid by the Postal Service in an amount equal to the funds that
were to be collected?

RESPONSE:

(a) It a claim is filed by a COD mailer and the Postal Service records show
that payment was tendered by the recipient by not delivered to the mailer, the
Postal Service provides the mailer with the check or money order number, date,
and amount collected, along with instructions on how to obtain a replacement

money order, if applicable.

(b}  Yes.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

Response to GF/USPS-T39-15 (Continued)

C. Based on a general belief that people are reasonable about paying for
goods and services, the Postal Service assumes the addressee will issue a

replacernent check to the sender.

d. No.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, INC.

GF/USPS5-T39-16.

(a) Does it ever occur that a COD package is left with the

addressee but no payment is collected at the time of delivery?

(b) if s0, does the Postal Service believe that it is reasonable 1o expect

the recipient of the parcel in all or nearly all cases to make a payment more than
two months later? Piease explain.

RESPONSE:
a. Yes.
b. In (presumably) rare instances, a COD article could be delivered with no

payment collected at the time of delivery. Based on a general belief that people
are reasonable, the Postal Service believes that most consumers are willing to
pay for goods and services received, even if it the payment is requested more
than two months after receipt of the goods and services. !n any case, the COD
mailer is going to receive reimbursement for any uncollected payment. See my

responses to GF/USPS-T39-8-11a-b(1).
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC, (GF/USPS-T739-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-17.

(a) Please confirm that the most recent DMCS states in Fee

Scheduie 944 that the COD fee is based only upon “the amount to be collected”
from the: recipient.

(b) Please state the source of and authority for witness Berkeley’s

statement at page 27 of USPS-T-39 that the fee is based on the higher of "the
monetary value of the merchandise or the amount of insurance desired. . . .”
{c) Please confirm that prior versions of the DMCS stated that the amount

of the COD fee is based upon the amount of insurance coverage desired.

(d) If you confirm both parts (a) and (c), please explain when the change

was made and the reason for the change in the DMCS language.

RESPONSE:

a. Not confirmed. The heading says “Amount to be collected” yet that does
not mean the fee is “based only upon the ‘the amount to be collected’ from
the recipient.

b. Please see Domestic Mail Manual Section 503.11.1.2.

c. Notconfirmed. Versions of Fee Schedule 944 prior to Docket No. R2001-
1 had the heading "Amount to be collected, or Insurance Coverage
Desired.”

d. Not applicable; however, the change appears to be an inadverient

omission in Docket No. R2001-1 of the “or Insurance Coverage Desired”

language.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY
TO INTERROGATORY OF GROWING FAMILY, tNC.

GF/USPS-T39-18. Assuming that a mailer sends 1,000 COD parcels a year and
pays a fee based upon the amount to be collected from the customer, and
assuming that the mailer submits 100 valid claims per year, will that mailer's
claims always be reimbursed at the amount to be collected from the recipient? If
not, why not.

RESPONSE:

There is not enough information to provide a definitive answer for each claim.
Reimbursement wouid be made for whatever amount is appropriate for the

situation and would be determined on a claim-by-claim basis.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-1-7,13,17,19)

GF/USPS-T39-19. For each year (or fiscal year) 2003 through the present,
including a partial fiscal year in order to inciude the latest data, please state what
percentage of valid claims filed were paid at a level lower than the amount to be
collected from the recipient, and break down that percentage further to separate
(a) those claims paid at less than the amount to be collected because the mailed
product was damaged and had residual value and (b} those that were paid at
less than the amount claimed for other reasons, such as but not limited 1o the
Postal Service's view that even though the product was iost, the reproduction
cost to the mailer was lower than the amount to be collected.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service does not currently report COD claims information to the level
of detail requested, i.e., claims paid at less than the amount to be collected or

claims paid at less than the amount ctaimed for other reasons.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC, (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GFIUSPS-T39-20. In response to GF/USPS-T39-2, you refer to the increased
indemnity limit and to Postal Bulletin 22127 as outlining the changes in policy with
respect to the payment of COD ciaims.

{a) Please confirm the authenticity of the attached letter, dated March 10,

2005, from Delores Kiliette, the Postal Service's Vice President and Consumer
Advocate, to counsel for Growing Family concerning COD claims paid to Growing
Family.

(b) Please confirm that Growing Family is the Postal Service's largest COD
customer.

(c) Please confirm that for at least several years before February, 2005, the Postal
Service paid all valid COD claims by Growing Family in an amount equal to the
amount to be collected from the recipient.

(d) Please confirm that, beginning on February, 2005, the Postal Service began
paying some valid COD claims by Growing Family in an amount significantly lower
than the amount to be collected from the recipient.

(e) Please confirm that, beginning in approximately May, 2005, the Postal

Service began paying all valid claims by Growing Family in an amount significantly
below the amount to be collected from the recipient.

(f) Please confirm that beginning approximately December, 2005, and through the
present, the Postal Service is paying all of Growing Family's valid COD claims at
approximately $15.00 per package, plus postage.

(g) Please confirm that Growing Family files claims on approximately 3% of its
COD packages.

(h) Please confirm that the amount to be collected from the recipient for

Growing Family's COD packages generally falls within the $25 to $89 range,
although it is sometimes higher.

RESPONSE:

(a) Confirmed for the letter attached to the interrogatory, dated March 10,

2006.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-20 {(Continued)

(b} Itis my understanding that Growing Famity is also fully known as Hasco
International. | can confirm that of th. e COD customers entering their
COD mail via mailing statements, Hasco International was the Postal
Service’s largest COD customer in terms of both volume and revenue for
Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005.

(c} Confirmed.

(d) - {f} | have been informed that Growing Family was reimbursed for the
amount deemed appropriate for the claims which fall into any one of these
three referenced situations.

(g} As there is not a claims repori produced by customer name, | am not able
to confirm or deny how many claims are filed by Growing Family or any
other COD customer.

{h}  do not have data for each COD mailpiece entered into the mailstream by
Growing Family and, therefore, am unable to confirm or deny the range
given in the interrogatory. However, it seems reasonable, based on the
goods sold by Growing Family, that the range of $25 to $89 is probably a

general range.



DELORES J. FUILLETTE
VICE PRESIDENT
AND CONSUMER ADVOCATE

UNITED STATES
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POSTAL SERVICE

March 10, 2006

Mr. David R. Straus

Attorney at Law

1909 K Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20006-1167

Dear Mr. Straus:

This is in response to the appeal you filed on behalf of Growing Family, Inc., regarding the decision
issued by the Manager of the St. Louis Accounting Service Center (ASC) on August 16, 2005. The
decision concerned the amount of indemnity to be paid on Collect on Delivery (COD) claims submitted
by Growing Family. | agree with the general conclusion reached in the ASC Decision and this letter will
further clarify how Growing Family will be reimbursed on COD claims.

Background

As part of its business, Growing Family takes photographs of newborn babies in hospitals and mails
these as part of packages to the infants' parents using COD service. Some parents accept the parcels
and pay the amount to be collected, i.e. the retail value. Others refuse to accept them and these
parceis are returned to Growing Family,

Growing Family has submitted numerous COD claims to the Postal Service, representing individual
mailings where it was asserted that it had received neither payment of the retail value nor the return of
the parcel. These claims sought payment from the Postal Service of the retait value that was to be
coliected from the addressee. Until recently, the Postal Service often paid the retail value to Growing
Family on its claims.’

Based on its consideration of Growing Family's claims and the postal standards under which indemnity
15 paid, the St. Louis ASC, which is responsible tor adjudication of claims, found that payment of the
retail value is not warranted on ali COD claims submitted by Growing Family. Consequently, starting
May 2005, many of Growing Family’s claims were paid in an amount less than the retail value. The
basis for this determination was set forth in the ASC Decision, which is the subject of the appeal.

Regulations

The Postal Service policies and procedures for processing claims are detailed in the Domestic Mail
Manual (DMM). Payable claims are outhined under DMM Section 609.4.1 and state:

4.1 Payable Claims

insurance for loss or damage o insured, registered, or COD mail within the amount
covered by the fee paid or within the indemnity limits for Express Mail as explained
in 4.2 is payable for the following.
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a. Actual value of lost arlicles at the time and place of mailing (see 4.1n. for bulk
insured articles).

.. ¢. Rernittance due on a COD parcel not received by the sender, subject to the
limitations set by the standards for COD service.

.. j. Cost of film stock or biank tape for photographic film, negatives, sfides,
transparencies, videotapes, laser disks, x-rays, magnefic resonance imaging (MRI)
prints, computerized axial tomography (CAT) scan prints, efc.

Nonpayable claims covered under DMM 609.4.3 state:

4.3 Nonpayable Claims

indemnity is not paid for insured mail, Registered Mail, COD, or Express Mail in
these situations:

.. e The contents of fim (e.g., positives, negatives, slides, iransparencies, videotapes, laser
disks, x-rays, magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) prints, computerized axial tomography (CAT)
scan prints), the cost of creating or re-creating these items, or the photographer’s time and
expense in taking the photographs.

.. g Conseguential loss claimed rather than the actual value of the article.

.. v ltemns sent COD without the addressee’s consent.

Arguments

The appeat appears to be based on three arguments. First, you contend Growing Family is paying to
insure “the amount to be collected from the addressee,” not the cost of film stock. Secondly, you claim
the Postal Service cannot change policy retroactively, so, even if amounts tess than the retail value is
paid on future claims, that should not have occurred on claims filed pricr to the August 16, 2005 letter.
Finally, you claim Growing Family is being overcharged for COD service, stating the Postal Service is
charging fees based on one value and paying claims based on a lower value.

Your assertion that Growing Family should invariably be compensated based upon the retail value
rather than the costs to reproduce and resend the parcels is not consistent with postal standards or the
principles on which those standards are based. The appeal, on page 4, cites DMCS and DMM
provisions staling COD service provides the sender with insurance against loss, damage, or rifling of
the article or failure to receive the amount collected from the addressee. The use of the altemative
language is significant; these provisions do not stale that the sender invariably is compensated in the
amount of the retail value. In some circumstances (e.g., where the article is lost before being offered to
the addressee or refused and lost upon return), there literally is no amount collected or that should have
been collected from the addressee and, accordingly, no basis to provide compensation in that amount
to the sender. A decision to pay indemnity in the amount of the retail value in all instances would
contradict the principies underlying the indemnity standards by making the sender better off, in some
instances, than it would have been, For instance, if the addressee refuses the parcel and it is lost upon
return to the sender, compensation in the amount of the retail value would provide the sender a profit it
is not entitled to since the addressee refused the package. Where the package is lost enroute to the
addressee, providing compensation for reproducing the package ailows the sender to resend the
package to the addressee {o see if a sale can still be made.

The appeal appears to recognize these principles and seeks to raise two counter-arguments at pages
7-8. First, you assert that parents are less likely to accept re-sent packages due to the delay between
the birth of the child and the receipt of the package. You have not presented any evidence that this
occurs. Moreover, postal standards expressly exclude liabitity for consequential loss or for delay, DMM
6809.4.3.(g). If the original package were delayed during postal processing, indemnity would not be paid
based upon an argument that the delay reduced the likelihood of purchase. The same resull is reached
where the delay is caused by other circumstances.



Your second argument is based upon the speculation that some of the articles believed to be lost
before being offered to the addressee were actually delivered to the addressee, with payment either not
received or lost after receipt. The delivery system established by the Postal Service provides scans to
record events for COD deliveries, such as, Acceptance, Arrival at Unit, Notice Left, Refused,
Unclaimed, and Delivered. The scans show the last event that determines the initial response from the
St Louis ASC. You recently presented two examples. For the first sample regarding the article maiied
to Milwaukee, W!, the delivery system has recorded the customer’s check number indicating completion
of the transaction. Therefore, this does not substantiate your claim. The delivery system has no
record, e.g., No acceptance or delivery scans, for the article that went to Philadelphia. Our investigation
revealed a clerical error in recording the events for this COD article. An incident such as this is
identifiable through the claims appeais process and investigation.

Your assertion that the Postal Service has changed policy appears to rely on principles of equitable
estoppel, i.e., because the Postal Service has made indemnity payments based upon the retail vaiue in
the past, it must continue to do so, even if that were in error. The Postal Service, like other government
agencies, is not subject to estoppel. Moreover, even if it were subject to estoppel, the necessary
elements are not present here, such as reasonable reliance. The decision to pay claims based upon
the costs of reproducing and resending the photographs is based upon the express provisions in our
regulations, DMM 609.4.1(j). The decision in this instance is not based upon a change in policy or
interpretation, but the correct application of existing policy. It is noted that the letter enclosed in the
appeal, as Exhibit B, and discussion of that letter do not support your argument. The letter, dated
November 8, 1996, from the USPS St. Louis office similarly established that CODs would not always be
paid at full retail value. Although you indicate this position was subsequently reversed, you have not
provided documentation to this effect or identified the postal officials that may have made such a
decision. Moreover, even if that had occurred, it does not require the Postal Service to continue to pay
indermmnity claims in an amount higher than warranted under our standards.

Your final argument concerns the amount of COD fees that should be paid on Growing Family's mail,
This issue relates to mail rates and classifications, and is outside the scope of this appeal and the types
of issues properly considered by this office. See DMM 607.2.0. Nevertheless, please note that our
standards provide that COD fees are tased upon the higher of the amount to be collected or the
insurance coverage provided, DMM 503.11.1.2, and, as explained below, there are instances where
indemnity will be paid to Growing Family based upon the retail value.

Analysis

| agree with the general conclusion reached in the ASC Decision. That is, under postal standards, the
proper level of indemnity payments on COD claims is not always based upon the retail value to be
collecled from the addressee. Rather, the amount of the payment must be assessed on consideration
of the facts of each claim and the reason why the sender did not receive the retail value or return of the
parcel,

As a general principle, the Postal Service's indemnity standards seek to provide compensation on
indemnity claims so that the sender is no better or worse off than if the article were properly delivered.
There are four types of circumstances o consider in evaluating the indemnity payment on COD claims:

(1) the article is delivered to the addressee but the retail value is not collected;

(2) the article is lost or totally damaged before offered for delivery to the addressee;

{3) the article is refused or unclaimed by the addressee and lost or damaged before retum to the
sender; or

{4} the article is delivered and the retail value is collected, but the payment is lost before delivery to
the sender.

Each of these circumstances can be identified from the scans recorded and maintained by the Postal
Service. My conclusion regarding the amount that should be paid in each instance is discussed below.

Conclusion

For the reasons explained herein, the appeal is partiaily upheld and partially denied. We will provide
reimbursement of the amount to be collected, i.e. the retail value, if the COD article is delivered and we

3
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fail to collect payment from the addressee. in this instance, the Poslal Service failed to provide the
service purchased. Accordingly, the indemnity should be paid in the amount of the retail value to make
the sender whole.,

In other situations, claims will be reimbursed as follows:

1) If the article is lost or totally damaged before it is offered for delivery to the addressee: | agree
with the ASC decision that the amount to be paid in this case should be based upon the costs to
produce another package for the addressee and the original postage paid. If the addressee
accepts or refuses the parcel, the sender is in the same position, as it would have been, had the
addressee accepted or refused the initial parcel. As noted in that decision, please let us know if
Growing Family's costs change or you believe there is some other reason for adjustment. The St.
Louis ASC will work with you in determining the value.

2) ¥ the arlicle is refused or unclaimed by the addressee and then lost or totally damaged before it is
returned to the sender: In this instance, since the addressee did not accept the parcel, the only
benefit that could be realized by the sender would be the value of the contents and the amount of
postage. There is no evidence that the photographs have any salvage or other value to Growing
Family. Accordingly, | conclude that reimbursement will be limited to indemnity for miscellaneous
items that are lost or damaged, such as keepsakes, and postage.

3) Ifthe article is delivered and the retail value is collected, but the payment is lost before delivery to
the sender: Replacement of the payment should be issued {o the sender. If paid by postal
money order, the Postal Service will provide a replacement money order or pastal check. if paid
by check, and Growing Family did not receive the check, the Postal Service generally expects the
sender to obtain a replacement check from the addressee. In these instances, the Postal Service
will reimburse the addressee for any “stop payment” charges incurred and paid.

Based upon these principles, the following actions are appropriate with respect to Growing Family.
COD ciaims submitted on or after the date of this decision will be paid in accordance with the standards
explained above. The decisions on claims submitted before the date of this decision, in which
payments were made for less than the retail value, are hereby affirmed. As an exception, Growing
Family may appeal any claims submitted before this decision that were paid for less than the retail
value that should under one of the scenarios described above, have received a higher indemnity
payment; e.g., the USPS delivered the article and failed to collect the payment. Since not before me for
gecision, this appeal does not decide whether Growing Family was inappropriately overpaid in the past,
or the extent of any such overpayment,

This is the final agency decision of the U.S. Postal Service.

i you have any immediate questions, please feel free to contact Michele Mulleady at (202) 268-2306.

Sincerely,

DAY, ¥;

Deicres J. Hjlette

"In 2 number of instances, the Postal Service found that the claims were for packages on which the retail value
had been coliected and paid to Growing Fanuly or packages that had been refused and refurned to Growing
Famuly. COD claims should not have been filed in these instances, and the claims were denied.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. {GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-21. In response to GF/USPS-T39-3, you refer to your answer to
GF/USPS-T39-2 when asked whether the Postal Service has changed its
"practice” with respect to the payment of COD claims in the past five years.

(a) Do you consider the reduced payments to Growing Family to be a change in
practice?

{b) Are there other COD mailers as to which the Postal Service has within the past
five years changed from paying claims on the basis of the amount to be collected
to paying claims on the basis of some lesser amount? If so, please quantify the
number of COD claims per year so affected.

(c) Does the Postal Service apply the policy and standards set forth in the
March 10" letter to all COD claims?

(d) If your answer to part (¢) is anything other than an unqualified "yes," piease

expiain if the policy applies to only Growing Family or to a subset of COD mailers
and explain the reason for the less than 100% application of the policy.

RESPONSE:

(a) No. Any changes to claims payments made to Growing Family or any other

COD mailers would be due to a clarification of the Postal Service’s policy.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-21 (Continued)

(b) The Postal Service treats all CODcustomers equally . That said, it is my
understanding that there is at least o1 : other COD mailer to which the
Postal Service has within the past five years changed from paying claims
on the basis of the amount to be collected to paying claims on the basis of
some lesser amount due {o ciarification of the claims payment policy. | am
unable to provide the number of claims affected for this customer or any
other customers | am not aware of who have experienced this same

situation due to the clarification of the policy.
{(c) In addition to policies and standards outlined eisewhere, the Postal Service
applies the policy and standards outlined in the Domestic Mail Manual

sections referenced in the March 10 letter to all COD claims.

{d) Not applicable.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-22. In GF/USPS-T39-4, Growing Family asked for volume and
number of claims information for the five largest COD customers. You provided the
volumes but not the claims, contending that the Postal Service does not produce
such a report.

(a) Does the Postal Service have the data necessary to respond to this request?
(b} If your answer to part (a) is anything other than an unqualified "yes," please
see the March 10th letter, which states that "[t}he delivery system established by
the Postal Service provides scans to record events for COD deliveries, such as,
Acceptance, Arrival at Unit, Notice Left, Refused, Unclaimed, and Delivered" and

state why, in addition to the listed information with respect to COD parcels, the
Postat Service does not associate claims data with this other information.

RESPCNSE:

To clarify with respect to the interrogatory, | believe it was GF/USPS-T39-5 which

asked for volume and claims information.

(a) & (b) Yes, the data exist; however, a report with this information has never

been produced and to do so would be extremely burdensome.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-23. In response to GF/USPS-T38-5, you show that the second
listed COD customer mailed roughly 80,000 COD pieces in each year FY2003,
2004, and 2005, but only 1,162 COD pieces through May of FY2006. Please state
the reason for this reduction

RESPONSE:

Unless the customer referenced is contacted directly, there is really no way of
knowing exactly why the volume through May of this fiscal year is what it is. There
could be any number of reasons, such as (1) this customer has a seasonal
business and has not mailed the bulk of their COD packages for the fiscal year; (2)
this customer no longer tenders their COD packages using a mailing statement; or
(3) this customer no longer uses COD service from the Postal Service. It appears
prudent to wait until the end of FY 2006 to see what the total year’'s volume will be
before presuming any number of scenarios for what might not be an appropriate

projection of volume.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-24. In response to GF/USPS-T39-6, you provided a chart showing
the basis for COD claims for FY2004 and 2005.

(a) Please explain fully the terms “damage,” “loss,” and “no remit” as used in your
response.

(b) Please list and explain each of the circumstances under which a COD claim
can be based on “no remit.”

{c) Please confirm that, of the 21,950 claims for FY2004, more than
20,000 were for “loss” and only 219 for “damage.”

(d) Please explain the reason(s) why the Postal Service apparently lost more than
20,000 COD packages in FY2004, given the scans and the manner in which such
packages are handled.

(e) Please provide the Postal Service's best estimate of the percentage of all mail
that is “tost,” as that term is used in your chart.

(f) Please confirm that there were more than 10,000 “no remit” claims in

FYZ2005, compared with only 1,697 in FY2004, and explain the reason(s) for this
increase, even though total COD claims in 2005 dropped by 24% from the FY2004
level.

(g) Please confirm that, in FY2005, there were 9,111 claims where the amount
paid was $100 or tess and that, of these, 5474, or 60%, were for “no remit.”

RESPONSE:

{a) The term damage means that the article was damaged in part or in full or the
mail receptacie was empty. The term loss means there is no record of delivery —
the article (including receptacle) is missing. The term no remit means that the

mailer did not receive a payment for the CODarticle .
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-24 (Continued):

(b) A claim can be considered “no remit” when an article was delivered and no
funds were transmitted to the mailer or the mailer does not know if the ariicle was

delivered and no funds were transmitted to the mailer.

(c) Confirmed.

{d} There could be a number of possibiiities as to why 1.05 percent of the total
COD packages were lost in FY 2004, and probably most of these possibilities
would be attributed to human error.  Even with the scanning and signature
requirernents of accountable mailpieces such as COD, on occasion mailpieces are

not scanned, mailpieces are stolen, mailpieces are lost, etc,

(e) Itis not possible to provide a meaningful estimate of the percentage of all
mail that is “lost” because most of the mail delivered by the Postal Service is not
accountable (requiring a signature or scan). Also, a certain number of “lost”
mailpieces would not ever be known to be lost if they were never anticipated in the

first place,
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-24 (Continued):

(f) Confirmed that there were more than 10,000 “no remit” claims in FY 2005
and 1,697 “no remit” claims in FY 2004. The Postal Service does not have any
explanation for this increase, given an overall decrease in the number of claims

during the same period.

(g) Confirmed.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-25. In GF/USPS-T39-7, Growing Family asked you for a
breakdcown of the number, or approximate number (or percentage), of claims paid
that fall into the following categories: (1) the article is delivered, but the funds are
not collected from the recipient, (2) the articie is lost or destroyed before delivery,
(3) the article is refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed prior to
its return, (4) the article is delivered and the fi'nds collected, but the payment is not
provided to the sender (5) other. You responded that the

Postal Service collects data only in terms of "damage, loss, or no remittance.”

(a) If the Postal Service's records are unable to distinguish between, for example,
a package lost on the way to a recipient from a package lost during the return to
the sender, is it possibie for the mailer to know when it was "lost"?

(b) If so, how?

RESPONSE:

(a) & (b) The Postal Service can use event codes from scanners to distinguish
between these articles, on an individual basis, provided that scanning was done
and the appropriate event was recorded. To clarify my response to GF/USPS-T39-
7. we do not collect this type of information in a report — this information can be
researched for individual transactions.

With respect to mailers knowing when a COD article was lost, if the mailer
purchases (along with the COD service) a special service which would provide
access to scanning information, the customer may be able to determine at which
point the article was lost. Otherwise, the mailer will not know when the article was
lost at the time the claim is filed. If the claim is paid, the mailer could determine
whether the article was lost on the way to the recipient or during the retumn to the

sender based on the amount paid on the claim.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-26. Assume that a mailer mails 1,000 COD packages and that, sixty
days later, that mailer has received payment for 500 packages and the retum of
300 packages, and the mailer wishes to submit a claim with respect to the
remaining 200 packages. Please state whether the mailer will know the cause of
the failure by the Postal Service to provide either the payment or a return of the
package, and if so how.

RESPONSE:

The mailer won't know at the time of the claim filing why payment was not provided
or the article was not returned. After adjudication of the claim, the mailer may be
able to ascertain the reason, based on either information contained in the deniai

fetter if the claim is denied, or by the amount of the payment if the claim is paid.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC, (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-27. Specifically, assume that a mailer mails 1,000 COD packages
and that, sixty days later, that mailer has received payment for 500 packages and
the return of 300 packages, and the mailer wishes to submit a claim with respect to
the remaining 200 packages.

(a) Please explain whether the mailer will know the breakdown of those

200 claims into the following categories: (1) the article was delivered, but the funds
were not collected from the recipient, (2) the article was lost or destroyed before
delivery, (3) the article was refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or
destroyed prior to its return, (4) the article was delivered and the funds collected,
but the payment was not provided to the sender (5) other, and if so how.

(b) Piease explain whether the Postal Service will know the breakdown of those
200 claims into the foillowing categories: (1) the article was delivered, but the funds
are not collected from the recipient, (2) the article was lost or destroyed before
delivery, (3) the article was refused or unclaimed by the recipient and lost or
destroyed prior to its retumn, {4) the article was delivered and the funds collected,
but the payment is not provided to the sender (5) other, and if so how.

RESPONSE:

(a) & (t) Please see my responses to GF/USPS-T39-25 and 26.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-28. Piease confirm that the March 10™ letter establishes different
tevels of claims payment for Growing Family depending upon whether {1) the
article was delivered, but the funds were not collected from the recipient, (2) the
article was lost or destroyed before delivery, (3) the article was refused or
unclaimed by the recipient and lost or destroyed prior to its return, (4) the article
was delivered and the funds collected, but the payment was not provided to the
sender.

RESPONSE:

| can confirm that the March 10" letter clarifies the Postal Service's claims policy,
which includes different levels of payments for all COD customers, depending

upon the individual situation.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-29. In interrogatories GF/USPS-T39-8 through 11, Growing Family
asked how various ciaims would be paid by the Postal Service and, in part (b) to
each of those interrogatories, Growing Family asked how the Postal Service
determines which of the four scenarios is applicable and whether the Postal
Service undertakes the burden of determining the reason for the claim. A response
to the various parts (a) was provided, but not, specifically, to the parts

{(b). Please provide a response to part (b) for each of the interrogatories identified.

RESPONSE:

| believe that the responses to subpart (a) in GF/USPS-T39-8 through 11 provide
the answers to subpart (b) as well. There are different scenarios and the payment
is not the same in every scenario. Therefore, the circumstances determine “which
scenario is applicable.” The Poslal Service does not determine the reason why the
customer filed the claim as the customer is the one filing the claim and would

identify the reason why they are filing.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-30. You state in response to the parts (a) of interrogatories
GF/USPS-T39-8 through 11 that the amount there stated will be paid provided that
the required documentation is presented and the regulations are met.

(a) Please identify the regulations that explain the different claim level payments in
the four scenarios set forth in the March 10™ letter and state with specificity how
they inform the mailer that the payment levels in your responses are appropriate.

(b) 1s the mailer expected, as part of providing "all required documentation,” to
provide information demonstrating whether (1) the article was delivered, but the
funds were not collected from the recipient, (2) the article was lost or destroyed
before delivery, (3) the article was refused or uncilaimed by the recipient and lost or
destroyed prior to its retumn, (4) the article was delivered and the funds collected,
but the payment was not provided to the sender?

{c) If the answer to part (b) is anything but an unqualified "yes,” please state
whether, for all claims, the Postal Service will determine the reason for the claim
and advise the mailer accordingly, so that the mailer will understand the reason for
the amount paid on the claim?

(d} If the answer to part (b) is in the affirmative, please explain how the mailer is
supposed to have or obtain that information.

RESPONSE:

(a) Please see my respanse to GF/USPS-T39-2 for cites to the regulations.
Mailers may be able to use the policies, procedures, and regulatory
materiais referenced in that interrogatory response to get information on

payment levels for claims.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-30 (Continued)

(b) No.

(c) No. As stated in the response to GF/USPS-T39-29, the customer would

determine the reason for the claim. Further, as stated in response to

GF/USPS-T39-26, the mailer could determine, by the amount paid, the

reason the claim was paid.

(d) Not applicable.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GFIUSPS-T39-31. In response to GF/USPS-T39-8(a)(2), you state that if the
hypothetical coin “worth $400” is lost or destroyed before delivery, the amount paid
wouid be the “fair market value, up to $400.”
{(a)How would the Postal Se rvice determine the fair market value?
(b) If it appeared that the standard retait price of the coin was $400 and that the
dealer could obtain another, identical coin for a wholesale cost of $300,
~ would the reimbursement be $400 or $3007? Please expiain.
(c) If it appeared that the standard retail price of the coin was $400 and that
the usual wholesale cost of the coin is $300, but there are none available at

the time of the claim, so that the sale cannot be consummated with a
substitute, would the reimbursement be $400 or $300? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

(a) Claims adjudicators evaluate the evidence of fair market value provided by
the customer and use their experience and judgment to determine the fair

rnarket vatue.

{b) & (c} The reimbursement would be for $300 because, based on the terms
of the question, this is the amount that evidence of value at the time of

mailing would show.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-32. In response to GF/USPS-T39-8(a)(3), you state that if the coin
"worth $400" is lost or destroyed prior to its return to the dealer, the amount paid
would be the "fair market value, up to $400."

(a) If it appeared that the standard retail price of the coin was $400 and that the
dealer could obtain another, identical coin for a wholesale cost of $300, would the
reimbursement be $400 or $3007

(b) In answering part (@), would the Postal Service have to determine whether the
dealer could readily sell the coin to another collector, and earn the expected $100
profit, or whether the dealer had no other ready customer and, for example,
returned the coin to its wholesale supplier for a $300 credit? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

(a) The reimbursement would be for $300.

(b) No. The paymentis based on the evidence of value at the time of mailing.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-33. In interrogatories GF/USPS-T39-8 through 11, Growing Family
asked how various claims would be paid by the Postal Service and, in part (a)(4) to
each of those interrogatories, Growing Family asked for the amount of claim to be
paid if the funds are collected from the recipient but not provided to the mailer. in
response, you state that if the payment was made by money order, the Postal
Service will provide a replacement, but if the payment was made by personal
check, the Postal Service expects the sender to obtain a replacement check from
the recipient.

(a) In this situation, how does the Postal Service determine whether the payment
was by personal check or money order?

(b) s there any way for the mailer to know, or to determine, whether the missing
payment was made by check of by money order, and if so, how?

{(c) If the mailer is unable to obtain a replacement check for any reason, such as
the recipient cannot be located, simply refuses or claims that she did not receive
the package, will the Postal Service replace the missing payment?

(d) If so, what type of proof does it require that the effort was unsuccessful?

(e) i not, why not?

(f) Please confirm that, on some occasions, payment is tendered and accepted in
the form of cash.

(g) 'f payment is tendered and acczpted in the form of cash, how does the Postal

Service handle payment of the claim if funds are received from the recipient but not
transmitted to the mailer?

RESPONSE:

(a) A determination of whether the payment was by personal check or money
order can be obtained from either the delivery tracking system or records

from the delivery office.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-33 (Continued)

(b) The mailer is advised via a letter from the Postal Service.

(c) No.

{d) Not applicabie.

(e) Itis up to the claims customers to seek payment from their own customers.

(f) Confirmed.

(g) The Postal Service converts cash received to a postal money order payable
to the mailer and maiis the money order to the mailer. If the mailer ¢claims that
payment was not received, the Postal Service provides the mailer with the
postal money order serial number, date of money order, and amount of money
order, along with instructions for requesting reimbursement for a missing

money order.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USP5-T39-20-48)

GFIUSPS-T39-34. In response to GF/USPS-T39-10(a){2), you state that the claim
on a hypothetical painting with a claimed retail value of $500 and a raw materiais
cost of $5 will be based on the "fair market value” of the painting "at the time and
place of mailing” if it is lost or destroyed before delivery.

(a) How would the fair market value be determined?

{b) Would your answer be the same, that is, would the claim be paid at the “fair
market value” if, instead of a painting, the lost article was a fine photograph by a

well-known photographer, with a claimed value of $500 and a raw materials cost of
$5. If not, why not?

RESPONSE:

(a) Please see my response to GF/USPS-T39-31(a).

(b) Yes. The customer must provide the evidence of value at the time of

mailing, and the Postal Service would make the determination as to the

amount to be paid.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-35. In response to GF/USPS-T39-10(a)}(3), you state that the claim
on a hypothetical painting with a claimed retail value of $500 and a raw materials
cost of $5 will be based on the “fair market value” at the time and place of mailing
of the painting if it is refused or unclaimed and is lost or destroyed prior to its
return, :

(a) Would your answer be different if the painting was a commissioned portrait of
the recipient?

(b) If so, pleased state why and whether the Postal Service would investigate the
ability of the seller to sell the painting to scmeone else? If not, why not?

RESPONSE:

(a) No. The payment would be based on the Postal Service's consideration of

the evidence of value at the time of mailing.

(b) Not applicable.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-36.

(a) Why in response to GF/USPS-T38-11(a)(2) does a photographer receive only
reproduction cost (plus postage) but in response to GF/USPS-T39-11(a)2) a
painter receives fair market value, rather than the cost of materials?

(b) Would your answer vary depending upon whether the artist took § minutes or
five days to produce the painting (sic)?

RESPONSE:

| believe the second interrogatory response referenced should be GF/USPS-T39-

10(a)(2).

(a) Both claims would be adjudicated based on the Postal Service's

consideration of the evidence of value at the time of mailing.

{b) No.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-37. In response to GF/USPS-T39-11(a)(3), you distinguish
between the situation in which the photographs are "personal” and the situation in

which they "would be purchased by the general pubiic.” How does the Postal
Service determine which factual situation applies?

RESPONSE:

Determination of “personal” versus “purchased by the general public” would be
based on the description of the photograph and any other applicable

documentation.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-38. Please refer to your response to GF/USPS-T39-12(a), which
asked, among other things, whether the Postal Service determines the validity and
the reason for every claim. If your answer should be understood as anything other
than an unqualified "no," please provide a more detailed answer, including how the
Postal Service determines the reason for the claim.

RESPONSE:

Interrogatory GF/USPS-T39-12(a) asked: “(a) When a COD claim is received by
the Postal Service, does it in every case seek to determine the validity of the claim
and, if valid, the reason that it did nof return either the funds to be collected or the
merchandise?” It did not ask whether the Postal Service determines “the reason

for every claim.”

To clarify my response to GF/USPS-T-39-12(a), the Postal Service accepts and

reviews all claims and ultimately determines validity.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-39. Please refer to the March 10" letter referred to in GF/USPS-
T39-20.

(a) Please state who made the first decision, appealed by Growing Family, to
reduce the amount paid on Growing Family's claims, when that decision was
made, and why it was made.

(b) Please state whether the Postal Service has undertaken the task of
determining into which scenario set forth in that letter Growing Family's claims
since the date of the original decision or the date of that letter fall?

{c) Please slate whether the Postal Service expects Growing Family to undertake
the task of determining into which scenario set forth in that letter its claims fali and,
if so, please state in detail how Growing Family is supposed to know the exact

reason why the Postal Service failed to return either the funds to be collected or
the photographs.

RESPONSE:

(a) Information about the first decision, including who made it, when it was
made, and why it was made is contained in the August 16, 2005 letter
referenced in the March 10, 2006 letter.

(b) Yes.

(c) No.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-40. In response to GF/USPS-T39-14, you state that the Postal
Service does not take steps to determine whether the payment was in fact
delivered to the maiter in the situation where a claim is filed but Postal Service
records show that payment was tendered by the recipient.

(a) In this situation, is the claim paid? Why?

(b) In this situation, is the claim denied? Why?

(c) Does it ever occur that the Postal Service records show that payment was

tendered by the recipient but that, for some reason, it is later firmly established that
payment was not made to the mailer?

RESPONSE:

(a) No. The Postal Service determines if a payment was tendered on the
mailing and the mailer is provided with either the money order or check

information to pursue the situation further with the mailer's customer.

(b) Yes, because the Postal Service tendered payment to the mailer.

(c) Yes.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-41. In response to GF/USPS-T39-15(a), you state that the Postal
Service provides the mailer with "the check or money order number, date, and
amount collected” if its records show that payment was received from the recipient
but not delivered to the mailer.

{a) In this response, are you saying that the "number, date and amount” are
provided for both checks and money orders, or just for money orders?

(b) If the information is provided for checks as well as money orders, please
explain how and when the Postal Service records such information.

{c) Do the Postal Service records always show the form in which payment was
received?

(d} What form of payment is reflected in the records when the payment is in the
form of cash?

RESPONSE:

(a) Number, date, and amount are provided for both.

{b) After coliection of the payment and delivery of the COD article, the payment

information is recorded on Postal Service Form 3816.
{c) No.

(d) A postal money order serial number is reflected in the records when a

payment is received in cash.
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INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GFIUSPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-42. In response to GF/USPS-T39-15(c), you state a Postal Service
assumption that “people are reasonable about paying for goods and services”™ to
support the position that the mailer should try to and will be able to obtain a
substitute payment when a payment received by the Postal Service is not
transmitted to the mailer.

(a) Would the Postal Service save window service costs if it placed containers of
stamps in its retail facilities and an “honor box” into which patrons would make
payment for stamps taken?

(b) if so, why doesn't it adopt such a method of selling stamps?

RESPONSE:

(a) & (b) | am not a cost witness and, as such, am unable to posit any answer on
behalf of the Postal Service. With respect to my response, | was referring to

customers who already had demonsirated a willingness to pay.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-43. In response to GF/USPS-T39-15(d), you state that if Postal
Service records show that payment was received by the Postal Service and not
delivered to the mailer, and the mailer is unable to obtain a substitute payment
from the recipient, the Postal Service will not pay the claim.

(a) Please explain in detail why the Postal Service believes that it is permitted to
deny a claim in these circumstances, when it has collected a fee from the mailer
based upon the amount to be collected, collects the funds due to the mailer, and
faiis to transmit the money to the mailer.

(b) Does the Postal Service believe that it has a contract with or an obligation to a

COD mailer to provide that mailer with either the funds to be collected or a retumn
of the mailed object? i not, why not?

RESPONSE:

In the response to GF/USPS-T39-15(d), | stated that the Postal Service would not
pay in an amount equal to the funds that were to be collected, not that the Postal

Service would not pay the claim, as this interrogatory suggests.

(a) Postal Service records show that payment was tendered to the mailer.

(b} Consistent with our regulations and procedures for this special service, the
Pastal Service either tenders the payment to the mailer or retums the article o

the mailer.
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INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. {GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-44. In response to GF/USPS-T39-16(a), you agree that it
sometimes occurs that a COD package is left with the recipient, but no payment is
collected.

(a) Is it a violation of Postal Service regulations for this to occur?

(b) When it does occur, is the carrier disciplined?

{c} Can the Postal Service always tell from its records whether a carrier loses a
piece before delivery, whether the carrier loses it after it has been refused by the
recipient, or whether the carrier left the piece but failed to collect the COD
charges?

(d) Is it possible that a carrier would claim that an article is lost if, in fact, it & left
without the collection of the COD charges, and a later effort by the carrier to collect
those charges, if undertaken, is unsuccessful?

(e) Would a carrier have an incentive to do so?

RESPONSE:

(a) ltis inconsistent with the procedures for handling COD mail for this {o

occur.

(b) Depending upon the circumstances, disciplinary action may or may not be

taken againsl a delivery employee.

(c) Not necessarily. If the delivery employee delivers the article, but does not
scan the article or collect the funds, it would not be possible to distinguish

this situation from the situation of the article being lost prior to delivery.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-44 (Continued)

(d) | believe the situation posited is possible.

{(e) It doesn’t seem likely o me that a delivery employee would have this type

of incentive. | believe the risks associated in getting caught would far

outweigh any type of perceived benefit.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-45. In response to GF/USPS-T398-17, you agree that the DMCS
states that the COD fee is based upon the amount to be collected, but that it does
not say that the fee is based "only upon” the amount to be collected.

(a) Does the DMCS state any alternative or additional basis?

{b) Is the Postal Service free to adopt a regulation that COD fees are to be based
in part upon the postal zone of the mailing?

(¢} On what authority can the Postal Service depart from the fee basis stated in
the DMCS?

(d) Please confirm that the DMM, to which you refer in response to part (b), states
that the fee is to be based upon "the amount to be collected or the amount of
insurance coverage desired, whichever is higher.”

(e) s the Postal Service free to charge a COD fee that is not in accordance with
the DMM?

(f) Please confirm that neither the DMM nor the DMCS, nor any other official
Postal Service document, states that the COD fee may be based upon the
"monetary value of the merchandise,” the term used in your testimony.

{g) Please confirm that there is no way under present policy for the mailer to pay a
fee based on any amount lower than the amount to be collected.

(h} (sic) If the monetary value of merchandise mailed COD is $1,000, but the
amount to be collected from the recipient is $500, on what is the fee based?

RESPONSE:

(a) DMCS Section 944, Collect on Delivery, does not provide any detail on COD
fees. Fee Schedule 944 specifies “Amount to be Collected” only, but, as | stated in
my response to GF/USPS-T39-17, this appears to have resulted from an
inadvertent deletion of the phrase “or Insurance Coverage Desired” in Docket No.
R2001-1. The inadvertent deletion only came to the Postal Service's attention as a
result of the discovery from Growing Family in this rate proceeding. Since Docket
No. R2001-1, the Postal Service has ignored the inadvertent deletion and all COD

fees are based on the amount to be collected or the insurance coverage desired.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T33-20-48)

Response to GF/USPS-T39-45 (Continued)

(b) No. The postage used for a COD article could be zoned, based on the mail

class used, but no special service fee= are zoned.

(c) Please see my response to subpart (a).

(d) Confirmed.

(e} | am not an attorney; however, | understand that generally the DMM does

iimit the Postal Service's discretion.

(f} Confirmed that neither the DMM nor the Fee Schedule uses the term

“monetary value of the merchandise” as used in my testimony.

(g) Confirmed.

{h) Either $500 or the amount for which the customer chooses to insure the

article, if higher than $500.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-46. In GF/USPS-T39-18, you were asked: Assuming that a mailer
sends 1,000 COD parcels a year and pays a fee based upon the amount toc be
collected from the customer, and assuming that the mailer submits 100 valid
claims per year, will that mailer's claims aiways be reimbursed at the amount to be
collected from the recipient? If not, why not. You responded that you cannot
provide a definitive answer because information is lacking. Assume that the
reasons for the claims are in the same proportion as the reasons shown for
FY2005 in the chart provided in response to GF/USPS-T39-6.

(@) In this situation, will the claims all be paid at the amount to be collected from
the recipient? If not, why not. If additional assumptions are needed to respond,
please provide any additional, reasonable assumptions that are necessary.

{(b) Would your answer be the same if the question applied to FY2000 or to
FY20067 If not, why not?

RESPONSE:

(a) & (b) There is still not encugh information to provide an answer, even with

additional assumptions.



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS-T39-47. In GF/USPS-T39-19, you were asked: For each year (or fisca!
year) 2003 through the present, including a partial fiscal year in order to include the
latest data, please state what percentage of valid claims filed were paid at a level
lower than the amount to be collected from the recipient, and break down that
percentage further to separate (a) those claims paid at less than the amount to be
collected because the mailed product was damaged and had residual value and
(b) those that were paid at less than the amount claimed for other reasons, such as
but not limited to the Postal Service’s view that even though the product was lost,
the reproduction cost to the mailer was lower than the amount 10 be coliected. You
responded that the Postal Service does not "currently report COD claims
information” to the level of detail requested.

(a) Does the Postal Service have the data that are necessary in order to provide a
response?

(b) Please explain how the Postal Service can pay claims on the bases contained
in the March 10th letter if it does not obtain information on the reasons for the claim
to this level of detail.

RESPONSE:

(a) No.

(b) Claims are evaluated on a claim-by-claim basis. Historical data on
previously-adjudicated claims have nothing to do with the adjudication of a
claim. Therefore, it is not necessary to report COD claims information to

the level of detail requested in the initial interrogatory.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF GROWING FAMILY, INC. (GF/USPS-T39-20-48)

GF/USPS$-T39-48. Please confirm that, in FY2005, Growing Family accounted for
approximately 10% of the total COD volume. Growing Family hereby waives any
confidentiality concerns that might otherwise be associated with the release of
customer-specific volume data.

RESPONSE:

It is my understanding that Growing Family is also fully known as Hasco
international. 1 can confirm that Hasco International’s COD volume accounted for

approximately 10 percent of the Postal Service's totai COD volume in FY 2005.
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RESPONSE OF USPS WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO
INTERROGATORY OFGROWING FAMILY, INC,
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS WATERBURY (USPS-T-10)
GF/USPS-T10-4. In response to GF/USPS-T10-1(e), you state that the COD indemnity
payments for FY2003 amounted to $1,477,000 and in FY2004 amounted to $2,214,000.

Please explain the reason(s) for this 50% increase in claims paid from FY2003 to
FY2004.

RESPONSE:

I believe the reason for the increase in the COD indemnity payments from FY 2003 to
FY 2004 can be attributed to the increase in the number of claims during that same
period. In FY 2003 there were 12,041 claims filed and in FY 2004 there were 21 950

claims filed — an increase of over 82 percent.



RESPONSE OF USPS WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO
INTERROGATORY OFGROWING FAMILY, INC.,
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS WATERBURY (USPS-T-10)

GF/USPS-T10-6.

(a) Please confirm that in a March 10, 2306 letter to counsel for Growing Family,
attached to Growing Family's Second Interrogatories to Postal Service Witness

Berkeley, Delores Killette, the Postal Service's Vice President and Consumer Advocate,

stated that ‘[tlhe delivery system established by the Postal Service provides scans to
record events for COD deliveries, such as, Acceptance, Arrival at Unit, Notice Left,
Refused, Unclaimed, and Delivered.”

{b} Please explain why, in light of this system of scans to record these steps, it is not
possible to segregate COD parcels delivered by city carriers from those delivered by
rural carriers.

(c) Please explain why this system of scans does not permit the matching of COD
claims with COD parcels.

RESPONSE:

(a) Confirmed.
(b} The scanning system does not differentiate between type of delivery employee.
(c) There is no scan for the event of a COD claim, aithough information from the

scanning system can be used in claims adjudication.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO

PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2

Piease refer to worksheet “Voiume Input Data” in both USPS-LR-L-123 and
USPS-LR-L-124.

a)

C)

The source given for BY, TYBR, and TYAR International mail volumes is
“Volume Forecast from Witness Thress (USPS-T-7), Attachment A"
international mail voiumes are not provided in Attachment A. Please
provide the correct source for the BY, TYBR, and TYAR International mail
volumes.

The TYBR Return Receipt volume is listed as 249.957. The source given
is "Volume Forecast from Witness Thress (USPS-T-7), Attachment A"
However, the value m witness Thress's testimony (in the same units) is
247952 Please reconcile the difference.

The source given for BY, TYBR, and TYAR Stamped Envelopes is
"Volume Forecast from Witness Thress (USPS-T-7), Attachment A"
Stamped envelope volumes are not provided in Attachment A, Please
provide the correct source for the BY, TYBR, and TYAR Stamped
Envelope volumes.

fFor the categories indicated below, please provide a spreadsheet with
step by step calculations indicating how to develop the volumes in the
Volume Input Data worksheet starting from Witness Thress (USPS-T-7),
Attachment A volume forecast numbers. Please also provide a brief
rationale for each ad;ustment

| TYAR First-Class single-piece

il TYAR First-Class nonautomated presort
it TYAR First-Class automated presort
v TYBR First-Class automated presort

v TYAR Priority mail

Vi TYBR Standard Regular
Vil TYAR Standarag Regular
Vil TYBR Standard ECR

I TYAR Standard ECR
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO

PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 2

RESPONSE TO QUESTION §:

a)

See USPS-LR-L-121 for the BY, TYBR, and TYAR International mail
volumes.

The 249.957 (in millions) volume in USPS-LR-L-123 and USPS-LR-L-124
includes restricted delivery volume, so the volume that should have been
used was the 247.952 (in miillions) presented by witness Thress. Errata
will be filed to correct the TYBR volume for return receipts.

The BY, TYBR, and TYAR volumes for stamped envelopes should have
had a footnote beside the volumes. The BY volume is derived from the
2005 Accountable Paper Shipped Recapitulation Report and is shown in
the FY 2005 billing determinants. The TYBR and TYAR volumes are 2008
projections from the Stamp Acquisition and Distribution office. This office
determines the demand for stamped envelopes in future years and orders
the stamped envelopes to be produced. Errata to correct the omission of
footnotes for stamped envelope voiume will be filed shortly.

The footnotes in the volume input tabs in USPS-LR-L-123 and USPS-LR-
L-124 provide the sources of the volume deviations from witness Thress’
volume forecast to those volumes used by Pricing in this proceeding.
Attached is a spreadsheet that summarizes the volume deviations for

First-Class Mail, Priority Mail. and Standard Mail.



Attachment to Response
to POIR 2, Question 5(d)

Premium
Forwarding Dim-
Response Thress FOM Farcel NGA Service welighting Adjusted
Par tem Volume Adiustment’  Adjustment’  Adjustment® Adjustment* Volume
(. TYAR Fust-Class single-plece 37 206 438 (150 310 - N/A, N/A, 37.056.128
. TYAR First-Class nonautomated presort 929 256 (4 054) - N/A N/A 925.202
1 TYAR First-Class automated prescert 47 497 945 154 364 115 559 NiA NIA 47.767.868
v, TYBR First-Class aulomated presart 47 403 833 N/A, 115.559 N/A N/A 47,519,492
v, TYAR Prionty Mail 829079 N/A N/A 0 936 (1.684} 828.331
Vi TYBR Standard Regular 62,490 946 NiA (110.692) N/A NIA 62,380.254
il TYAR Standard Regular 62 926 250 N/A {110.692) N/A INYA 62,815558
viit. TYBR Standard ECR 33,295.868 N/A {4 86T) N{A NIA 33,291.001
ix. TYAR Standard ECR 29,346.811 N/A (4.887}) NiA N/A 29,341,944

Note Volumes are repoerted in millions

' First-Class Business Mail Parcels in Test Year After-Rates environment include 154 million parcels that are assumed to shift from Single-
Piece and Nonautemation Presort Categories. 36 percent of the Single-Piece parcels are assumed to shift. All of the parcel shaped pieces from
Nonautomation Presort category are assumed to stuft to FCM Business Parcels.

? The volume and revenue projections for First-Class Mail are adjusted to account for three ongoing negctiated service agreements (NSAs) that
have been implemented by the Postal Service but are not inciuded in the Base Year. A negative adjustment for Standard Mail is a positive
adjustment for First-Class Mail. TYBR and TYAR volumes are assumed to be the same.

* Premium Forwarding Service volume requires an upward adjustment, just as it did in the TYBR (see USPS-T-33, Attachment B,
Table 1, Line {m}). This is because the base farecast in USPS-T-7 only reflects the small amount of volume coming after
implementation of the experiment towards the end of the Base Year (FY 2005}, The adjustment is equal lo the difference between
the Total and Line {b) in USPS-T-33, Attachment C, Table 1.

* A downward adjustment in volume is required because some lightweight, bulky parcels will leave Priority Mail as a resuit of dim-weighting.
This is offset, to some extent, by some such parcels splitting into two or more smaller units. The net volume adjustment is the difference
between the totals in USPS-T-33, Attachment C, Table 9 and USPS-T-33, Attachment C, Table 1.

TRAE 4
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO

PRESIDING OFFICER'S INFORMATION REQUEST NO. 3

4. Please refer to both USPS-LR-L-123 and USPS-LR-L-124. All amounts are in

thousands of
C)

d)

RESPONSE:

c)

dollars.

The TYBR revenue far P.O. Boxes is listed as 864,612, In withess
O'Hara's testimony, Exhibit USPS-31A, the value is listed as 866.319.
Please reconcile the difference.

The TYAR revenue for P.O. Boxes is listed as 951,849, In witness
O’'Hara's testimony, Exhibit USPS-318, the value is listed as 953,886.
Please reconciie the difference.

The TYBR revenue of $866,319 (in thousands) for post office boxes in
witness O'Hara’s testimony is correct. The TYBR revenue of $864,612 in
USPS-LR-L-123 and 124 did not include revenue from key and lock
replacement revenue. Errata will be filed shortly to correct USPS-LR-L-
123 and 124

The TYAR revenue of $953 886 (in thousands) for post office boxes in
witness O'Hara's testimony is correct. The TYAR revenue of $951,849 in
USPS-LR-L-123 and 124 did not include revenue from key and lock
replacement revenue. Errata wilt be filed shortly to correct USPS-LR-L-

123 and 124
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF TIME WARNER (TW/USPS-T39-1-3)

TW/USPS-T39-1 Please refer to your testimony at page 5, lines 10-15. Please
confirm a mailer would pay one annual account maintenance fee for each of the
following scenarios:

a. The mailer holds a single Business Reply Mail permit, which can be

used to receive Business Reply Mail that is addressed 1o any one of

multiple PO Boxes at the same location.

b. The mailer holds a single Business Reply Mail permit, which can be

used lo receive Business Reply Mail that is addressed to any one of

multiple PO Boxes at multiple locations.

RESPONSE:
a and b. Confirmed that a mailer would pay one annual account maintenance
tee only if there is one account used as a source of funding and the mailer

receives a single non-itemized billing for alt of the mail referenced.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF TIME WARNER (TW/USPS-T39-1-3)

TW/USPS-T39-2 Please refer to your testimony at page 13, lines 3-11.

Please confirm a mailer would pay one quarterly fee (per quarter) for each of the
following scenarios:

a. The mailer holds a single Business Reply Mail permit, which can be

used to receive Business Reply Mail that is addressed to any one of

multiple PO Boxes at the same location.

b. The mailer holds a single Business Reply Mail permit, which can be

used to receive Business Reply Mail that is addressed to any one of

multiple PO Boxes at multiple locations.

RESPONSE:

a. Confirmed that a mailer would pay one quarterly fee if the mailing
standards were met for high-volume QBRM and if the mailer receives a
single non-itemized billing for all of the mail referenced.

b. Not confirmed. A guarterly fee cannot be “shared” among multiple

physical locations.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY TO
INTERROGATORIES OF TIME WARNER (TW/USPS-T39-1-3)

TW/USPS-T39-3 Please refer to your testimony at page 15, Table 3. Please
confirm all Business Reply Mail pieces received under the below scenarios would
pay the high volume QBRM rate of $0.09 per-piece.

a. The mailer holds a single Business Reply Mail permit and pays one
quarterly high-volume QBRM fee for that permit. The permit can be

used to receive Business Reply Mail that is addressed to any one of

multiple PO Boxes at the same location.

k. The mailer holds a single Business Reply Mail permit and pays one
quarterly high-volume QBRM fee for that permit. The permit can be

used to recerve Business Reply Mail that is addressed to any one of

multipte PO Boxes at multiple locations.

RESPONSE:

a Please note that the QBRM high-volume per-piece fee is currently $0.009,
not 50.09 as mentioned in the interrogatory. Please see my response to
TW/USPS-T39-2(a)

b Please see my response 1o TW/USPS-T39-2(b).
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO

INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE (UPS/USPS-T23-4)
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS PAGE

UPS/USPS-T23-4 Refer to your response to PSA/USPS-T37-7(d);
USPS-LR-L-59, Aftachment 14A, "Delivery Confirmation Worksheet,” page 4 of
19; and USPS-T-7, Attachment A. Confirm that the “Grand Total” on the Delivery
Confirmation Worksheet matches the Delivery Confirmation GFY volumes in
USPS-LR-L-77, page K-12, for FY2005, and in USPS-T-7, Attachment A, for
FY2006, FY2007, 2008 TYBR, 2007 TYAR, and 2008 TYAR.

(a) If confirmed, explain which 2008 TYAR delivery confirmation volumes in the
Detivery Confirmation Worksheei would increase if Parcel Post Electronic 2008
TYAR delivery confirmation volume were to decrease to 195,291,269 per your
response to PSA/USPST37-7(d).

(b) If nct confirmed, explain in detail.

RESPONSE:

Confirmed that the "Grand Total” on the Delivery Confirmation worksheet in
Attachment 14A of USPS-LR-L-59 matches the FY 2005 volume in USPS-LR-L-
77, page K-12, and matches the FY 2006, FY 2007, FY 2007 TYAR, FY 2008
TYBR and FY 2008 TYAR volumes in USPS-T-7, Attachment A. | further confirm
that the FY 2005 volume and the FY 2008 TYBR and FY 2008 TYAR volumes

match those in USPS-LR-1.-123, as revised July 3, 20086,

(a) The Delivery Confirmation volumes by mail class and subclass beyond FY

2005 are calculated based on the percentage compositions of the FY 2005

volumes. The FY 2008 TYAR Parcel Select Delivery Confirmation volume of
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39) TO
INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE (UPS/USPS-T23-4)
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS PAGE

Response to UPS/USPS-T23-4 (Continued)
267,829,982 would only be lowered to 195,291,269 in the event that the total
2008 TYAR Delivery Confirmation volume decreased, thereby decreasing all mail

class and subclass volumes.

() Not applicable.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)
TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK DIRECT MARKETING SYSTEMS, INC.
AND VALPAK DEALERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC. (VP/USPS-T36-19)
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS KIEFER (USPS-T-36)

VP/USPS-T36-19. Please refer to your response to VP/USPS-T36-10(c), in
which you provide AR fees at TYBR volumes for Commercial Regular of
$63,654. Nonprofit Regular of $29,866, Commercial ECR of $33,971, and
Nonprofit ECR of $6 479, all in thousands. In your original workpapers, you
provided TYBR fees of, in the same order, $70,173, $33,547, $36,363, and
$6,135 The AR fees referenced above, then, are 7.6 percent, 5.6 percent, 10.8
percent. and 5.6 percent higher than your original TYBR fees, respectively.
Piease explain whether this means that each category of Standard mail is
realizing a different percentage increase in fee levels. If they are, please explain
what accounts for these differences.

RESPONSE:

The proposed fees at TYBR volumes for Standard Mail, referenced in the
interrogatory. are from USPS-LR-L-123, as revised July 3, 2006. However, the
reference to TYBR fees from witness Kiefer's original workpapers are numbers |
cannot find anywhere in his workpapers, either original or revised. For
clarification. the TYBR fee revenue (TYBR volumes at current fees), also
presented in USPS-LR-L-123, are as follows: Commercial Regular of $59,158;
Nonprofit Regular of $28.281;, Commercial ECR of $30,655; and, Nonprofit ECR
of $6,135, all in thousands. The resulting fee increase percentages for these
subclasses using the revenues from these workpapers are 8.5 percent, 8.5

percent, 6.5 percent and 6.5 percent. The fee distribution is set up in the

workpapers to calculate the subclass revenues for the Standard Mail Bulk
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BERKELEY (USPS-T-39)

TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK DIRECT MARKETING SYSTEMS, INC.
AND VALPAK DEALERS' ASSOCIATION, INC. (VP/USPS-T36-19)
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS KIEFER (USPS-T-36)

Response to VP/USPS-T36-19 (Continued):

Permits and Standard Weighted Fee differently than that of the other fees.
Because the actual fee revenue is broken out by total commercial and total non-
profit for both of these special services in the individual workpapers, the fee
revenue calculation in the fee summary distributes the fee revenue using the
volumes for commercial only or non-profit only, as opposed to distributing based
on the total of all four subclasses (like the other fee revenues are distributed).
Therefore, it appears that the commercial subclasses of Standard Mail are
seeing a higher proposed fee percentage than the non-profit subclasses of
Standard Mail. In reality however, the proposed aggregate increase in fee levels

for each subclass of Standard Mail is 7.9 percent.
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MS. DREIFUSS: Mr. Chairman? Shelley
Dreifuss of OCA. I just wanted to point out that I
think there are two interrogatories in that packet
that were added this meorning, two of Mr. Carlson’s
interrogatories.

I think there was some problem in
identifying them because they were redirected from the
Postal Service to Witness Berkeley, but I understand
the Postal Service has no objection to their inclusion
in the packet today.

MR. RUBIN: That's correct.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Rubin.

Is there any additional written cross-
examination for Witness Berkeley?

(No response.)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, this
brings us to oral cross-examination.

One participant has regquested oral cross-
examinaticon, Growing Family, Inc., Mr. Straus.

Mr. Straus, would you please begin?

MR. STRAUS: Yes. I'm David Straus for
Growing Family.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. STRAUS:

C Ms. Berkeley, the attack on the COD rate

Heritage Reporting Corporation
{202) §28-4888
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came as something of a surprise, didn’t it?

A I'm gorry. Did you say the attack?

Q Well, challenging the Postal Service’s COD
rate. Has that ever happened before? Do you know?

A The proposed fee?

Q Yes. What I'm saying 1is has any party to

vour knowledge ever participated in a rate case to

challenge the COD --

el

Do you mean an Intervenor?

9] Yes,

:D‘

As I recall, I don’'t recall any Intervenors

frcusing on CCC kefore.

Q And Growing Family 1s about 10 percent of
the ¢lass. Is that right?
P I believe there was an interrogatory

response. Do you know which one that was? I just
want to make sure I‘ve got my facts straight.

Q I don't remembey. Well, it’s in the packet
so we’ll move on. I just wanted to sort of set the
stage for the guestions.

A T believe if Growing Family is also known as
Hasko International --

Q Yes.

A I believe in one of my interrcgatory

responses that I had stated that Hasko International

Heritage Reporting Corporation
{202) 628-4888
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had about 10 percent of the COD volume for mailers who

enter their COD mail pieces via mailing statement.

0 That was Question 48.
A Thank vyeou. Yes,.
Q What percentage of COD mail is represented

by the subset of which Growing Family cr Hasko 1s 10
percent? In cther words, what percentage of all COD
mail is entered o a mailing statement?

A That 1 don’'t know.

Q When you first started getting questions
from Growing Family I take it you looked into the
Growing Family situation to figure out why 1t was
upset?

A As the interrogatories became forthcoming
and we got the letters that were attached to the
interrogatories then I understood, you know, the
concerns or what might have prompted Growing Family to
intervene.

Q And so you consulted with others in the
Postal Service about that?

A In preparing the respoenses to the
interrogatories, yes.

Q Anybody other than the Office of Consumer
Advocate?

Jay The Cffice of Consumer Advocate, the

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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Accounting Service Center personnel.

0 That’s in St. Louils?

A Yes. The people in St. Louis plus the
people at headquarters who oversee that.

Q And you learned, didn’t you, that until May
of 2005% for many vyears Growing Family was always
reimbursed the amount to be collected from the
recipient? Is that right?

A That's my understanding.

0 And you also learned that several years
before that there was a meeting at which that was
questioned, but the practice remained to pay Growing
¥amiiy? That doesn’'t ring a bell?

A I am not aware of that.

Q Okay. When, to your knowledge, did the
practice change from reimbursing Growing Family the
full amount to be collected to reimbursing it some
other amount?

A Well, T believe there wasg a clarification of
the policy, and that was sometime in -- if T look at
the letter, I guess it was 1n 2005.

o) Which letter?

A There’s an August 16, 2005, letter, and I
believe 1t references April 2005.

If you know, there’s an interrogatory -- one

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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or maybe more than one -- where this has been
referenced.
o You were very careful to take my word

"practice" and change it into a "clarification of
policy".

You did agree in the previous answer that
the practice had been to pay Growing Family the full
amount that formed the basis for its COD fee, didn’t
you?

A I agreed that that was the practice of the
Postal Service based on the policy that was believed
to be at that time,

In clarifying the policy and reviewing it,
the Postal Service determined that the correct payment
to be made should be made from that point forward,
which was scometime 1n 2005.

Q I really don't know why you're resisting
saying that the practice changed. The practice was to
pay the full amount. Is that still the practice, or
15 the practice now to pay a lesser amount?

A It depends on the claim itself, but with
respect to the Growing Family claims it’'s my
understanding that 1t's the lesser of either the
insured amount or the value at the time of mailing.

I believe maybe the distinction here is the

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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value at the time of mailing. The clarification of
that may have resulted in a lesser payment than what
Growing Family was used to receiving.

O So the payment has been reduced, but the

practice hasn’t changed. Is that your testimony?

A It was a clarification of the payment
policy.
Q and wasn’t the result of that clarified

policy a new practice of paying lesser amounts on some
of the c¢laims?

A Well, if it's a practice, if it’'s a
clarification of the practice of payment, yes, you
could say that.

Q Clarification of the practice of payment.
We've gone from a clarification of policy to a
clarification of practice.

I can understand a policy change and as a
result ¢f the change a policy, whether it’s a
clarification or a new policy. The practice changes
as a result.

Growing Family was paid. For example, if
the amount to be collected was $60, before April 2005
you would agree they always got paid $60 when the
Postal Service failed to provide either the money or
the package 1in return.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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At some point after that they don’'t get paid
$60 on all of those packages. Isn’'t that a change in
the way that Crowing Family is reimbursed?

A I still go back to saying it’'s a
clarification of the policy in that perhaps it
suggests that 1f the policy had been clarified prior
to that then Growing Family was overpaid.

Q So you say that the practice wouldn’t have
changed if the Postal Service hadn’t have clarified
its policy, or if it had clarified its policy earlier
the practice would have changed earlier?

A Well, agailn it’'s just a clarification of the
policy or practice. You can call it practice. I call
1t policy.

The bottom line is at some point it was
determined that we needed to clarify the policy and
follow the regulations. We may not have been -- they
may have been overpaid, Growing Family, and then upon
review we lcoked at it and said wait a minute. This
is our policy. We need to make sure that we clarify
this.

Q All right. The new clarified policy was
announced to Growing Family when? Did you say 1t was
in the August 16, 2005, letter that you referred to in
one of your responses?

Heritage Reporting Corporaticn
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A Let’'s see. August 16, 2005, yes, was that
letter from the manager at St. Louls Accounting
Service Center. It was a decision concerning how the
claims were paid.

Q But the claims were paid at a different
level beginning months before August, weren’t they?

A I'm not sure. I'd have to look. Do you
have the interrcgatory responge?

MR. STRAUS: Why don’t you look at the next

to the last paragraph on page 1 of that August 16

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, I should mark this
letter as an exhibit at-this point. I have copies.

I'm trying to recall the practice for
marking cross-examination exhibits. T found the one
transcript I looked at confusing, so 1f somebody could
help me <on the proper marking for this?

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I think this will be marked
as Growling Family Exhibit XE-1.

MR. STRAUS: GF/USPS-XE-17?

CHAIRMAN OMAS: XE-1. Correct.

MR. STRAUS: Mr. Chairman, I‘d like to have
marked as an exhibit a two-page letter dated August 16
from the Postal Service to Robert Paul, Vice
President, Operations, of Growing Family.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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I've marked it Exhibit GF/USPS-XE-1 and

distributed copies to the parties, the Commissioners

and two copiles to the reporter.

ordered.

CHAIRMAN OMAS:

Without objecticn. So

{The document referred to was
marked for identification as
Exhibit No. GF/USPS-XE-1, and

was received in evidence.}
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MANGER ACCOUNTING SERVICE CENTER

UNITED STATES
POSTAL SERVICE

August 18, 2005

Robert Paul

Vice Prealdent, Opargtions
Growing Family, inc.

3A13 Mueller Rd.

St. Charles, MO 83301

Re- Submissian of PS Form 1000, Domestic Claim or Registered Mail Inquiry

Dear Mr. Peul:

This provides a8 dedsion conceming 8 sanes of indemnity clalms paid al a reduced rate. i also
proviges a Ailing on how simllar clalims will be treated in the fulure, Including claims pald to your

atfiliated companies, First Pholo and Hasco. | apologize for not responding to you Saoner.

The cislms invoive matter malled using COD sarvice. The contants of the mailings are packages of

photographs taken of babias at 8 hospitgl shortly after birth. These photograph packages ars mailed
\o tha nfant’s perents, and, a3 we understand the nature of your businass, the parents are not firmly

committed to accapting the peckages. Accordingly, in a significant number of Instancas, the
sodrassee refuses the packages and does not pay the COD chares.

When your packages are lost in the mall, your finm files indemnlty claims for amounts that equal the
amoeurt of the COD chamges 1o be peld by the addresses, pius a refund of postage and fees. Thesa
amounts very, depending on the package mailed. Until recently, the Postal Service has paid the full

emourt claimad.

In reviewin these decisions, we have deternined that thesa psyments wene not consisiémt with
postal standards, as sei forth in the Domaestic Mail Manual (DMM). As s general ruls, indemnity is
paid tor the vaiue of the contents of the mall pleca. DMM 806.4.1(r). in the specific Instance of
photographs, film, or similer tems, the standargs provide that relmbursement will be made for, *Cast
of flim stock or biank tape for photographic flim, negetives, siides, transparencles, videctapes, laser
disks, x-rys, magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) prints, computerized axial tomography (CAT) scan
pants, aic* OMM 809.4.1(). In comrast, ralmbursement Is not pald for the *contents of film" nor for

any "consequential 10s8". DMM B09.4.3(8,0).

We utillzed these principles in reviswing a genes of 426 claims your flrm submitiad on Posial Form
1000 through Apri 28, 2005, Basad upon eost date provided to the Postal Servics by your firm, wa
estimated the vaiua of the contents of each malliplece pius the refund of the applicable postage and
tees as $20 and issued payments in these amounts to you on April 28, 2005,

Sinca that time, we have further reviewed the cost data you provided. Based upon that review, we
have getermined that the value of the cantents of your malipieces plus refund of postage and teas Is

siightty mare than §15.00. The caicuigtions are as follows:

1720 Market St
S1. Louis Mo 03180-8400




SUPPLIES $ 3.04
(1) Paper 0.61_(2.) firm 0.23 (3. chemicals 0.06_(4.) packaging 0.32

Other production matenals 0.20; keepsakss In package 1.42

LABOR $ 425
(ncludes direct labor. FICA. and allocated benefits, bui excludes
overlime and contracttemp labor)
Refund of postage and fees $ 778
TOTAL $18.08

Accordingly, future claims will be reimbursed for $15.05. Of course, if your costs change, pisass let
us know and provide appropriate documantation, and we will review the amount to be paid.

You sisc have the right (¢ appaal the doecision conceming payment of your claims. Appeals must be
submitted in writing within 80 days from the dats of this letter. To flls an appeal, return a copy of this
letter along with any addiional Information you have to suppart your appeal, 1o the following addrass:

Vice President & Consumer Advocate
U.S. Postal Service - Clalms Appeals
475 L'Enfant Piazg SW. Room 10433
Washington, DC 20280-0433

If you have any qusstions concaming this matter, pleass contect me on (314) 436-8850,

Edward Brown
Manager
St Louis Accounting Service Camter

1720 Market St
St. Louls Mo 83180-6400
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BY MR. STRAUS:

Q Ms. Berkeley, you’ve had a lot of time while
I tried to take care of some bookkeeping here. Did
you see in that letter that the claims payments
started tc be reduced in the spring of 20057

A Acccrding to the letter, yes, the claims
submitted through April 28, 2005. I don’'t know when
that period began, but it says here it references 428
claims submitted through April 28, 2005.

Q Do you know why the Postal Service didn't
anncounce 1its clarification before it started reducing
claims, but waited for months afterwards before 1t
advised the customer why those claims were reduced?

A I don't. I den’'t know.

o Let’s take a look at your interrogatory
responses to Growing Family starting as appropriate
with No. 1.

A Okavy.

Q Do you see we asked you in part ({(a} about
the fact that there are more than twice as many
dollars of rural carrier costs associated with COD
than there are city carrier costs, and you referred
that to Witness Waterbury, who didn’t have any
explanation for that.

In (b) we asked for a breakdown of claims by
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rural carrier and city carrier, and you said you
didn’'t have that breakdown either.

Given that cost differential, wouldn’t it be
of some interest to the Postal Service tc figure out
whether these claims were showing up on rural routes
or on city routesg?

A Well, I can’'t speak to the costing. That
would be better answered by Witness Waterbury or
somecne else who does do costing.

C Witness Waterbury measures costs. I'm
talking about in terms of policy. The Postal Service
was obviously ccncerned about COD costs because it
launched this investigation that led to the
clarification of the policy.

Wouldn’'t it alsoc be of interest to figure
out something about where these claims are arising? I
mean, in theory there shculdn’t be any claims. Since
there are millions of dollars worth of claims,
wouldn’t the Postal Service want to know where they’re
showing up?

A I am intrigued by your use of launched an
investigation and to the clarification of the policy
based on the roll forward costing. I‘m not aware of
that.

Q Are you aware that the Postal Service

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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subpoenaed data from Growing Family in 2005 prior to

reaching its determination of the amount of claims to

be paid?
A No.
o The Rugust 16 letter to Growing Family

refers to cost data provided by your firm. Do you
know why Growing Family provided cogt data to the
Postal Service?

) No, I don't.

C Do you know that the Postal Service’'s
practice in response tc the clarified policy was to
pay on the basis of actual costs incurred by Growing

bl .
Familv?

A That 1s my understanding based on the
lecter, that August 16 letter, where there was a cost
estimate provided.

Q Clay. The Postal Service wouldn’'t in the
normal course of business have in its records the cost
to Growing Family of preducing photographs, would it?

A I'm not sure about that, but I believe that
this is based on information provided by Growing
Family.

0 Why do you think Growing Family gave the
Pestal Service information? Do you think the Postal
Service asked for 1it?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



4548

A It’s possible, but it doesn’'t state here in
the letter that I zan see. It just says that the
Postal Service reviewed the cost data provided by
Growing Family.

0 Is a COD customer obligated under the
regulations to provide the Postal Service with
internal cost data?

A I believe that the COD customer filing a
claim is -- the burden of providing the value at the
time of maiiing is placed on the mailer, yes.

Q But prior to the clarified policy, the cost
tc the maliler was not relevant to Growing Family's
claims, was it?

A I'm not sure.

C I thought you agreed that they were all paid
on the basis of the dollars to be cellected from the
recipient.

2, That’'s my understanding.

0O So then the cost data were irrelevant,
weren’t they?

E I'm not sure.

Q The present practice that applies to Growing
Family, which we agreed is different from the prior
practice that applied to Growing Family, we asked you
whether that clarified policy and practice was unique

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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to Growing Family or applied to other COD mailers.
This 1s Question 21.

A Okay.

0 Your response to part {b) said that there ig
at least one other COD maller to which the Postal
Service has within the past five years changed from
paving claims on the basis of the amount to be
collected to paying claims on the basis of some lesser

amount due to clarification of the claims payment

policy. Is that a large CCD maller?
A I am nct sure the size of the mailer.
8] Where did you get that information?
E I got that information from discussions with

the gtaff at Consumer Affairs and the Accounting
Service Center. I believe this mailer is similarly
cituated to Growing Family. I believe this is a photo
maller as well.

C Was the time of the new clarified pclicy
application around the same time as Growing Family?

4 I believe so. I'm not 100 percent sure, but
I think 1t was around the same time.

Q Is the reascn that you can’t say that the
new policy applies to all COD mailers an understanding
that the pricr practice was not the same, or is it
that some mailers are still being reimbursed for the

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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full amount to be collected?

A Actually this is not a new policy for the
claims payment. It's just a clarification.

Any changes in the way that Growing Family's
claims were paid and this other mailer referenced in
Interrogatory Response 21 are a c¢larification of the
existing policy which has been in effect for many
years.

Q You say the policy has been in effect for
many years, yet the biggest COD mailer in the country,
10 percent of the total volume from large COD mailers,
was paid on a different basis. Now we have another

custcomer that apparently was pald on a different

Which was the policy, and which was the

exception?

A I'm not sure and I don't know if Hasko is
the largest COD maller for sure. I mean, I just --
O I think you'll find that if vyou take the 10

percent times the total volume and if you look at the
chart you gave us of the five largest customers you’ll
see that the volumes for the number one customer in
fact are the Hasko volumes.

S But 1 do need to make sure that if I
mentioned 1n an interrogatory response these are

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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mailing statement COD mailers, so I'm not sure 1if
there is a non-mailing statement COD mailer with a
larger volume. I just want to make that clear.

0 Can you conceive of a COD mailer with
thousands of packages a month that doésn’t do it on a

mailing statement basis, but they get in line at the

window?
A Well, I don‘t know.
Q Can you assure me and the Commission that

all COD mallers today are reimbursed in accordance
with the policy that’'s applied toc Growing Family?

A All COD mailers, to the best of my
¥nowledge, are reimbursed based on the payment policy
of the Postal Service with regard to the specific
types of mail.

They enter the value, either the lesser of
the value at the time of mailing or the insured
amount . That is my understanding.

Q The lesser of the value at the time of
malling or the insured amount. What about the funds
to be collected? Isn’t that what the DMM and the

Domestic Mail Classification Service both say?

p=\ That’'s what the fees are based on.
Q Okay .
A Neot the payment.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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) 211 right. So for every COD claim, to the
best of your knowledge, and we’ll find out how good
that knowledge is in a minute, but to the best of your
knowledge every time there’s a COD reimbursement the
Fostal Service figures cut whether the package was
lost on the way to the recipient, whether the package
was lost on the way back to the mailer, whether the
funds were collected from the recipient but not
returned to the maiier, whether the package was left
with the recipient but the funds not collected at all
and then applies that policy to the claim?

A Right. They're all adjudicated on a claim-
by-claim basis depending upon the situation, the wvalue
at the time of mailing or the insured amount,
whichevery 1s lesser.

O Let’'s talk about to the best of your
knowledge. That's always a scary phrase. How
extensive 1s your knowledge about how the Postal
Service actually reimburses COD mailers?

A Well, my knowledge is contained in the
responses to the interrogateories I've given and really
does not go beyond that.

QO You testified that the amounts paid to
Growing Family were reduced in the spring of 2005 and
that at least one other mailer sending COD packages

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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suffered a similar fate. Is that right?

A Well, I answered an interrogatory response
to confirm the validity of the letter.

Q Given the fact that the claims payment
levels were reduced due tc a clarification of pelicy
in the spring of 2005, isn’'t it inappropriate to base
forecast indemnity payments for the test year on the
indemnity payments actually made in fiscal year 2005

since there was a change during the fiscal year?

A I cannct respond to the appropriateness or
1nappropriateness of forecasting of claims cost -- I
believe you’'re talking about the cost -- because we do

not forecast claim voluﬁes.

& The Pocstal Service forecasts indemnity
payments?

A Right. Rxght. Exactly. That’s a costing
1o5ue.

Q And the forecast was based on the base year
indernity payments that were adjusted for both volume
and for cost changes, correct?

A I mean, I'm not an expert on that, but it
sounds reasonable. However, I can’'t really respond to
that.

Q Does 1t sound reasonable to you that for at

least one and prcbably two large Postal Service COD

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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customers the payment practice I'm geoing to say
changed, and I’'m not going to tie you to that, but I
don't know of any other way to say it.

The payment practice changed more than
halfway through fiscal year 2005. Doesn’'t the level
of indemnity payments made in fiscal year 2005 provide
an incorrect basig for forecasting future indemnity
claims?

A Again, I'm not a costing witness so I'm not
sure if any of that was taken into consideration when
forecasting the indemnity payments beyond the base
vear.

Q Well, the record will show that Witness
Waterbury said that she made no adjustment because she
knew c¢f no change in policy or a change in practice or
change int the level of payments.

If you could start all over again would you
advise Witness Waterbury that there was in fact a
change in 2005 and she should take that into account?

A Well, 1f she had already started preparing
her costing befcore this took place or while this was
going on, yes.

If I knew abcut 1it, aithough I don’t know
why I would know about 1t necessarily, I would
certainly mention it to see if it was a fact of
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consideration for her.

Q This happened a year before the Postal
Service made its rate filing, correct?

Fiy It looks like April 2005, ves, and we did
file in 1 believe it was April 2006.

Q Now that you know that there was a change,
1s the Postal Service goling to go back and recalculate
the COD rate based upon knowledge that fiscal year
2005 data contain many months in which a higher level
of claims paymen: was made to the Postal Service’s
biggest COD customer?

A Again, I'm not a costing witness, but I can
zell you what I do know 1s the indemnity payment cost
component of the total COD cost. I don’t think it’'s a
rarge part of this total COD, total aggregate cost,
which 1s what I'm given to calculate to use in making
fee proposals.

I know that about one percent of our volume,
CoD volume, results 1n claims. Ideally, sure, we
would like to be claim free, but one percent of the
volume i1s claims.

Q In response to Questicn 5 you show the COD
volume for fiscal year 2005 for the largest customer
at almost 150,000 pieces. Is that right?

A No. 5 for 20057

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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A Yes. For the COD mailers again coming in

through a mailing statement, the volume is 148,963

packages in FY (5.

Q S0 even if there were say a 20 cent

adjustment in the rate, that would be $30,0007?

A Twenty cents.
cents higher in the base

right now?

Do you mean if the fee was 20

year than the current fee

Q No. If the Postal Service’s proposed fee

were reduced by 20 cents

to correct for the use of

fiscal year 200f indemnity claims data.

I'm not saying

it would be. I'm saying if

it were a 20 cent reduction to make that correction

then for that mailer alone we’d be talking $30,000.

A Assuming there

would be any adjustment to

the per plece cost, I can only confirm that your

number of 20 cents times
$30,000.

Q In response to
the number of claims for
yvou said that the Postal
report on claims.

Are the claims

handled in St. Louis?

150,000 would come out to

Question 5 we asked you about

each of these customers, and

Service does not produce a

for all of these customers
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A It's my understanding that all the COD
claims are handied in St. Louis, vyes.

Q Couldn’t you just ask St. Louis how many
claims each of these customers filed in each of these
years?

A It's also my understanding that the Postal
Service does not maintain data on claims by customer.

o I'm not asking you what they maintain, but
if you were to call whoever heads that office in St.
Louis and say at least for fiscal year 2005 can you
trell me how many claims were filed by Growing Family
and the other four, which you can name, although we
didn’'t ask you to reveal the names to us?

It’'s hard for me to believe that they don’t
have any 1dea in St. Louis how many claims are filed
by these mailers. They’'re the biggest COD mailers.
It seems to me that 1f you called them up and said how
many claims did Mailer X file in such and such a year
they would be able to preoduce that information in
minutes. Why 1isn‘t that the case?

A I would think that the companies, the
mailers themselves, would know how many claimeg they
filed.

Q That may well be the case, but the question
1s whether the Postal Service knows how many claims
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they filed.

We asked you for that information. Did you
call St. Louis and ask them to give you the answer?

2 Yes, T did. I was told that we do not
collect that data. I guess there’'s no need, or we
don’'t see a reason to do that.

Q Well, let me suggest a reason. Let’s say
that for a particular customer the claims jump 590
percent 1n OnNe year.

Wouldn't the same Inspector General who
subpoenaed data from Growing Family maybe want to take
a look at that and figure out why?

A I can’'t speak for the IG's COffice, but if
there was a large increase in the number of claims
without a large relative increase in volume perhaps
that would be a red flag for someocne.

o But you would only know it i1f you maintained
some sort of record of how many claims are submitted
by the biggest customers. Isn’t that right?

A All I know 1s we do claims. We collected
claims data based on, you know, the value and the
payout, and whatever I provided before is, to the best
of my knowledge, the extent of what we collect and
report.

Q Take a look please at your response to

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Question 7 from Growing Family. You’'ll see in the
question there were four scenarios plus a fifth being
Other.

A Right.

) Those scenarios are the article is delivered
but the funds aren’t collected, the article was lost
or destroyed before delivery, the article was refused
or unclaimed and lost or destroyed prior to its
return, and the article is delivered and funds
collected, but the payment isn’t provided to the
sender.

Those are the four scenarios that were
addressed in the Postal-Service’s letter on the
Grewing Famlly appeal. Is that correct?

ra I'm sorry. Which letter? I’ve got a couple
iletters.

o The March 1C, 2006, letter, the cne that you
confirmed the validity of in respconse to Question 20.

A Yes. I’ve got that here. If I could ask
you te repeat the question?

C Take a look at page 3 cof that letter that
was attached to Interrogatory 2C. Do you see at the
bottom the Postal Service 1is saying there are four
tvpes of circumstances to consider in evaluating the
level of indemnity payment?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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One, the article is delivered, but the
retail value not collected. Two, the article was lost
or damaged before delivery. Three, the article was
lost or damaged on return to the sender. Four, the
article is delivered and the money collected, but the
payment is lost by the Postal Service before delivery
te the sender.

Those are the four scenarios that the Postal
Service says it will now consider in determining the
level of payment. Is that right?

A That's correct.

Q And that’'s different from the scenario in
the August 16 lettfer? Excuse me. Yes, the August 16
letter, which simply sald you're going to get your
cost of reproduction.

A No. I believe that this is how the payments
are evaluated 1n thls March 2006 letter, and then I
believe in the August 2005 letter it talks about the
amount of the payment. This is the different
clrcumstances.

0O Fight, but 1f you keep reading on page 4 it
says how the payment will be made in each of these
circumstances. These are the circumstances that
according to this letter determine the level of
payment .

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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For example, on page 4, 1f the article 1is
lost or damaged before it is offered for delivery the
amount to be paid based upon the cost to produce
another package.

Paragraph 2, 1f the article is refused or
unclaimed and lost before returned to sender, there’s
no payment because there’s no value. The merchandise
no longer has any value at all.

Three, 1f the retail value is ccllected and
the payment is lost before delivery then the Postal
Service will pay the amount to be collected.

Those scenarios, according to the March 10
ietter, determine how much claim should be paid.

Isn’t that right?

ya3 Actually, 1f I may just add something? When
you were talking about the first situation you said
that 1t would be the cost to reproduce. It also would
include the original postage paid.

o Right.

2 T just want to make sure that T put that in
there.

The second one you said there would be no
pavment. It says here that reimbursement would be
limited to the indemnity for miscellaneous items that
are lost or damaged such as keepsakes and the postage.
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Q But no payment for the photographs?
A Rignt, with respect to photo mailers.
Q I'm not concerned at this point with the

detail of the payment, but the fact that the payment
1s based upoeon an analysis of which of the four
scenarios actually apply to that claim.

n Righ=. That’s my understanding from this
letter, ves.

Q But the August 16 letter said, "Accordingly,
future c¢laims will be reimbursed for $15.05." It
didn’'t say sometimes nothing, sometimes reproduction
cest, sometimes full amount. It says future clainms
w1ll be reimbursed for $15.05.

A Right, which 15 I believe it’s Scenario 1 or
Situation 1 1n that March 10 letter.

O But the August letter, the 2005 letter
announcing the decision, anncouncing the clarified
policy, didn’t have an Option 2 or an Option 3 or an
Cption 4. It said claims will be reimbursed for $15.

Something changed between August 2005 and
March 2006 when a much more complicated matrix of
claims payments was provided. 1Isn’t that right?

A No, I don’t see that at all. It appears to
me that this March 2006 letter is just a further -- it
was a consideration of an appeal.
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o So 1t’'s another clarification? I'm sorry.

A A longer explanation maybe or more detailed
explanation.

Q Well, tell me. On the basis of the
August 16, 2005, letter is there any possible way for
the mailer to kneow that he would ever get anything
different than $157

A Well, it states here that future claims
would be reimbursed at $15.05.

C So the answer 1is no, there’s no way for the
mailer tc know that he’s entitled to more than $15
under some of these cther scenarios?

A It’'s mv understanding that this is what the
mailler 1s entitled to under the scenarios with respect
to any future mailings based on the cost data provided
by Growing Family.

0 Ms. Berkeley, the August 2005 letter said
you're going to get $15 from now on. It didn’t say
you'll get more than $15 if the payment is lost by the
Postal Service. You’'ll get nothing except trinket
value 1if the package is lost on the way back. It says
you’ll get $15.

Are there any other alternatives suggested
in this lettexr?

A It just says based on the data provided,
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these appear tc be similar packages with respect to
the cost o©f reproducing the photos. It says here that
if there’s any change in the amount of cost --

I can’'t see the series of 428 claims that
were submitted on the Form 1000s that’s referenced

-

here. don’t lknow if they were all identical in
nature or what the situation is.
Q I'm talking about the sentence that says
future c¢laims will be reimbursed for $15.05.
Coes 1t say some future claims will be
reimbhursed for 515.05, some will be reimbursed for
ncthing, some will be reimbursed for the amount of

dollars to be collected from the recipient, cor deces it

simply say future claims will be reimbursed for

$15.057
A It's important to note that right after that
sentence it says, "0Of course, if your costs change

please let us know."

9 But the scenarios aren’'t based on cost. The
amount to be collected from the recipient claim
scenario in the second letter has nothing to do with
cost. The we won't give you anything except trinket
value has nothing to do with cost of reproducing the
photos.

What this letter is saying, the August
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letter, 1s on every claim we’'re going to give you your
cost. We think it’'g $15. If it changes to $16, let
us know. We’ll give vou $16. If it changes to $18,
let us know. We’ll give you $18.

Then in March there’s a whole new scenario,
which 1s sometimes we’ll give you cost. Sometimes
we'll give you ncothing. Sometimes we’ll give you the
amount based on the fee you paid. Isn’t that right?

Isn't the March 10 letter yet ancther
ciarif:cation from the August i6 letter?

P No. Actually I beg to differ here because
what I just heard you say was in Situation 1 in the
March 10 letter that we weren’t golng to be paying any
cost to produce another package. This here in the
April 2005 --

c August 2005.

A I mean the August 2005 letter. It’'s the
cost to produce the package. Here in the March 2006
letter one of the scenarices talks about the amount to
be paid would be the cost to produce another package.

o One of the scenarios. What about the other
scenarions? Why aren’t those cother scenarios covered
in the August 2005 letter?

A Like I said, I don’t have the Form 1000s
with the claims.
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Q Why aren’'t they covered in the statement
with respect to future claims? EBoth of these memos
cover future claims, don’'t they? Both of these
letters.

A Right. I would assume that they are talking
about -- it sounds to me, just from what I see here,
that those claims, the 428, it seems to me they would
be identical in nature, but I don’t know. I don’t
have that infeormation.

Q Why would it seem to you that they would be
identical in nature? Wouldn’t sometimes they be
caused by damage on the way out, sometimes damage cn
the way back, sometimes misguided payments just like
the general claims of the Postal Service?

A Apparently this is the cost to reproduce the
package with respect to those claims.

Q It says future claims. It’s not talking
about past claims. The sentence says future claims.
The Postal Service’s letter says future claims will be
reimbursed 515. If your costs change, we’ll change
it.

The March 10 letter says sometimes you get
that. Sometimes you get less. Sometimes you get
more .

A It looks to me like the August 2005 letter

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



t

t)

n

o8]

2]

b

4567

is referring to these 428 claims that are referenced
also under Scenario 1, Situation 1, in the March 2006
letter.

Q Doesn’t the word future mean things that
haven’t happened yet? Isn‘t it referring to claims
that haven’'t been filed vyet?

A Yes.

Q And is it saying that all claims that
haven’'t vet beer filed will ke Scenario 1 claims? 1Is
that what the letter says?

A It’s saylng that the future claims would be
re:mbursed unless Growing Family provided costing
informat:ion to demonstrate why it should be paid at a
d:rfferent amount.

0 So future claims will all be treated as if

they're Scenario 1? That's what it’'s saying?

A I guess, because they must all be the same
here. Like I said, I --

Q All future claims must be the same?

A N¢. Future claims like the ones that are

the 428 referenced here.

I mean, I don’t have the c¢laims, the Form
1000s or any information, but this is what it leads me
to believe just lcooking at this; that they’'re all
similar packages.
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G why 1s 1t that you can’t talk about future
claims, but always talk about the 428? TI'm talking
about future ~laims.

A Right.

Q As 1s the letter. The letter isn’'t talking
about the 428.

Py The letter looks like it’'s setting a
baseline for the COD payments for the cost to
reproduce a package.

Q What do you mean, a baseline?

A LLike $15.05. The future claims would be at
that amount for this type of claim.

Q Are you aware of any Postal Service document
-- a regulaticn, an internal document, a customer
support ruling, anything -- before the March 10 letter
that advises the mailers of these four scenariocs and
what the payment levels would be under those

scenarios?

a I'd have to check.
Q I asked if you’'re familiar with anything.
A Yes. Off the top of my head, you know, we

de have our policies set forth in the Domestic Mail
Manual, the Postal Operations Manual, that are
avallable for %he public and mailers to review.

MR. STRAUS: Well, I've reviewed everything
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I can find, and I don’'t see anything about these
scenarios, so if you could provide that for the
record, please?

Your Honer, if there’s any Postal Service
document that has a policy similar to the policy in
the March 10 letter I’'d sure like to see it.

CHATRMAN OMAS: Mr. Rubin?

MR. RUBIN: Yes. We will check for any
documents and provide anything we locate.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: And if you could provide
that to us within seven days we’d appreciate it.
Thank you.

MR. STRAUS: Don’'t hold your breath, Mr.
Chairman.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Well, you can always ask.

BY MR. STRAUS:

Q Going back to Question 7 and the March 10

42569

letter, you agree, don’t you, that if the article was

damaged or lost on the way to the recipient the claim

paid is paid at a different level than if it’s lost
the way back to the sender. Isn’t that right?
A I don’t see that as being responded to in

Question 7.

on

Q No. I'm just looking at the four scenarios

there that are the same as the four scenarios in the
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March 10 letter. They're easier to find in Question
7.

pay Okay. According to the March 10 letter, the
three gituations --

Q Yes.

A -- define what the reimbursement would be
based orn the situation.

Q and so my gquestion then was the
reimbursement is different 1f the article is lost or
destroyed before delivery than if it’s lost or
destroyed after an unsuccessful delivery. Isn’'t that
right?

A Yes. It appears that you're talking first
about Situation 1 and then Situation 2. The payment
policy is different.

Q And it’'s also different 1if the money is
collected from the recipient, but the Postal Service
loses it?

A That's correct.

Q So the Postal Service has to know which of
these scenarios applies in every claim before it can
decide how much to pay. Isn‘t that right?

A That's correct.

Q And does it keep a record of which scenario
applies and the level of claim reimbursement made?
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y2S The reports on COD claims are rolled up into
one of three situations -- damage, loss and no
remittance.

Q0 Okay. If the claim level is different if
it’s damaged or logt on the way out than if it’s
damaged or lost on the way back, why is the data
simply maintained on damage or loss when it makes a
very substantial difference when the damage or loss
occurred?

A With respect to the adjudication that takes
place based on the determination, but respect to
reporting 1 can’'t tell you why it’'s reported under
damaged, lost or no remittance, but that’s the way
1’5 reported.

Q We gave you a bunch of scenarios in
interrogatories on -- do you remember -- coins and
paintings and photographs and the like and asked how
claims would be determined on those various scenarios.

In response, for example, to Question 8 you
responded to {a) and (b) together, but part 2 of your
answer and in other answers you refer to market wvalue.
Could you define market value for me the way you've
used 1t?

A Tt's my understanding that the mailer
provides a documentation for what the value is at the

Heritage Repeorting Corporation
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time of mailing.

Q Is that the same as market value?
A In this instance it appears so.
Q Do you have a definition for market value

the way you've used the term? Can I substitute value
claimed by the mailer for market value here?

R I believe the term is value at the time of
maliling as demonstrated by the mailer. This is

something that can’'t be reproduced.

Q What is something that can’t be reproduced?
A This 1s a rare coin, or let’s say it’s an
old coin or something. It’'s not something that c¢culd

be reproduced, so 1 believe the fair market value 1is
what the price -- the value at the time of mailing
might be determined by the price of this coin at the
time of mailing, what 1t would sell for.

This is something that the mailer has to
submit o the Postal Service, any documentaticn, so
that a determination of fair market value can be made.

Q Is fair market value what a willing buyer
would pay to a wiling seller?

A Perhaps so.

¢ Well, in the coin scenario let’‘s say I'm a
coin dealer, and you're buying a 1909 SVDB penny from
me. That’'s a bad thing te use for the reporter. 2an
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1850 silver dollar.
The fair retail price of that is $400, and
I'm sending it to you COD. What’s the fair market
value of that coin?
A You’'re saying the fair market value would be
up to $4007
C I'm saying you’'re willing to pay me $400 for

that coin. If you leocek in the coin book it says

rt

hat’'s what the retail price is.

A Right.

Q You're golng to pay me $400 on a COD basis,
so 135 5400 the fair market value?

A It appears that it's up to $400, but it
depends on the documentation that’s provided at the
time of the claim.

Yes, 1f somebody 1s paying $400 it seems
reasonable to me that that would be the fair market
value at least for the person who's buying it.

) And so 1if the coin gets lost the mailer
would get 354007

A They would get up to $400.

Q A penny? A dime? $100? You can‘t pay a
claim pay to David Straus Coin Dealer the amount of up
to $400. How much are you going to write me a check
for if that coin gets lost?
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A Well, it depends on what the documentation
is for the value at the time of mailing that’s
submitted to the Postal Service.

Q I show you a bill of sale for $40C. I show
you in the red book that the retail price of this coin
iz $400.

A Then it seems tc me then the reimbursement
would probably be for $400, although that decisiocon is
not mine to make.

Based on what I've stated in the
interrogatories, if the documentation shows $400 and
rhat’'s satisfactory to the adjudicator then $400 it
ceems reasonable would be the payment.

Q Now, 1f there’'s a wholesale supplier teo coin
stores that sells wholesale only for $300 then what
would the claim payment be?

A You know, that’s a good questicon. I think
that’s the next -- there’s something. The next
interrogatory talked about a wholesale cost.

Of course, that’'s dealing with a CD, but it
looks like the wholesale cost to the mailer would be
the amount paid.

Q Let’s say that the wholesale cost of the
coin is usually about $300. Dealers can’t sell them
for what they pay for them, so there’'s cbviously a
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source for these coins.

A Yes.
¢ Let’'s say that the book says that the
wholesale price is $300. The retail price is $400.

The coin got lost, but the dealer says my supplier
doesn’'t have any more. I can’t get another one for
$300.

If there were cone available I could get it
for $300, but it’s not availlable. Does that put the
payment back up to 5400, or 1s it still $3007

A That I really can’'t answer. I'm not sure
since I'm not an adjudicator.

0 In the case of Interrogatory 9 where we
talked about the CD and the wholesale cost --

A Yes.

Q -- there we posited a situation where the

retail price of a CD is $15, but the wholesale cost is

$7.50. You said that the reimbursement would be
$7.50. Do you see that?

A Yes. $7.50 and the postage paid.

Q Right. We're always going to be including
the postage paid.

A Okay. Thanks.

Q Would the mailer be entitled to some
allocation of his overhead cost in addition to that
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$7.50 or just the $7.50 that it weculd cost him to buy
another CD?

A I believe the interrogatory speaks for
itself in this instance. The way the interrogatory
was presented, 1t would be the wholesale cost as I
responded to in subpart (b).

Q Let me be a little more precise than the
interrcgatery. Let’s say that the actual price that
the retail store can buy it for is $7.50, but the
retail store also has overhead. He has to have
somebody making the phone calls and keeping his books,
writing the checks.

Would the mailer then be entitled to some
portion of its overhead cost in addition to the $7.50
or just tc the $7.50 in this scenario?

A It looks to me like it would be the $7.50,
the wheclesale cost.

O What do you mean, 1t looks to you? It’'s
YyOur answer.

A Right. That’'s what I'm saying. It looks to
me like that wholesale cost is the cost of the item
and net -- you know, the cost of the item itself.

Q So you’'re saying that the claimant would
have neo claim for any of his other costs involved in
selling CODs by mail?
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A I can’t answer that for certain, but I don’'t
see why they wculd get overhead cost. Personally
speaking, I would think that it would ke the wholesale
cost to replace the item.

Q Ckay. You don't see why he should? Let me
give you a scenario.

Let’s say that the person’s business 1is
entirely mailing COD CDs, and he sells 1,000 CDs in
Januarwy . He mails all 1,000 COD, and all of them get
lost,

If all he’'s allowed tc recover is his cost
of going out and buying another 1,000 CDs, he's going
toe be cut of business bécause he has overhead costs,
rignt?

2 I would think his overhead costs are being
taken care of with his 100 percent markup --

Q He doesn’t get any markup if you lose all

the packages and he only gets $7.50.

pas -- for those he sells.
Q Please look at your responses to Questions
10 and 11. We asked you there about a painting in one

cituaticn and photographs in the second.

I direct your attention specifically to
parts 2 of both answers wherein in the case of the
painting you say if the painting is lost or destroyed
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before delivery the amount paid would be the fair
market value.

In the case cof the photographs you said if
they’ re lost or destroyed before delivery the amcunt
to be paid would be the cost to produce another set.
Why would the paintings and the photographs be handlied
differently?

A My understanding is the painting is
something that nas to be created all over again. The
photographs, the negatives are probably like they’re

on file somewhere, and reproducing it would not ke the

same as painting another painting. It could be done.
o Have you ever been to a modern art museum?
A Yes.
0O Does it lock to you like some of the

painting there can be done pretty quickly?

A It does, but I'm sure that it does take a
while to think and figure out how to draw that red
stripe down the canvacs.

Q But if vyou've done 1t once and it gets lost,
you could probably do another one, right? Why
shouldn’t both be failr market value or both be cost of
reproduction?

A Perhaps the cost of the reproduction of the
painting is the fair market value because there’'s
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going to be that time involved to paint another
painting.

Q It's hard to value an artist’s time by the
hour, igsn‘t it?

A I'm sure it is. I'm sure they work a lot
longer than they get paid for.

o) In the case of the prints, let’s say that
the negatives were destroyed accidentally. Then what
would be the reimbursement in Question 117?

)\ Well, on Question 11 it would be the cost to
precduce another set of prints.

Q But there are no more negatives, so it can’t

be produced.

2 Right.
Q Then what would the reimbursement be?
ay I'm not sure :1f there’'s no way to take the

piotures over again.
0 Well, the Postal Service 1isn’t going to
reimburse to send the photographer out to the wedding

or can’'t produce a newborn baby all over again.

A Correct.

Q The baby >s5 not a newborn anymore.

A Yes. I don’'t know.

Q Flease look at Question 12. I think there

may have been a little bit of a misunderstanding here.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



4580

When we asked about the validity of the claim I didn’t
mean in terms of the mailer making something up.

The fact is, isn’'t it, a mailer makes a
claim because it has not received either the money to
be collected or the package except in the case of a
package damaged on the way back, but let’s say that’'s
only a small portion of the claims.

Typically the mailer sends out a package COD
and expects to get either the money or the package
returned. If it gets neither, it files a claim. Is
that right?

A That’'s my understanding. However, I must
add that I also understand that mailers will file
claims without any basis for knowing whether or not
the package will be lost, destroyed or --

Q Isn’t there a time limit? Don’'t you have to
walt a certaln number of days after mailing before you
file a claim?

A I believe there is a time limit. However, T
do know that we do get invalid claims filed because
customers will file them.

Right. With a COD a claim may not be filed
until 45 days after the date of mailing.

Q So 1f a claim is filed before then it just
gets sent back, I assume? It dcesn’t get analyzed.
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Isn’'t that right?

A Well, no. All claimg are reviewed, and then
sometimes they are denied because they’'re -- well,
they would be denied if they were invalid.

@ All right. Let’s assume that the big
mailers know the rules and file their claims at least
45 days after mailling.

All the mailer knows at that point is that
it didn’'t get kack the package or the money, right?
Tt has no reason to know why it didn’t get back the
package or the money.

P\ Well, there'’'s also the situation where a
claim can be filed on the 45th day even before the
determination is made as to whether it was delivered,
so there could be invalid claims that fall within the
appropriate time period.

Q There could always be invalid claims, but my
question is simply assuming an honest CCOD mailer, at
the time it files its claim it hasn't received the

money, it hasn’t received the return, and it doesn’t

know why. Isn’t that correct?

A That’'s my understanding, yes.

Q So at that point or at some point -- I mean,
they wait a while -- the Postal Service will

investigate that claim to see if it’'s valid?
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A Yes.

Q How does 1t determine the validity of the
claim?

A As I responded in the interrcgatory, they’'re

reviewed based on the facts. I know that any
information they have from the delivery event that
would come off the scanner, the scanning data,
whatever other information.

I'm not really wholly familiar with
everything that might be used to determine the
adjudication, but it is my understanding that delivery
informaticon from the scanning is used.

Q And does that scanning information tell the
Postal Service -- let me restate that.

Can the Postal Service tell from the
scanning data whether the package was lost on the way
to the reciplent, lost on the way back from the
recipient or payment was made and lost by the Postal
Service? Can the scanning data differentiate those
scenarios?

A Well, the scanning event would take place at
the cdelivery, the delivery event, so if it was lost on
the way to the delivery I don’'t know how a scan would
be made.

Q Can the scanning data differentiate between
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a package lost on the way to the recipient and a
package that was left with the recipient, but not
scanned?

A I'm not sure. I know I answered an
interrogatory with respect to scanning, but I don’t
know what level of detail is provided beyond what T

would have answered in the interrogatory.

QO Do you know how many scans are dene on a COD
package?

A No.

Q So you don’'t know then whether the scanning

can 1n fact distinguish between a package lost before
delivery and a package ieft with the recipient, but
not scanned?

A I'm sorry. Could you repeat that?

Q I'm positing twe scenarios. One is the
package gets lost on the way to the recipient, on the
way to the carrier who is going to deliver it.

A Okay.

Q The second scenaric is the carrier gets the
piece, delivers 1t, but doesn’'t scan it at the time of
delivery and just leaves it in the mailbox. Doesn't
collect money; Just leaves 1t there.

& Okay .

Q Now, the guestion is do you know whether the
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Postal Service’s scanning technique can distinguish
between those two scenarios?

A T don't. I don't know. I don’'t know, but
with respect to what vou had asked before about the
scans a COD mail piece would get, I really don’'t know.
It depends.

There may be other special services attached

to it, so I'm not sure how many scans a piece would

get.

Q Please lock at No. 14.

piy Okay.

Q Again, 1 think we may have had a
miscommunication. In presenting its appeal to the

Postal Service, and not suggesting you accept any of
these facts as evidence. I'm just giving you some
background.

Growing Famlly provided several examples of
claims that were denied by the Postal Service with the
Postal Service claiming that payment was made, but the
money orders that were cited as making payment, one
was made out to AT&T. One was made out to some guy
who lives 1n Brooklyn. They weren’t made out to
Growing Family, so presumably there was a mix-up
somewhere.

This question was asking you about in those
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cases the Postal Service denied the claim because it
believed that payment was tendered by the recipient,
but a claim was made nevertheless.

The question says in that situation where
its records show that payment was made by the
recipient, but the mailer claims it didn’t receive any
payment, what steps does the Postal Service take to
determine whether the payment tendered by the
reciplent was actually the appropriate payment and
made its way back in the mail to the sender?

Your answer says 1t doesn’'t take any steps.
In other words, it‘s goling to deny the claim no matter
what. If the Postal Service records show payment was
made, toco bad for the maller 1f it never received it.
Iz that your answer?

A No, that’'s not my answer. My answer 1s we
don’t take any steps tc determine whether the payment
was delivered, meaning we don’t follow that one
envelope through the mailstream to know whether it was
delivered.

The mailer is going to file a claim.
Presumably an honest mailer is going to file a claim
1f they did not receive the payment.

Q Right.

A We do not take steps before the claim is
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filed to see whether the payment was delivered.

Q The qguestion had nothing to do with before
the claim was filed. The guestion says 1if a claim is
filed and the records show payment was tendered by the
recipients what steps do ycu take.

The claim is filed. The Postal Service
records and the letter carrier says I got the money.
The sender sayz I never got the money. What does the
Postal Service do to figure out whether the money
actually made it back to the sender, in which case the
claim 1s valid, or whether the claim is invalid?

A Right. That goes back to what I was saying.
I think you wculd have to start when the payment was
malled to be able to take the steps to know whether it
was delivered.

o Maybe it never got mailed. Maybe the
carrier put it in his pocket. I'm trying to figure
ocut. The records show that payment was tendered by

the recipient.

A Then the carrier didn’t put it in his or her
pocket - -

Q Okay.

A -- 1if the reccrds show that the payment was

tendered by the recipient.
Q But maybe the check was lost by the Postal
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Service. Growing Family got some checks about two
yvears after they were made ocut very recently because
they were just sticking in a file somewhere. 1 mean,
things happen. There’s a lot of pieces here.

I'm going to ask the question one more time.
The record shows payment was tendered by the
recipilent, but the mailer made a claim saying I never
got payment. How does the Postal Service determine
whether it’'s a valid claim or an invalid claim?

A I'm not sure if I've answered that. In the
next interrogatory response I have addressed that
issue.

In part (a) I say that if the claim is filed
and our reccrds show that the payment was made by the
recipient but not delivered to the mailer we provide
the mailer with the instructions on how to get a
replacement.

0 That’s a little different question.

Question 14 said that the records show payment was
tendered by the recipient. Questicn 15 says records
show payment was tendered by the recipient, but not
delivered to the mailer.

A Right.

Q In 15 I'm saying your records show it wasn't
delivered to the mailer.
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A Right.

Q Question 14 says all your records show was
it was tendered by the recipient, so those are not the
same situation.

A We don’'t take any steps to determine that.

I believe the proof or the burden of proof for that
rests on the mailer.

Q To prove he didn’'t get payment?

A To prove that the payment was not delivered,
but then I'm not really sure.

Q How can a mailer prove that he did not

receive money?

A Maybe they sign a statement certifying that
they did not receive payment. I'm not sure.
Q Okay. You raised if, and now 1t’s time toc

go into the question of what happens when the Postal
Service gets payment, but admits that the payment
never made 1ts way back tc the sender.

In this interrocgatory and perhaps others you
sald that 1f the payment was received by the Postal
Service in the form of a money order the Postal
Service provides instructiens on how to get a
replacement money order. I guess we have no problem
there.

You’'ve also said that if the payment was
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tendered by the recipient in the form of a personal
check the Postal Service basically tells the mailer to
go out and get another check from the recipient. Is
that right?

A Could you point to the interrogatory you‘re

referencing?

Q Question 15(c}). There are others toco.

A Okay. Thanks for peointing me there.

) In several responses you’'ve discussed the
difference between money orders and checks. TIf it’'s

raid by a check, the Postal Service says to the sender
1t’'s your oblication to go get a check from the

cipient. Is that right?

~

A Right, if the recipient provides a check to
the mailer which 1s sent directly to the mailer --

C Well, 1f the recipient provides a check to
the Postal Service and the Postal Service loses it.

A -- and made out to the mailer.

Q And the Postal Service loses the check then
the Postal Service says to the mailer go get ancther
check.

A That appears to be the case, ves.

Q Let me make sure we have this understanding
right. The mailer pays a fee to the Postal Service
for COD, and that fee is so that the Postal Service
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will collect the money and send it to the mailer.

If the Postal Service doesn’t live up to

that, the mailer files a claim. So far I'm correct?
P\ It sounds reasonable.
Q If the recipilent desires the merchandise the

recipient pays the carrier by check, and sometimes it
happens that the check doesn’t get back to the sender.
Isn't that right?

A Apparently so, ves.

) And if the mailer then is able to locate the
reciplient, or let’s say the mailer is supposed tc then
try to contact the recipient. We’re at least 45 days
after the original package was mailed and probably
some amcunt beyond that before the Postal Service
1ssues a decisicn on the c¢laim, so it could be a
couple cof months after the package.

The mailer is then supposed to find the
recipient. What 1f the mailer can’'t locate the
recipient? The recipient has moved and left no
forwarding address. Tough luck for the mailer?

A I'm not for sure certain if that’'s any
situatlion that’s taken into consideration by the
Postal Service, but 1t sounds to me like they might be
out of luck with respect to getting the payment. I'm
nct sure.
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Q And if the recipient says I never got the
package, I'm nct going to give you any money, again
it’'s too bad for the mailer, right?

A But this i1s predicated on records that the
payment was tencered.

Q Yes.

A So I den’t understand why somebody would pay
for something that they didn’t receive.

C I'm saying I'm Growing Family, and I call up
Mrs. Jones whose baby is now three months cld and say
we sent you baby pictures. You wrote a check to the
Postal Service and 1t got lost. Could you please
write us another check for $80°7

Mrs. Jones says ne, I'm not going to send
vou another check for $80. I never got the pictures.
what am I suppocsed to do as a mailer?

A But there again the records indicate that
payment was tendered. I don’'t understand why payment
would be tendered for something not received.

Q I'm saying Mrs. Jones is lying. She
actually did get the plictures, but she says I didn’t
get them. I'm not golng to pay you any money.

A But she already did pay money. I mean, that
part has been proven.

) Well, lucky her. She paid it once, but now
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she has the bonus of the Postal Service lcsing her
check. She’s got the money. She already has the
plctures.

COD is a way to make sure you get paid for
merchandise. If everyone were totally honest you
would just send them the pictures and say please send
me a check, or if you don’t like the pictures send
them back. That’s not the way it works.

If Mrs. Jones lies and says I never got the
pictures, or 1if she says I can’'t afford it, sorry, I
don’t have any more money, I spent it all on formula
and diapers so I'm not going to send you the money, in
that case the mailer just doesn’t collect his money.

A I would have to ask the mailer. I don’'t
know. I don’t think they do collect anything, but T

would not know.

@ Even though they paid the Postal Service a
fee --

A I don't know.

Q -- to ccllect the money and give it to them?

A Uh-huh.

Q The Postal Service failed in this scenario,

didn’t live up to 1ts obligation, and the Postal
Service can just walk away and say yes, we lost the
$80, but too kbad for you?
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A I believe that there would be some
reimbursement for a special service not provided, but
in this case it’'s not c¢lear to me that the service was
net provided at least in part.
Q It was provided in part. The customer got

the package, and the mailer didn’t get paid. What a

deal.

A I dont know. I don’t know. I'm not sure
actually.

Q Well, you were pretty sure in your

interrogatory responses that if the mailer is paid by
check it’'s up to the sender to ccllect. If he can’'t
collect, too bad.

2 But this is also based on the general belief
that people are reasonable about paying for goods and
services they receive.

Q Pecple pay for goods and services because
they typically have to pay before they get the goods
and services.

If somebody can get the goods and services
before paying and get away with not paying, some
percentage of the people, don’'t you agree, will take
advantage of that opportunity and not pay?

A That perhaps is true. However, in this case
it’s my understanding that they have to pay, unless
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there is some sort of an error made where a package 1s
delivered without payment, but that isn’t the

situation described here. They paid the COD fee --

Q They had to to get the package.
A -- before they get it. Exactly.
Q But now they lucked out because the Postal

Service lost the check. ©Now they got the pictures
without paying fcr them, and now I'm suggesting that
some percentaje of those people will take advantage of
that situation and not pay.

I mean, there are shoplifters, right? Some
pecple like something for nothing.

A Thiz is true, but based on the fact that
they’'re already paid before, you know, I don’'t think
it would be a high percentage that would refuse to
pay.

Q Then maybe the Postal Service ought to live
up to its side of the bargain and make reimbursement,
don’t you think?

A I'm not guite sure exactly what
reimbursement, if any, would be made in this
sltuation.

o This different scenario between money crders
and checks and the risk to the mailer of payments by
check because if the Postal Service loses the money
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order the Postal Service gets paid, and if the Postal
Service loses the check the mailer might or might not,
where is that spelled out in the requlations or
anywhere else that a mailer can see that risk and that
policy?

F<y Do you mean the risk of having to go back to
the maller for a replacement check that was made out
tc the mailer?

o] Yes.

A I would have to lock. If you want to give
me a minute or two I can look in some of the reference
material I have here.

MR. STRAUS: Well, for the sake of time I'd
just as scon you provide it with anything you provide
in respcnse to the earlier guestion.

I'm not golng to ask questions about it.

I'm just curious as to whether that differential
treatment of money orders and checks is written down
anywhere 1n a manner available to mailers, so if
that’'s ckay with counsel for the Postal Service to
provide that as well?

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Rubin?

MR. RUEIN: Yes, we'll attempt to identify
anything and provide anything we find for the record.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank vyou.
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BY MR. STRAUS:

Q Please look at Question -- a break?

MR. RUBIN: I'm just wondering, yes, how
much longer it will be until the break.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: If you could provide it in
seven days with the other request it would be nice.
Thank you. TI'm sorry. I've omitted to say that.
Thanks.

MR. STRAUS: Counsel for the Postal Service
has inguired how much more I have and it’s quite a
bit, so 1f the Chair would like to take a break now
that’'s fine with me.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Well, I was goling to ask
you. I was golng to give you about another 10
minutes, but 1f you have a lot more why don’'t we go
ahead and take our mid-morning break and we’ll come
back at 11:20. Take a 10 minute break. Is that okay?

(No response.)

(Whereupon, a short recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Straus, would you like
to begin?

MR . STRAUS: Certainly.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Or continue rather.

BY MR. STRAUS:

Q In Question No. 16 you agreed that it
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sometimes occurs that the package is left with the
addressee, but no payment is collected.

A Yes.

O Let’s say that the mailer submits a claim
and 1t discovers that the package was left, but no
money was collected. How does it handle that claim?

A Well, again, I am not a c¢laims adjudicator,
put according to the interrocgatory response to part
(b) 1nitially the Postal Service believes that most
consumers are willing to pay for goods and services
they recelve even if the payment’s requested, you
vrow, qulte a bit of time after the receipt of the
goods or services, but in any event that mailer is
going to receilve reimbursement for the uncollected
pa,ment .

] How 1s that going to happen? Who? The
Postal Service i1s golng to write the mailer a check?

A I'm not sure. I don’t think I address that
specific type of claims payment scenario in these
interrcgatory responses. I don't recall.

Q No, you didn’'t, but I'm asking you, the
Postal Service gets a claim, it has to investigate the
basis for the claim because it has to know whether it
was lost on the way cut, lost on the way back, payment
was received and not delivered, you’‘d have to know
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which scenario. We have already discussed that. It
turns out that the Postal Service’s investigaticn
reveals that the package was left, but no money was
collected.

Does the Postal Service then go to the
recipient and say please give us the money for the COD
that you should have collected from you two weeks ago?
Does 1t say to the mailer vyou’'re geoing to have to go
after this recipient for the money because they got
the package? Which of those two things is the next
step? Does the Postal Service try to get the money or
does the Postal Service tell the mailer to try to get
the meoney?

A I'm not sure. If I didn’'t address it in an
interrogatory response then I really don’t know for
sure because my knowledge about claims and how they’re
paid and/or adjudicated 1s limited to what I have
responded to in the interrogatories.

Q You say in any case the COD mailer is going
to recelve reimbursement for any uncollected payment?

A Correct. That's what I've been told.

Q You’'ve been told that. By whom? So you
don't know that for a fact?

A As ftar as I know, yes, this is what I've
been -- like I said I'm not a claims adjudicator or a
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claims expert however I have gone to the claims
experts, the payment policy experts for the Postal
Service to get this information to regpond to this.

Q This is your testimony now. You say in any
case the COD mailer is going to receive reimbursement
for any uncel.iected payment.

A Right.

Q So I gather from that then that if the
mailer 1s given the cbligation to collect and cannot
that the Postal Service will make good. Is that
right?

A Yes, because 1t says here to see the
responses to Interrogatories 8 through 11, (a) to (b),
Subpart 1, and so wherever the funds are not collected
from the recipient the Postal Service it says here
will provide reimbursement to the sender. That’s our
policy.

Q In Question No. 17 in the answer we
addressed the difference between the language used in
your testimony for the CODC and the language in the

DMCS. Could you review that briefly?

A No. 17, which subpart?

Q T guess all of them.

& 211 of them? Okay.

Q I'm trying to shortcut this. Your testimony
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refers at page 27 -- well, your testimony states that
the fee i1s based upon the higher of the insurance
desired or the monetary value of the merchandise.
You’'d asree now wen't you that the concept of monetary
value deoesn't enter into the determination of the fee
directly?

P2y The determination of the fee? You mean the
fee to be collected or the fee that I've proposed? 1
mean, I'm sorry.

Q Fee paid by the mailer.

A The fee 1s based on the monetary value of
the merchandise or the amount cof insurance coverage
desired, whichever is higher.

Q Where is the concept of monetary value
contained anywhere except in your testimony? Is it in
the DMM or the DMCS?

b There was an interrcgatory I believe with

respect to monetary value in the --

Q This one among others.

A I'm going to look for the --

Q No. 45 is the other one that it was
addressed.

A Thank you. Okay. Thanks. Yes. Confirmed,

right, that neither the DMM nor the fee schedule term
monetary value.
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Q That was a mistake in your testimony wasn't
it, the refererice to monetary value?

-\ I believe it was my interpretatiocn of value
with respect to putting it in dollar terms.

Q Yes, but your testimony says the fee 1is
based on the higher of the monetary value or the
insurance desired. In fact it’'s based on the higher
of the amount to be collected or the insurance
desired, right?

A It's the amount to be collected which in
using the term monetary value would be what I would
think the mailer was golng to tell the Postal Service.
I'm mailing this, 1it’s i’m getting paid $500 for it, I
want to 1nsure 1t for $500. To me $500 is the
monetary value as defined by the mailer, but that’'s a
term that I used, yes, which is not --

Q The officilal charge is based on the higher
of the amcunt to be collected or the insurance?

A Right.

Q If the mailler chooses not to insure it then

the fee 15 based on the amocunt to be collected?

A Correct.
Q Irrespective of the value?
A My feeling when using the term monetary

value 1s what the COD mailer assigned to it as far as
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what would be collected.

0 Well, I mean, in the case where the customer
paid 50 percent down payment and paid the other 50
percent COD then clearly there’s a difference between
the amount to be collected and the monetary value
isn’t there?

A Well, it‘g the value at the time of mailing
or whatever it ends up being. I mean, I still think
my term monetary value, although it was just my own,
was my thinking was this 1s what the mailer is going
to present to the Postal Service with respect to what
is to be collected The amount to be collected,
monetary value. If there’s a better way of saying it
that’'s fine, too.

Q Well, isn’'t the better way of saying it what
the DMM says, amount to be collected?

A Perhaps amcunt to be collected.

Q That’'s what the DMM says, right? I mean,
there’s two numbers in the DMM, that’s the amount to
pe collected, which is a fixed number and the mailer
tells you what that 1s, or the insurance coverage
desired. That’'s a fixed number, too. The mailer
tells yvou what that is.

A Sure.

Q No subjectivity in that, right?
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A Yes.
Q Yes, there is no subjectivity?
A No, no. Yes, you're correct. Yeah. It's

either one or the other.

0 Monetary value, we get into subjective
notions don't we?

A Well, I think it’s important whatever my
proposed fee schedule states and I believe my proposed
fee schedule stateg amount to be collected or amount
to be insured, so I did get it -- or maybe it doesn’t.
No. Yeah. Never mind. Sure. I will say that I
think somewhere in here I have mentioned that the
amount to be collected is based on the insurance.

The fee is charged bkased on the amount to be
collected or the insurance. Somewhere maybe in an
interrogatory response.

Q well, that’s what you should say because
that’'s what the DMM says and that’'s what you say the
DMCS should say, but a term was dropped.

A Yes. Sometime in R-2001 it was
inadvertently dropped.

Q a1l right. I'm just trying to establish
that the notion of subjectivity which you have
introduced in your testimony by referring to the
monetary value doesn’t really exist. There is no
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subjectivity. It'sgs two very objective numbers, the
higher of which is charged. The amount to be
collected or the insurance coverage desired.

Those are very cbjective numbers, no
subjectivity. The subjective concept, monetary value,
was a mistake in your testimony. Isn’t that right?

A With the way that I used it I don’'t see it
as a mistake, but if you see it as a mistake that’s
vour prerogative. I used the term monetary value and
amount to be cceclliected interchangeably. I don’t see
that 1t‘s a problem.

Q Well, the Postal Service is doesn’t
reimburse on the amounts to be collected in the case
of a lost package. We’ve just gone through that. It
reimburses on fair value. So it sounds to me like
your testimony was lntroducing a concept of value
because the pavments are based on a concept of value
whereas the fee 1s based on a totally objective
concept. .

A No. I mean, I'm gsorry. I stopped when I
was listening to you positing the question something
about we’ve determined that the Postal Service doeg
not pay on loss for -- I mean, I'm not sure if that’'s
correct in every situation, the amount to he
collected.
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Q In some situations, though, the Postal
Service reimburses less than the amount to be
collected based on fair market value.

A Right, but I think I was stopped in hearing
your -- 1t sounded like it was a general statement
about that the amount to be collected would not be
paid if the package was lost and I don’t think that's
true in all situations, but anyway. I'm going to ask
vou to repeat the second part of it. I just wanted to

clarify what --

Q We’ll move on.
A Ckay.
Q I think we went over this before, but in

Questicn No. 20(g) we asked that you confirm that
Growing Family filed claims on approximately three
percent of its packages and you said you’'re not able
to confirm or deny how many claims. What did you do
to try to find the answer to this question before you
stated that you can’t provide the information?

A Well, I had answered in interrogatory that
we do not collect claims data by customer name, SO
knowing that and in getting that information to
respond to the interrogatory I was able to determine
that there was no way I could confirm or deny how many
claims were filed by Growing Family or any other COD
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customer.

Q Going back to an earlier discussion of
whether the present basis for paying claims to Growing
Family is a change in practice or policy you’ve denied
that it’s a change in policy, you’ve denied it’'s a
change in practice. Is it a new interpretation of an
old policy?

A It is my understanding it is a clarification
of the policy thet’'s been in existence for a number of
years.

Q Is that clarification a new interpretation?
Is that how it was clarified, with a different
interpretation of the policy?

A At some point the policy was examined to
make sure that the claims were being paild with respect
to the policy and the determination was made that
claims were not being paid in accordance with the
policy, soc now 1it's clarified. Whatever change has
been made with respect to the payment amount is a

clarification of what should have been paid all along.

Q Flease look at Interrogatory No. 23.
A Okay.
Q There you say you don’'t know why one of the

customers listed in the response to Question No. b5
showed roughly 80,000 COD pieces for fiscal years
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2003, 2004 and 2005, but only 1,162 COD pileces through
May of fiscal year 2006, and you say unless the
customer is contacted directly there’s no way of
knowing. You do know who the customer is don’t you,
or the Fostal Service knows doesn’t it?

A Yes. The Postal Service does have the name
cf the customer with this volume.

) Did tre Postal Service contact the customer
to ask why the volume was reduced or whether in fact
as you've speculated might be the case 1it’'s either
seasonal or doesn’t use a mailing statement?

A To my knowledge, no, the customer has not
been contacted. |

0 So no effort was made to provide an answer
to this guestion?

A There was. I posited several reasons why
the volume could be what it is, but this was a partial
year data and like I said it’'s prudent to wait until
the end of 2006 probably to see what the real voclume
willl be for that fiscal year. This could be a
seasonal business like I said.

Q Discovery 1s over. I mean, if it's a
seasonal business, 1f 1t’s Christmas season then the
data would be included, right, for fiscal year through
Maw?
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A Yes. If it were like December of 2005 that
would be part of fiscal year 2006.

Q So a seascnal business where the bulk of the
packages were not included would have to be a seascnal
buginess that did its mailings in the summer?

A Right. Any time after May through the end

of the fiscal year.

Q So that might be say a nursery sending out
plants?

A It could be. Yeah. It could be any number
of -- I'm not even sure 1if it is a seasonal business,

but 1f it were a nursery, that sounds like something
that would be doing a lot of mailings in the
gsummertime., Makes sense.

Q The Postal Service can lock at its records
and see what the business 1s, right?

A Yes., We can see who the mailer is. Yeah.

0 Well, did it do that to determine whether
this i1is in fact a seascnal mailer?

2 No. I did not do that.

Q To your knowledge nelither you nor anyone

else contacted the customer to get an answer to this

question?
b:y I don't belleve that 1t was necessary to
cecntact the customer. Like I said we're not even sure
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if there is going to be a reduction for the year 2006.

Q Well, instead of speculating you could have
called the customer and said have you stopped using
COD? How come your volumes are done? You could have
then answered the question, correct?

A I don’'t believe that the interrcgatory would
1tself be something where we would contact another
mailer. I believe that :2f this mailer has a postal
contact maybe that postal contact, an accounts manager
or somebody, 1s in contact with them about their
usage .

O I'm not sure what that answer said. Simply,
nobody bothered to call to find out if you could
answer this question directly rather than with
speculation?

A I think there’'s a privacy issue here. I
mean, I'm not an attorney, but I believe that there’'s
probably a privacy issue here, although I don’'t know
for sure, but I don't know why an interrogatory from
another, you know, on behalf c¢f another COD mailer
should prompt us to be asking a different mailer
questions about their mailing habits.

0 Well, your attorney didn’t object to the
question on the grounds that it was going to invade a
maller's -- you gave us the number of pieces mailed,
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we know whoever this is -- I mean, it may be that the
answer would have involved some privacy, it may be
that the answer was that it is a nursery and you maybe
didn't want to figure that out, but if the answer was
we stopped using COD how can that poessibly violate
somebody’s privacy? We don’'t know who it is.

A well, I don’'t know what gcod knowing this is
going to come from it with respect to Growing Family.

Q Well, =again, your attorney did not object on
the grounds of relevance either. This question was
not objected to, it just wasn’'t answered, and
apparently no attempt was made to answer 1t and I'm
going to move on.

A wWwell, 1f I could just add one thing. You’'re
comparing annual totals for three years with a partial
vear total.

Q I'm trying to find out why the numbers then
and the Postal Service didn’'t make the one phene call
it could have made to answer the question.

A I think we wait until the end of the year
and see what the annual total is. That way we're
comparing apples with apples.

Q We'll keep the discovery open until the end
of the vyear?

A I think discovery goes beyond September 30
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or a follow-up.

Q Turn now to Questicon No. 24.
A Okay.
Q You'll probably want to also have Question

No. 6 available because No. 24 deals with your answer
to No. €.

A Right.

Q Now, in No. 6 you provided data for fiscal
yvears 2004 and 2005 on claims based upon both the
value of the claim and whether it fell into ocne of
three categorieg: damage, loss, or no remit. 1In
Question No. 24 (a) we asked you what those terms mean
and damage and loss I'm sure I think I understand.
You say no remilt means that the mailer did not receive
a payment for the COD article.

So that can happen either because payment
was not received by the Postal Service from the
recipient or because the Postal Service received
payment from the recipient, but failed to transmit it

to the mailer. Isn’t that right?

A I'm not sure. According to the
interrogatory response -- I'm going to be very careful
of course when I answer this -- that no remit is when

the article was delivered and no funds were
transmitted to the mailer. I'm not sure if that could
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also mean that the funds were not collected or the
mailer does not know if the article was delivered and
no funds were transmitted to the mailer.

Q Well, like Gall all claimg are divided into
three parts -- we all learned that in Latin 1 -~ loss,
damage, or no remit.

A Uh-huh.

o So I'1ll ask the question again. Doesn’'t noc
remit then have to cover a situation in which the
Postal Service didn't receive the payment and
therefore the mailer didn’t or in which the Postal
Service did receive the payment, but the mailer
didn’t.

A Well, I know for sure that no funds were
transmitted to the mailer, but I don’t know if that
also includes funds that were received by the Postal
Service and not transmitted or if that's funds --

Q well, if it doesn’t then where would such a
claim £all? 1Into loss or into damage?

A I'm not sure.

Q Referring back to your answer, your answer
to No. & shows that there were 20,000 COD packages
lost in fiscal year 2004. That's not damaged, that’s
lost packages. You say in response to (d) that there
are a number of possibilities why 1.05 percent cf the
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total COD packages were lost and most of those would
be human error.

You say that sometimes it happens, that mail
pieces are lost.

2 Right. Lost meaning that there’s no record
of delivery.

Q If one percent of the total mail volume in
the country were lost wouldn’t that be more than two
billicn pleces a vyear?

A Subject to check. I'm not even sure what

our total mail volume is.

Q Let’'s assume it’s more than 200 billion.
A Okay.
Q Then if you lost one percent you’'d lose two

billion pleces a year, correct?

A That sounds correct. Yes.

Q Do you think the Postal Service loses
anything close to two billion pileces a year?

A I surely don’'t know.

Q Isn‘'t it likely given the level of lost that
a lot of these pieces were actually pieces that were
left with the recipient but no money was collected?

A It's pcssible that they could have been left
wlith the recipient and no money was collected. It’'s
also possible that these include invalid claims as
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well, but the reason that the reason put in was loss
and as it turned cut it -- I mean, this is the worst
case scenario because these <laims include invalid
claims, too, the claims count.

0 The claims count according to Question No.
6, well, the gquestion asks you how many claims were
paid and this was the answer, so I assume that the
response was responsive to the question which asked
for paid claims, not total claims.

A No. It's my understanding these are total
claims including invalid claims.

Q Is there some reason your answer doesn’t say
that 1t was not responsive to the gquestion?

yiy I beg your pardon?

Q Well, the gquestion asks for claims paid. If
it’s an invalid claim how can you attribute a reason
for 1t? If 1t wasn't loss, damage, or no remit how
can it be -- 1f 1t’s 1nvalid then which category does
it go into?

y:y If it’'s submitted for a specific reason.

] well, walt, walt, wait, wait. The mailer
doesn’t know why the package was not delivered, was
not returned, or the money returned. We'’ve already
been through that. The mailer files a claim because
he rece:xved neither the money nor the package. The
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Postal Service determines why.

So I'm asking if it’s an invalid claim how
does it get categorized as either no remit, damage, or
loss?

2 I don’t know. I'm not an adjudicator, so I
can't --

Q See, the data that you provided lists amount
paid. You're saying that this is amount paid on
invalid claims is included there?

A No. I'm not saying that there’s any amount
paid for an invalid claim, but I'm saying that the
claims count includes --

C The claims count includes invalid claims,
but the amount paid does not?

A My understanding. Because you would not pay
an 1invalid claim.

Q You wouldn't list it as a claim then would
you? If you’'re listing claims and amount paid
wouldn’t you list valid claims and amount paid?

A It's my understanding it’s the total number
of claims and the total amount paid. Now, whether
those claims are all valid or not it’'s my
understanding they’'re not all valid claims.

Qo You have no idea how an invalid claim would
be categorized as either damaged, lost, or no remit
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since according to the Postal Service it wasn’t
damaged, 1t wasn’'t logst and there was not a no remit
situation?

A I don’t know how that’s dcone. I’'m not an
adjudicator.

MR. STRAUS: Mr. Chairman, I'm troubled here
because the question asked for number of claims paid.
We assumed that the answer was numbker of claims paid
especially becauge 1t lists an amount that was paid
and now we're told by the witness she's not sure
whether this 1s really claims pald or total claims, so
could we ask the Postal Service to report on what
these data actually are?

THE WITNESS: It says claims count. That’'s
the claims volume.

MR. STRAUS: Well, it wasn't clear to me
that claims count means valid and invalid since we
asked you for the actual number of COD claims paid and
this to me meant claims paild count just like it meant
amcunt pald. All I'm asking for is a confirmation of
whether the column is valid claims or total claims.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Rubin, could the Postal
Service correct that, please?

MR. RUBIN: Yes. We will.

CHAIRMAN CMAS: Thank you.
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BY MR. STRAUS:

Q What percentage of claims are invalid?
A I don’t know.
Q In part {(f) of that question we asked you to

confirm that there were 10,000 no remit claims in
fiscal year 2005, but only 1,697 no remit claims in
fiscal year 2004. This is more than a 500 percent
increase in no remit claims from one year to the next.
Even though the total claims dropped 24 percent we
st11ll had a more than five fold increase in no remit
claims.

We asked you to explain that and your answer
was you have no explanation, Postal Service has no
explanation. We spoke before about red lights going
off. Well, surely I would think that if the number of
no remits increased more than 500 percent in one year
the Postal Service would want to take a look at that
wouldn’t 1tg?

A I don't know who was locking into this at
the Postal Service. This does not fall under my areas
of work to look at the breakdown of the claims. I'm
looking at the total number of course, you know, but I
did confirm that, yes, there were over 10,000 no
remits in 2005 compared to 1,687 in 2004.

Q Doesn’t that tell you that there’s something

Heritadge Reporting Corporation
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wrong with the Postal Service’s data collection or
that there was something wrong for 2004 that was
corrected in 20057?

A Again, I sald here that we do not have an
explanation for this. I checked with the people who
are the subject matter experts and --

Q Well, would you doubt the reliability of the
data seeing this kind of a change from one year to the
nexe?

A Not necessarily. I do know that the
reporting method changed. I believe it was in 2004
which may have scmething to do with a shift from one
reason to another or 1t might not. I don’'t know. I
asked the subject matter experts. Honestly I do know
that the reporting system did change I believe it was
in 2004 in St. Louis.

Q Changed in 2004, but the jump occurred in
2005,

A Uh-huh.

0 What kind of a reporting change --

A Well, no. Just the way that the claims data

was reported.

Q They started calling damage and loss no
remit?
A No, no, no. I'm not saying that. I don't
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know if that has anything to do with anything, but I'm
just telling you all that I know and that’s that
that’'s all T know. If that has something to do with
it I'm not sure, but I did ask the subject matter
experts and there was no explanation for the increase
in no remit claims.

Q In Question No. 25 I believe you and I or
you and we discussed how the maller is supposed to
find out why it didn‘t receive either the money or the
package. In the second paragraph of your response you
cay that absent purchasing some access to scanning
information the customer receiving a claim payment may
be able to determine at‘which point the article was
lost, otherwise it won't know when it was lost and
based upon the amount paid on the claim the mailer can
figure cut the basis for the payment of the claim.

So you're saying that the Postal Service
won't tell the mailer this was a $100 package and
we're not paying you anything because it was lost, or
we're just returning your postage because 1t was lost
on the way back to you, or we’re paying you the full
amount because our records show that we collected the
money, but you never got it, or we're paying you the
reproduction cost because it was lost on the way to
the rec:pient, the mailer is just supposed to figure
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that out from the size of the check it receives?

A I'd have to look at what the mailer gets
aleng with the check to see if there was any
information provided.

0 Do you think the mailer should get the
explanation along with the check?

A If an explanation is not provided or it’s
not seif-evident to the mailer they could always
contact the Postal Service to ask on what basis the
payment was made.

Q That reminds me about something I didn’t ask
you befcocre. Under the scenario where the package is
lost on the way to the recipient the Postal Service
will pay in terms of photographs the reproduction
cost, 15 that right, ¢n the theory that the mailer can
always malke another set of pictures?

I I need to go back and look at the
Interrcgatory No. 11. ©Okay. I'm sorry. If they're
lost on the way to being delivered?

Q Yes. Or damaged.

A If they're lost or destroyed before delivery
the amount would be the cost to produce another set of
prints less the postage.

Q Have you ever seen newbhorn baby pictures?

A Yes.
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Q Do you have children?
A Yes.
Q Did they look at age three or four months

anything like their newborn baby pictures?

A No.

Q If a company like Growing Family is selling
newbcrn baby pilctures and they get lost on the way to
the recipilent and the mailer doesn’t know why he
didn’'t get them back until he waits 45 days then files
a claim and then for some weeks after that the claim
1s acted on and the Postal Service says, you know, we
lost that on tne way to the recipient, so here’s your
$.5, make a new set of those pictures. The baby is
now three or four months old.

Do vou think that Growing Family would have
o more difficult time selling those newborn pictures
to a mother of a four month old than it had selling
those newborn pictures to the mother of a two week
01d?

A No.

Q Do you think that after four months a mother
would be just as interested in the newborn pictures as
the mother was when the baby was born?

p<y Of course. Yes.

Q Okay. 1In response to Question No. 28 --
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A Okay .

Q -- you confirm that the March 10 letter we
discussed about, that’'s the four scenarioc letter,
c¢larifies the Postal Service’s claims policy that
includes different levels of payments depending upon
the individual situation.

A Correct.

Q Was that clarified policy reached shortly
before that letter was written or was that clarified
policy in existence for some time previously?

A Well, I think we discussed earlier that this
policy was clarified at least back in April of 2005.

Q We also discussed that the April 2005 policy
didn't mention different levels of payments depending
upon the individual situation. The first time the
different levels of payments was discussed expressly
was 1in the March 10, 2006, letter, correct?

A It appears that the different levels were
discussed for the first time in the March 2006 letter,
but it, again, goes back to this August 2005 letter.
It looks like those 428 claims were all similar in
nature.

Q You have no way to know whether they were
all similar do you?

A I don’'t know why else there would be a cost
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estimate per package given from Growing Family for
each package if they weren’t similar.

Q Well, I‘11l tell you why. Because that
letter established a policy of payving based upon cost
of reproducticn for all claims. That was what that
letter said. Then the Postal Service realized after
the appeal was filed that this makes no sense. There
are some cases surely where the mailer is entitled to
more. So they came up with the four scenarios in the
March 10 letter.

A Maybe more or less, I'm not sure, but it
does say 1in that letter that if your costs do change
let us know.

Q The four scenarios are discussed for the
first time on March 10, correct?

Z I don’'t know 1f there was any other
correspondence. I just have these two letters. So if
there was anything else in between on behalf of the
Postal Service I can’'t speak to that, but between
these two letters the four scenarios or three
situations rather -- wait. I’'m sorry. I see three
situations and fcour scenarios.

I guess you’'re referring to in the analysis
section the one, two, three and four?

Q Yes.
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A Okay. Yeah. Those four, or they call them
here circumstances, anyway, those are addressed here,
but this is a very detailed response to how we --
clarifying our total claims policy. This letter
appears to me --

Q Thig letter? You mean?

A I'm sorry. The August 18, 2005, letter

appears to address the 428 claims.

Q It addresses future claims doesn’t it, Ms.
Berkeley?
A 1t does. It does. It addresses future

claims being reimbursed for this amount, unless
Crowing Family would submit cost data to demonstrate
1t should be paid at a different amcunt.

Q Very leng answer to a guestion that said the

four scenarios are menticoned only in the March 10

letter.
A Between these two letters.
O Yes. Then I was going to ask do you know of

any communicaticen with Growing Family or any other COD
maller any time before March 10 that addressed the
four scenario situation?

A I don't know anything about any
communication other than what I see here with resgpect
to Growing Family or any other COD mailer.
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Q On these scenarios we asked you some
questions in No. 29. We asked how the Postal Service
determines which of the four scenarios is applicable
so 1t can figure out the appropriate level of payment.
You said in your answer in part the circumstances
determine which scenario is applicable. So then I
guess my guestion is how does the Postal Service

determine the circumstances?

A That would be up to a claims adjudicator to
determine. I'm not really sure beyond what I've
mentioned. 1 know nothing more than what I've

mentioned here 12 the interrogatory responses.
Q Claims adjudicator would then try to figure
out whether the package was lost on the way to the

reciplent, or the way

back, or 1f the money was lost?

A It's myv understanding. Yeah. They
determine the reason. How they do that I'm not sure.
Q I'm a little confused by your last statement

in this answer where you say the customer is the one
filing the claim and would identify the reason why
they are filing. The reason is always the same isn’t
1t? We didn’t get the money or the package. The
reason that the claim was necessary has to be
determined by the Postal Service, correct?

A I thought the guestion was why the -- yeah.
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When T read the questicn it says -- let me just go
back because maybe there was just a misunderstanding
of how I --

Q I think we may have a misunderstanding in
terms of what reason why the customer filed the c¢laim,
what that term meant.

A Right. Undertakes the burden of determining
the reascn for the claim. The Postal Service does not
determine the zeason why the customer filed the c¢laim.

Q Well, the Postal Service determines why the
clalm was necessary, though, right?

z They determine the validity of the claim and
the appropriate payment.

Q The same thing comes up agailn in Question
Ko. 30(z! . The gquestion was whether the Postal
Service will determine the reason fcor the claim and
advise the mailer accerdingly so that the mailer will
understand the reascn for the amount paid on the
ciaim. Ycour answe: was that the customer would
determine the reason for the claim.

Again, what did you think reason for the

claim meant when you say the customer will

determine - -
A Well, the reason why a claim was filed.
Q Right. Sc the customer will determine that

Heritage Repcrting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



Ny

4627

yvou filed the claim because it didn’t receive the
money or the package?

A Exactly. They would know.

Q Right. They wouldn’t know why they didn’'t
receive the money or the package?

A No, but they would know why they are filing
the claim.

Q Well, they're filing the claim because they

didn't receive the money.

A For whatever reason. Exactly. Like I
said --

Q That’s the only reason.

Py -~ perhaps there was a misunderstanding as

to what 1t said, but as I read the interrogatory it
Just sald the Postal Service determining the reason
wity the claim was filed. We wouldn’'t know that. The
mailer who 15 filing the claim would be the only one
who would know the reason why they’re filing the
claim.

Q Would a mailer file a claim for any reason
other than it didn’'t receive the package, or the
money, o©r received a damaged package back? Is there
any cother reason for a claim?

A I've got to look at this Form 1000. You

know, damage, loss, partial loss and I guess no
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remittance appears to be the reasons why someone would
file a claim.

Q Please look at Question No. 39. In part (a)
we asked who made the decision to reduce the amount
paid on Growing Family’s claims, when it was made and
why it was made. Your answer simply cross-references
the August 16 letter which of course isn’t an answer,
it’s just a reference to something that wasn’'t even
and isn’'t yet in evidence.

Either on the basis of that August 16 letter
or otherwise can you answer that question about who
made it, when it was made and why it was made?

A The only documentation I have with respect
to any claims issue with Growing Family are these two
letters. Therefore I see that in the August 2005
letter a determination was made based on cost data
provided by Growing Family the amount to be paid for
the claims. It's referencing a review of 428 claims
through April 2005, and then it appears that it was
appealed and in March of 2006 there was a final
decision made concerning the appeal.

o] I'll ask the guestion again. Who made the
decision and when?

A The final decision was made by the consumer
advocate.
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0 No, no, nc. Not the final decision. Who
made the decision to start paying the claims at lower
than the level that they previously were paid? If
this reduction began in April or May of 2005 the
August 16 letter merely after much urging from Growing
Family to get something in writing finally confirms
that the clarified policy had been applied in the
spring, but it doesn’t say who decided to change the
policy or when the decision was made.

A There’s no change to a policy. It was the
policy was clarified. Whoever clarified the policy
pricr to the August 16, 2005, letter I have no idea.
&s I saird these are the conly two --

Q Again, 1f you’'re asked a question the
obligation is te provide a response or to object to
the gquestion. The question asked who made the
decision? If you didn’'t know who made the decision
did you try to find out who made the decision?

A Well, 1t was asked based on the March 10
letter. The March 10 letter was referencing the
August letter with respect to an appeal filed as the
result of a decision made in this August letter or a
further appeal cf this decision that the August -- I'm
sorry. The March 2006 letter wag a final decision
based on a first decision from what I can read here in
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August 2005.

Q The decigion wasn’t made in August 2005.
The decision was finally relayed to the mailer in
2005. The decision had already been made and had in
fact been implemented before the August 2005 letter.
Our question was and remains who made the decision and
when did that person make it?

MR. RUBIN: I‘ll object here. I mean, the
guestion referred to the decision that was appealed.
The August 16 letter looks like the decision that was
appealed and in that letter all the information you
requested 1s provided.

MR. STRAUS: The question was who made the
decision appealed by Growing Family to reduce the
amount pald on Growlng Family’s claims, when that
decision was made and why 1t was made. The August 16
letter doesn’t tell me when it was made. It surely
was made before August 16 because it was implemented
before August 16.

S50 the August 16 letter doesn’t say when the
decision was made, the August 16 letter doesn’'t say
who made the decision. The August 16 letter possibly
says why the decision was made, but not who or when.
We’'re trying to find out the basis for this decision
and we have a witness who didn’t make it and when we
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tried to find out who made it we got in a sense
stonewalled. We still don’t know who made it and
whern.

MR. RUBIN: There was no attempt to
stonewall and now we're in a situation. I mean,
perhaps written follow-up would have gotten something.
Now we're in a situation. The witness has said she
has twe letters and that’s the information we have
now, and you introduced the first letter as a cross-
examination exhibit. It's out there. It really is
the decision.

MR. STRAUS: Somebody reduced the payments
to Growing Family in May.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Can I interrupt here?

Ms. Berkeley, do vou know the answer to Mr.
Straus’ guestion? Do you know the answer to his
guestion, yes or no?  You’'re under oath.

THE WITNESS: I guess I misinterpreted. 1
thought 1t was with respect to this --

CHATRMAN OMAS: Do you know the answer?

THE WITHNEDS: -- but, no, I do not. No, I
do not know with the way he’s stating --

CHAIRMAN OMAS: You do not know the answer.

Mr. kubiln, can you provide that to us as to
who made that decision?
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we're

asking as part of a rate case who made a claims

dec¢ision. TI'm not a claims --

CHAIRMAN OMZES: Well, would you do
favor? Would you check on that and get back
please?

MR. RUBIN: Well, I‘ll get back --

CHAIRMAN OMAS: If you can provide

would be most appreciative.

me a

with us,

it we

MR. RUBIN: Right. I don’t know enough

whether we can provide that information.
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you.
Mr. Straus, how much longer do you
need? How much more time?

MR . STRAUS: Ten cr 15 minutes.

think you

CHAIRMAN OMAS: OQkay. Please proceed.

BY MR. STRAUS:

O Please look at Question 41. I'm focusing on

(b} now. You sav after collection of the payment and

delivery of the COD article the payment information is

recorded on Postal Service Form 3816. When is that

done? Is it done 1n the field by the carrier or is it

done back in the cffice?
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A It's my understanding it's done back in the
office when the payment is tendered by the carrier to
the --

Q The next question asked whether the Postal
Service records always show the form in which payment
was received, and you say no. If it doesn’'t that’s
just a carrier error?

A No. That's not it because 1if it’'s collected
in casnh it would reflect money order. I believe the
boxes are just money corder and check, but if the
paymen: was in cash it’'s converted to a money order,
but on the form it would just be noted as money order
recause there’s no box for cash.

] Ckay, but 1if the carrier simply failed to
check either box by error that can happen, too, right?

A I'm not sure that the carrier is filling out
the 3816. I believe 1t’s the accountable clerk who 1is
recelving the payment from the carrier.

Q Please look at question 43. Focusing on
Part B.

The question was, "Does the Postal Service
believe that it has a contract with or an obligation
to a COD mailer to provide that mailer with either the
funds to be conllected or a return of the mailed
object? TIf not, why not?"
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Your answer is, "Consistent with our
regulations and procedures for this special service,
the Postal Service either tenders the payment to the
mailer or returns the article to the mailer."

There would be a third scenarico, wouldn’t
there, in which the Postal Service neither tenders the
payment nor the package but tells the mailer to go get
the money itself.

We already discussed that before.

A That’'s a different situation. Yes, we have
discussed that situation.

Q I'm 3ust trying to get you to agree that
this answer 1s incomplete, because there's really
three optlions. elther the Postal Service tenders the
payment tc the mailer, or it returns the article to
rhe mailer, or 1t tells the mailer to go to the
reciprent and get the money itself.

A With all due respect then the interrogatory
itself would ke i1ncomplete. I responded to the
interrogateory the way 1t was posited.

C The guestion was, does the Postal Service
believe that it has a contract with or an obligation
to a COD mailer to provide the wmailer with either the
funds or the object?

Your answer doesn’t say yes or doesn’t say
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no. It says the Postal Service returns the article or
the payment. I’'m suggesting that statement is
incomplete because it doesn’t either tender the
payment or return the article. It’'s not binary.
There'’s three choices, three options.

Tt either returns the payment or it returns
the article or it tells the mailer, go get the money
yourself.

A It returns the payment or the article. Now
it I believe is what this states. If the payment
doesn’'t make it to the mailer, that’'s a different
gituaticen. That's not, I don't believe that’s covered
under this interrogatory.

I answered the interrogatory.

0 Why don’t you answer B with a yes or no, if
yOU Can.

Does the Postal Service believe it has a
zontract with or an obligation te a COD mailer to
provide that maller with either the funds to be
collected or a return of the mailed object?

py Yes, consistent with our regulations. That
would define the COD service.

Q Is there a regulation that says that
sometimes you don’'t have to either provide the article
or the funds?
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yay I don’'t think so. Not that I know of.
Assuming a valid claim.

C But in a case where the Postal Service lost
a personal check it’s not going to give the mailer the
money or the package, 1is it?

B If we could go back to that line of
guestioning, because I think it depends on the
situation.

The Postal Service at times will ask the
mailer to contact the recipient for a reissue of the
check. I know in one instance I said either way the

mailer is going te be paid from money not collected or

C That was for the situation of a package left
and money not collected. This is a situation where
money 15 collected by check where you said the Postal
Service will not pay the recipient but will require
the recipient to try to collect the money from, will
not pay the mailer but will require the mailer to
collect the money from the recipient and if it
succeeds the mailer is paid and if it fails, the
mailer is not paid.

That’s not --

A If you could point me to the interrogatory.

I thinx what's happening here is you’re tacking on
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something extra tc this. I answered the interrogatory
based on the gituation presented. I believe T
answered it fully.

Now throwing in a different -- There are so
many different situations and circumstances that we’ve
been discussing here that T would really need to go

back to

whichever situation you‘re referencing.

C I'm referencing a situation where the Postal
Service receives a check from the recipient and the
Postal Service lcses the check. In that situation you
have testified the Postal Service does not return the
package to the mailer and it does not give any money

to the mailler.

A Can vyou tell me exactly where I said that?
Q Fifrteen. There are others.

(Pause)
Q Thirty-tnree

33{(c) sa:d, "If the mailer is unable to

obtain a replacement check for any reason such as the
reciplient cannot be located, simply refuses or claims
that she did not receive the package, will the Postal
Service replace the missing payment?"

Your answer to C is, "No."

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Your answer to E is, "It’'s up to the claims
customers to seek payment from their own customers."

In that situation the Postal Service doesn’t
do what you just said I think it has, I think you said
the Postal Service has undertaken the obligation to
either give the mailer the funds or the package, but
in this situation you’re saying no, we’re not going to
do that. We’'re going to make the mailer get the money
himself.

I thought we had gone through that, and the
purpose of this question was simply tc make sure that
this response was clarified.

A I believe that this does not address any
cayment that may be made by the Postal Service to the
malrier. This is just with respect to the initial
payment from the reciplent.

Q I didn‘t follow that. You said this. I'm
not sure what the "this" refers to.

A I think there’s a leap going here that there
would be no payment made at all. I’'m not sure I'm
follow.ng that.

The missing payment at the amount to be
collected may not be reimbursed, but the Postal
Service may make some payment to the mailer. IT'm not
sure.
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Q You mean the customer agreed to pay the
money, the customer wrcote a check for $60, and even
though the Postal Service loses the check, the mailer

tries to collect it but can‘t do it, --

A They file a claim.
0 They file a claim. The Postal Service --
A Pays based on whatever that value at the

time of mailing or the insurance amount, whichever is

smaller.
Q But that’s not -- Whichever is smaller?
A The lesser of. Maybe that doesn’'t make

cense. The lessgser of the amount to be collected. The
value at the time of mailing or the insurance
coverage.

Q Now I'm confused. 1In your written responses
and orally this morning you said if the maller cannot
collect the money from the recipient that the Postal
Service will not make good on it, and now you're
saying 1T will.

A They might not make good on the full amount

that was originally collected.

Q Why not?
A Is that the value at the time of mailing?
Q That's the amount the mailer was supposed to

get. The check was made out to Growing Family. The

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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Postal Service lost it. Why should there be any
justification for paying Growing Family less than the
amount of the check

iy There are different situations in here as to
what it would cost to replace that.

O Replace what? A 560 check? I can tell you
what it costs to replace a $60 check, $60C.

yay I'd have to look specifically, I don't see
from the two interrogatories you’ve referred me to
where there’s anything affirming that the Postal
Service would not make any payment at all.

¢ 33(c} says the Postal Service won‘t replace
the missing payment. Now you’re saying may they will,
mayvbe they’ll pay less than the missing payment,

vou're not sure what they’'ll pay?

at It asks will they replace the missing
paymert. The answer 1s no. The --

A Yes.

C An equivalent amount?

E I'm not sure what would be paid, it
anything. I think 1t depends on the situation.

o] Who provided you the answer to 33(c)?

2 That would have to be the claims

adjudication and consumer part of Finance and Consumer
Affairs Office.
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Qe So you don’t know first-hand what the Postal
Service will do in a situation where it loses a
personal check?

2 Not anything beyond what’'s been addressed in
these interrogatory responses.

o You didn’'t know this, you had to get this
answer from somebody else.

L Correct. Thigs wasg the answer I got. The
Pestal Service’'s answer.

Q Tell me this. If Growing Family were to ask
me what they should expect 1if a package gets
delivered, the Postal Service gets the personal check,
the Postal Servrice loses the personal check. What
cshould they expect to happen then?

A If I haven’'t addressed it within any of
these 1lnterrogatory responses, I don't know., I’'ve
answered all of the interrogatories.

Q You said no, that they wouldn’'t replace the

money and now you’'re saylng maybe they will, so --

A I said they wouldn’t replace the missing
payment .

O What does that mean?

A Well, that --

8] The personal check for $50. The guestion

says will they replace the missing payment, that’s

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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asking whether they will replace the $50. Your answer
was no.
Now what’s your answer today?

A My answer today is no. The question asks,
will they replace the missing payment? The answer to
that is no.

Q So then your answer to 43{(b) that they will
either tender the payment or return the article is
incomplete because there are sometimes when it will
neither tender payment nor return the article.

A Again, I answered the interrogatory the way
1t was stated.

Q No, you didn’'t, it was --

A I answered the question. It asked if we
have a contract or an obligation te a maililer to
provide exrther the funds or return of the mailed
object. I said consistent with our regulations to
this service we either tender the payment or return
the article. That’'s our obligation to provide the
service.

Q Which of these two options does it elect to
do in a situation where it loses a check? Does it
tender the payment or does it return the article?

A I don't know. I’d have to see something in
writing, a specific situation, and ask the subject
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matter experts how it would be handled.

Q I'm not sure we need expertise to know
whether in the situation of a lost check the Postal
Service tenders the payment or it returns the article.
Does it do either of those two things when it loses
the check?

A I know I’'ve responded that the check
information is given to the mailer to seek a
replacement check from the COD recipients.

Q But that’s not tendering the payment, is it?

A Well if the payment 1is received by the
maiier then they would be getting their payment.

0 Not from the Postal Service.

P No, from the person who got the goods to
begin with.

o Right. and if the payment isn’'t received by
the mailer because they can’'t find the recipient then
does the Postal Service tender the payment or return
the article?

.y That's what I'm saying. Well, if the
article’'s been delivered 1 don’t know how it would be
returns.

Q I don't either. And i1f the Postal Service
won'’t replace tne money I don’'t know how the payment
is tendered, so I guess the answer is no, isn’'t it?
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A I'm not sure.
0 Please look at 44, focusing on C.
The question was, "Can the Postal Service
always tell from its records whether a carrier loses a
piece before delivery, whether the carrier loses it
after it has been refused by the recipient, or whether
the carrier left the piece but failed to collect the
COD charges?"
The answer 1s, “Not necessarily." You say,
"If the delivery employee delivers the article but
does not scan the article or collect the funds, it
would not be possible to distinguish this situation

from the situation of the article being lost prior to

If 1t 15 not possible to distinguish those
Two sltuations, how does the Postal Service determine
the level of the i1ndemnity payment to make?

You testified before that 1f it’s lost on
the way to delivery :n the case of photographs, the
maller gets reproduction Ccosts.

You testifi1ed that if it’'s left with the
recipient but no payment 1s collected, the mailer gets
the full amount or the amount to be collected.

But 1f the records can’t distinguish these
two situations, how does the Postal Service determine
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which level of payment is appropriate?

A I don't know. I believe that’s something
that a claims adjudicator would be able to determine.
I just don’'t know.

Q Be able to determine how?

A I don't know. I'd have to ask vou to direct
me back to something that I may have answered before.

0 Do you agree that you answered before that
if the package is lost on the way to the recipient the
photcgraphy company gets the reproduction cost?

A Let me double check. T think that was 11.

Q Tt's also the letters to Growing Family, or
the second letter.

»

A It said, "If the prints are lost or

b the cost to produce another set of prints plus the
postage . "

o And you also testified that if the package
is left, this 1s 16. If the package is left with the
addressee but no payment 1s collected that the COD
maliler 1s going to receive reimbursement for any
uncollected payment.

You in fact corrected me on that because I
thought you hed elsewhere said if the package was left
the mailer was out of luck. You said no, you pointed
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to 16 and said if the package is left and payment
isn’t collected the Postal Service will make good on

it and the COD mailer is going to receive

reimburgsement.
iy Yes.
Q So let’s take a $100 package of pictures.

If the situation i1s it’'s lost on the way to the
recipient, the mailer gets $15 or thereabouts. If
1t’'s delivered but no payment collected by the
carrier, the mailer receives $100.

You're saying 1if the scans aren’t made it's
not possible to distinguish those two situations. My
question was, how can a claims adjuster, if the scans
don’'t teil him whether 1t was lost on the way or
cimply left, how does he determine the level of the
reimbursement?

A That I don’t know. But I also know that I
did say not necessarily we would know in every
1nstance. I think we’'re bringing in several
interrogatories here, responses. And the reason why I
was asking you to go back and point it out is because
I said beyond what's been answered here --

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Straus, I think you have
fully explored this guestion. Please move on.

MR. STRAUS: Okay.
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BY MR. STRAUS:

Q Piease look at your response to question 4
that was redirected from Witness Waterbury, so it was
USPS-T10-4. Then it was redirected to you.

A Yes.

O The question was related to the large
increase in indemnity payments from $1,477,000 in
fiscal vear 2003 to $2,214,000 in fiscal vear 2004
which is about a 50 percent increase in indemnity
payments.

The guestion asked the reason for this 50
percent 1increase in payments.

The answer I guess is technically accurate,
but doesn’t go to the intent of the question which was
that there were more claims filed in 2004 than 2003
and therefore the claims payments were up.

Maybe I 1nartfully drafted the gquesticn, but
let me ask you now, you say that in fiscal year 2003
there were 12,000 claims and in fiscal year 2004 there
were almost 22,000 claims. That’s an increase of 82
percent.

Why would the claims have jumped 82 percent
in one year?

A That's a good question. You may have asked
me that before in a later interrcgatory, but I checked

Heritage Reporting Corporaticn
(202) 628-4888



b
Nal

4648

with the postal experts and ncobody has an explanation
for why the claims increased from 2003 to 2004. The
number of claims filed.

C The number of claims paid presumably went
way up too because the indemnity paywents went from
$1.4 million to $2.2 million. So the number of valid
claims, it wasn‘'t --

A Yeah, but it does say, actually 1 was
noticing here, 1t does say claims filed.

Q I'd asked you previously about the number
that were categorized as lost having increased
markedlv from one year to another.

A No remittance maybe.

Q Mavybe .

So now, agalin, we have some data here that
nobody has an explanation for.

Is it possible that the COD veolumes are just
so small that there are data errors that make the data
less reliable than vou would like?

A I would not, I'm not in a position really to
answer that, but I would not characterize them as
being toc small.

What was exactly your --

Q This 1s the in-county problem magnified. We
have no remit data going from 1,000 to 10,000 in one
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year. We have claims going up 82 percent in one year.
It seems to me that that’s probably a matter of
inaccurate data rather than these perceived or
reported changes are actually occurring, that there’s
a data problem with COD mail because of the small size
and maybe inattenticn to the detail that’'s applied to
other classes of mail.

A I would hope that isn’t the case and I
wouldn't believe that at first blush, since it is an
accountable service.

Q But these are --

A These sre claims filed. So was there an
increase 1in --

Q Claims paid went up 50 percent. In one case
no remits went up 500 percent. Those are the kinds of

chnanges that are aberrational, aren't they?

A The claims filed went up 82 percent and --

Q Or did 1t go up 82 percent or 1s it just bad
recordkeeping?

A I don’'t th:ink there’'s bad recordkeeping at
all. I don't know what the explanation is. I checked

and nobedy, there was no reason that anyone could
point to.
Q Thank vou.
MR. STRAUS: I have no further questions.
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CEAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Straus.

Is there anyone else who wishes toc cross-
examine?

Ms. Dreifuss?

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would
like to follow up on one of Mr. Straus’ questions.

CRCSS-EXAMINATION BY THE OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE

BY MS. DREIFUSS:

o At the very beginning of Mr. Straus’ cross-
examination he asked you how you would obtain many of
the answers that you provided 1n response to GF
interrogatories. These concern the payment of claims,
clarification of policies and so on.

You sald that to provide these answers you

~
.

O

nsulited with peornle at headguarters who oversee the

T

vities of the St. Louls accounting center.

ad T

—

pat Right.

Q I'm wondering who those individuals are at
headquarters who covercsee those activities, and with
whom you consulted.

You can give me thelr positions, not
necessarily their names.

A well, I'm not quite actually sure of the job
title, but one of the managers I consulted with, it’s
my understanding that the Accounting Service Center

Heritage Repcrting Corporation
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reports to that manager, is under that manager. That
manager is headquarters in Finance. The Accounting
Service Center manager reports to this --

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Would you please provide for
us in writing the people that you talked to with their
titles, et cetera, within seven days? Thank you.

WITNESS BERKELEY: Oh, sure.

CHATIRMAN OMAS: Continue, Ms. Dreifuss.

MS. DREIFUSS: Thank you very much. That
was all I had, Mr. Chalrman.

CHATRMAN OMAS: Thank you.

Is there anyone else who wishes to cross-
examine the witness?

(No audible response)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Rubin, would you like
come time wlth your witness?

MR. RUBIN: Yes, I would.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ten minutes? More?

MR. RUBIN: Fifteen.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: We’'ll come back at ten after

[

:00.
(Whereupon, a recess was taken from 12:55
p.m. to 1:12 p.m.)
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Rubin?
MR. RUBIN: Yes,
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REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. RUBIN:

Q Ms. Berkeley, counsel for Growing Family
asked about situaticons in which a mailer asserts that
the check for a COD article was never received by the
mailer.

In such situations is it possible that the
mailer actually did receive payment but lacked records
of having received 1it?

A Yes, that could be a possibility.

Q Given that that is a possibility, would
1ssuing a new check to the mailer mean that the mailer
could get paid twice?

A Yes.

MR. RUBIN: That’s all I have.

CHAIRMAN CMAS: Is there anyone else who
would like to recross?

(No audible response)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, Ms.
Berkeley, that completes your testimony here today.
We apprecilate your contribution to our record and you
are now excused.

WITNESS BERKELEY: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you.

{(Whereupon, the witness was excused.)
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Our next witness 1s James W.
Page.

There were no requests for oral examination
of Mr. Page.

Mr. Hollies, would you proceed to move for
admission of his testimony toc the evidentiary record?

MR. HOLLIES: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Postal Service moves that the direct
testimony of James W. Page on behalf of the United
States Postal Service identified as USPS-T-23 as
revised on August 14, 2006 and with respect to pages
27 and 33 on August 18, 2006, be admitted into
evidence 1n this proceeding.

I have accompanying the two copies of the
restimony that we are prepared to proffer to the Court
Feporter also two original declarations executed by
witness Page 1ndicating that his testimony, were it
offered crally here tcday, would be the same.

The Postal Service moves for admission of
the testimony of Witness Page.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any objection?

{No audible response)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I direct
counsel to provide the Reporter with two copies of the
corrected direct testimony of James W. Page. That
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testimony is received into evidence, however as is our
practice it will not be transcribed.
{The testimony referred to,
identified as USPS-T-23, was
received in evidence.)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Hollies. Have the
answers to the designated written cross-examination
been reviewed and corrected?

MR. HOLLIES: Yes, Mr. Chairman, they have.
They are here. We have two complete copies of the
designated written cross-examination of Witness Page.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you.

Please provide two copies of the corrected
designaced written cross-examination of Witness Page
toc the Reporter.

That material 1s recelved 1into evidence and
15 to be transcribed into the record.

(The cross-examination

referred to as USPS-T-23, was

received in evidence.)

//

/
/

//
/7
/7
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BEFORE THE
POSTAL RATE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, DC 20268-0001

Postal Rate and Fee Changes, 2006 Docket No. R2006-1

DESIGNATION GF WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION
OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS JAMES W. PAGE

(USPS-T-23)
Party interrogatories
Douglas F Carlson DFC/USPS-T23-1-3, 5-9, 11-18, 18-21
Major Matlers Association MMA/USPS-T23-1-4
Office of the Consumer Advocate DFC/JSPS-T23-1-26

OCA/USPS-T23-1-2, 4-21
Parcel Shippers Association PSA/USPS-T37-7a-b. d, 9a redirected to T23

Poctal Rate Commission DFEC/USPS-T23-6, 13, 15, 20-21
OCA/USPS-T23-2, 20-21
PostCom/USPS-T23-1-2
PSA/USPS-T37-7a-b, d redirected to T23

Planed Brarce! Service UPS/USPS-T23-2-3, 5a-c(1). c(ii), c(iv), 6
UPS/UJSPS-T37-3d redirected to T23
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Party interrogatories
Valpak Direct Marketing Systems, VP/USPS-TZ23-1a-b, 3-5

Inc. and Valpak Dealers’

Association Inc.
VP/USPS-T36-10e redirected to T23

Respectfully submitted,

féczm_, oo /()gﬁ@?f‘

Steven W. Williams
Secretary



INTERROGATORY RESPONSES OF
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS JAMES W. PAGE (T-23)

DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION

Interrogatory

DFC/USPS-T23-1
DFEC/USPS-T23-2
DFEC/USPS-T23-3
DFC/USP5-T23-4
DFC/USPS-T23-5
DFC/UISPS-T23-6
DFC/USPS-T23-7
DFC/USPS-T23-8
DFC/USPS-T23-9
DFCUSPS-TZ23-10
DFC/USPS-T23-11
DEC.USPS-T23-12
DFC USPS T23-13
DFC USPS T23-14
DFL USPS T23-15
OF L UISS T2316

O b T 7
OF e T04 R
R e T2 16
P e Ps 70520

OF - HISPS T23-2T
DFCHSPS T23.22
DFCUSPS T23-23
DFEC USPS-T23-24
DFEC USPS-T23-25
DEC USPS-TZ23-26
KMA USPS5-T23-1

MMAUSPS-T23-2
MMA/USPS-T23-3
MMA/USPS-T23-4
OCAMSPS-T231

OCA/USPS-T23-2

Designating Parties

Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA

OCA

Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA
Carson, OCA
Carlson, OCA

OCA

Carlson, OCA
Carison, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
Carison, OCA

OCA

Carlsan, OCA
Carlson, OCA
Carlson, OCA, PRC
Carlson, OCA, PRC
OCA

OCA

OCA

OCA

OCA

MMA

MMA

MMA

MMA

OCA

OCA, PRC
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Inlerrogatory Designating Parties
OCA/USPS-T23-4 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-5 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-6 OCCA
OCA/USPS-T23-7 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-8 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-9 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-10 QOCA
OCA/USPS-T23-11 QCA
OCA/USPS-T23-12 OCA
QCA/USPS-T23-13 OCA
OCAUSEPS-T23-14 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-15 OCA
QCA/USPS-T23-16 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-17 OCA
OCA/MSPS-T23-18 OCA
CCA/USPS-T23-19 OCA
OCA/USPS-T23-20 OCA, PRC
QOCA/USPS-T23-21 OCA, PRC
PostCom'USP5-T23-1 PRC
PostCom USPS-T23-2 PRC
PSAUSPS T37-7a redirected to T23 PRC, PSA
PSAUSPS-T37 - 7bh redirected to 723 PRC. PSA
PSA USPS-TA7-7d redirected to T23 PRC, PSA
PSA USPS-T37-8a redirected to T23 PSA

UPS UskS-T23-2 UPS
UPS.USPS-TZ23-3 UPS
UPS/USPS-T23-5a UPS
UPSUSPS-T23-5b UPS
UPS/USPS-TZ23-5¢(i) UPS
UPS/USPS-TZ3-5c(ir) upPs
UPSHISPS-T23-5¢(iv) UPSsS
UPS/USPS-TZ23-6 UPS
UPS/USPS-T37-3d redirected to T23 UPS
VP/MUSPS-T23-1a Valpak
VP/USPS-T23-1b Valpak

VPIUSPS-T23-3 Valpak



Interrogatory

VP/USPS-T23-4
VPIUSPS-T23-5
VP/USPS-T36-10e redirected to T23
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Designating Parties

Valpak
Valpak
Valpak
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-1. Ptease refer to the specific line in your testimony or Excel
spreadsheet cell in which the cost associated with the time for a customer to fill
out a green Form 3811 return receipt is captured in the window acceptance costs
for green Form 3811 return receipts.

RESPONSE:

The cost to fill out the Form 3811 is not captured, because filling out the form
generally is not part of the window acceptance process. The Form 3811 usually
15 filled out by the customer before he goes to the window. If the customer
arrives at the window without the form filled out, the clerk is supposed to ask the

customer to stand aside and fill out the form, and then wait on the next customer.

Once the form is fitied out, the customer may return to the front of the line.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-2. Please confirm that your estimate of the window acceptance
cost for electronic return receipt includes the time required for a customer to fill
out a green Form 3811 return receipt. If you do not confirm, please explain with
specific reference to your testimony at page 14, lines 23-26.

RESPONSE:

Not confirmed. The testimony that you reference does not state that time spent
filling out the Form 3811 is included. See also my responses to interrogatories

T23-1 and 3.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-3. Please refer to your testimony at page 14, line 26 and page
15, lines 1-4. Please explain how you calculated the window acceptance time
for electronic return receipt.

RESPONSE:

As stated in my testimony (page 14 lines 22-26), | used the numbers from
Docket No. R2005-1 (with minor simplification), because of the absence of new
data on window times for electronic return receipts. See USPS-LR-_-59,

Attachment 11. page 8.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-4. if a window clerk describes electronic return receipt or a
green Form 3811 return receipt but the customer does not purchase any type of
return receipt, with which service or transaction is this time associated or
charged?

RESPONSE:

It is my understanding that the In-Office Cost System puts this time in a general

inguiry bucket not directly allocated to a particular service or transaction.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-5. How many electronic return receipt transactions did you
observe before you wrote your testimony?

RESPONSE:

| became responsible for the return receipt portion of my testimony shortly before
we filed this rate case. While | did not observe electronic return receipt
transactions before adopting the testimony, the person who prepared the study
and drafted the testimony did make visits to window units. When he left the

Postai Service for another job, | adopted this testimony.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-6. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-1.

a. Please confirm that a window clerk’s act of asking a customer to stand
aside and filt out a green Form 3811 return receipt takes time. If you do
not confirm, please explain. If you do confirm, please identify the service
to which the cost of this time is attributed.

b. Please confirm that a window clerk may instruct a customer how to fill out
a green Form 3811 return receipt. If you do not confirm, please explain. If
you do confirm, please identify the service to which the cost of this time is
attributed.

RESPONSE:

a. and b. Confirmed. While | used the results of the window transaction study
presented in library references L.-78, L-79, and L-81, | have since been informed
that this study did not produce an adequate estimate of the time for a return
receipt transaction. | was using an average time for several different special
services that | have since been informed is not representative of the time for a
return receipt transaction. Most of the transactions underlying that time were for
Delivery Confirmation service. | therefore plan to file errata. in which | will go
back to the acceptance times used in Docket No. R2005-1. Those acceptance
times were based on a study done specifically for return receipt service for
Docket No. R77-1  That study was presented in LR-B-5, which stated, at page 3,
that at the onginating office. "the cierk accepts and reviews the required data on
Form 3811, return receipt, stamps the piece of mail retumn receipt required,'
affixes the form to the piece of maii, accepts fee, and attaches postage.” That is
alfl the information | have about how different activities may have been
considered as part of the return receipt window transaction. | use results from

studies designed to measure transaction times at the window. These window
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-6, Page 2 of 2

transaction studies are not used to distribute {“attribute”) the pool of all window
costs to individual subclasses and services, so | cannot identify the service to

which any particular window activity was “attributed.”
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-7. Please confirm that, regardiess of whether the customer fills
out a green Form 3811 return receipt before arriving at the window or after
standing aside and filling out the form, as you describe in your response to
DFC/USPS-T23-1, the clerk may need to write, place, or otherwise indicate the
article number on the return receipt. |f you do not confirm, please explain. If you
confirm, please explain, for each service for which a customer can purchase a
return receipt, the various methods by which the clerk may place the article
number on the return receipt, and please identify the service to which the cost of
this clerk time is attributed.

RESPONSE:

Cenfirmed. | do not know all the ways a clerk may place the article number on
the return receipt. With respect to the attribution of the cost of this clerk time,

piease see my response to DFC/USPS-T23-6.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-8. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-5.

a. How many days before the Postal Service filed Docket No. R2006-1 did
you become responsible for the “return receipt portion” of your testimony?

b. Please provide the name and title of the person who “prepared the study
and drafted the testimony[.]"”

c. Please identify the testimony text . _iated to the cost estimate for electronic
return receipt that you wrote, and please identify the testimony text related
to the cost estimate for electronic return receipt that the person who
“prepared the study” wrote.

d. How many post offices did the person who “prepared the study” visit
before estimating the cost of electronic return receipts? Please provide
the source for your response.

e. How many transactions did the person who “prepared the study” observe
before estimating the cost of electronic return receipts? Please provide
the source for your response.

f.  Please describe the contents of the typical discussion that the person who
"prepared the study” abserved between the window clerk and the
customer Please provide the source for your response.

a Please provide the raw data that the person who “prepared the study”
used lo estimate the window-acceptance time associaled with electronic
return receipt

RESPONSE:

4 3to b weeks However, | had worked with the cost analyst during this and the

previous dockel as he prepared his workpapers and testimony.

b The person who initially prepared this testimony was an Economist in Special

Studies. He s no longer employed by the Postal Service.

c Asthe witness for my testimony (USPS-T-23). | am responsible for the entire
text. which | reviewed and adopted Please refer to my response to part (a)

above



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-8, Page 2 of 2

d. | do notknow. ltis standard practice for cost analysts in Special Studies to
visit field offices to observe postal practices and familiarize themselves with
postal products, but | do not know how many visits this particular analyst may
have made. [, however, adopted this testimony, and [ have been empfoyed by
the Postal Service in various capacities and in several types of facilities for 42

years.

e. | donot know. Please refer to the response to part (d) above. It is worth
noting that the cost study in question represents an update of previous work
presented in various forms since Docket No. R2000-1, and most recently

updated and presented in Docket No. R2005-1.

f lam not aware of the contents of the typical discussion. Please refer to my

responses o pans {dy and (e) above

a4 No raw data were used by me in estimating the window acceptance time
assoaated with electronic return receipt for this rate case, since | used the
numbpers from Docket No R2005-1 See my responses to DFC/USPS-T23-3,

DFC/USPS-T23-6. and to part (e) above
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-9. Please refer to USPS-LR-L-59. Please explain why a
printing cost is associated with electronic return receipt.

RESPONSE:

A form 3811-l is an informational handout provided to customers at IRT stations
about how to go to the postal website to sign up to receive the electronic return

receipt. See witness Berkeley's response to DFC/USPS-T39-20.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-10. Please refer to USPS-LR-L-59. Please explain what
duplicate requests are, why they anse, and how they are processed.

RESPONSE:

Duplicate requests are when a customer wishes to get an additional delivery
record. A form 3811-Ais filled out, and for an electronic return receipt the

delivery record is emailed back.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-11. Please confirm that, regardless of whether the customer fills
out a green Form 3811 return receipt before arriving at the window or after
standing aside and filling out the form, as you describe in your response to
DFC/USPS-T23-1, the clerk may need to remove the backing strips from the
adhesive and affix the return receipt to the item being mailed. If you do not
confirm, please explain. If you confirm, please identify the service to which the
cost of this clerk time is attributed.

RESPONSE:

Please refer to the response to DFC/USPS-T23-6.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-12. To which service is the time associated with the clerk
selecting the return-receipt option on the retail terminal attributed?

RESPONSE:

Please refer to the response to DFC/USPS-T23-6.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-13. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-6. Please
provide a copy of the portion of “LR-B-5" that pertains to cost estimates for return
receipt on which you rely or plan to rely in Docket No. R2006-1.

RESPONSE:

A copy of the entire LR-B-5 is attached. The most relevant pages pertaining to

the window acceptance times on which | rely or plan to rely are pages 5, 10, and

14 of the attachment.
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Attachment to Response to DF C/USPS-T23-13
_ Page 30f 19

PURPOSE

This study was initiated to determine those attributable costs
incurred by the U. S. Postal Service in providing return receipts 1/
service "at time of mailing" and "after mailing.”

The sender may request a return receipt, Form 3811, at the time of
mailing or request a return receipt, Form 3811-A, after mailing.
Form 3511 shows to whom and date delivered or to whom, date de-
livered and address of delivery.

Form 3811-A is used "after mailing" or in the event the sender has
not received the Form 3811 he has paid for, he may, within one year
of mailing, request a duplicate if he cean produce a receipt for such
payment. The duplicate provides the name of the person who signed
for the article and date of delivery. No charge is made to the
customer for this duplicate,

STHDY SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The study effort was directed toward identifying and measuring
attributable labor costs and other costs associated with the return
recript program. Work elements measured in the study include:

1. Acceptance of return receipts at all service windows.

2. Delivery of return receipts at all delivery points, ie.,
carrier/motorized routes, box sections, etc, for purpose of
obtaining customer's signature, date of delivery and address
of delivery (if requested).

3. Review of return receipts by clearing clerk after data in
item 2 above is obtaired.

4. Search and review of postal records to ascertain delivery
information requested by a customer and transcribing data
onto the applicable forms,

Study data was obcained from 26 post offices in the five regions.
The test period began August 7 and ended August 20, 1976.

STUDY RESILTS

On a per~transaction basis, the study results indicate:

}f Applicable to registered, insured mail, certified and C.0.D.s.
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- the nationwide average cost for return receipts "at time of
mailing"” to whom and date delivered is estimated at $.289

(Table I).

- the nationwide average cost for return receipts "at time of
mailing” to whom, date delivered and address of delivery is
estimated at $.368 (Table Vj}.

- the nationwide average cost for return receipts - "after
mailing” (excluding duplicates) is estimated at $2.009 (Table IX).

IV, STUDY FACTS

A. Return Receipts "At Time of Mailing' - To Whom and Date Delivered

in providing repular service for return receipts, percentage
of cost to the program is as follows:

Window Acceptance 26.7%

Carrier/Driver Delivery and £2.3%
Window Service ‘

Clerk Review of Return Receipts 8.3%

Carrier Waiting Time for Review 8.0%
of Return Receipts

Printing Cost . 1.0%
Cost of Returning Receipts Through 10.0%
Mailstream

Additional Cost of Handling
Duplicate Requests:

window Acceptance 1.0%
Review & Search 2.4%
Forwarding end Returning Receipts

Through Mailstream 0.3% 3.7%
T 100.0%



Attachment to Response to DFC/USPS~T23-13

Page 5 of 19
-3 -

Each of the above work functions is described and measured
in the following:

1.

4.

Window Transactions

At the originating post office the clerk accepts and reviews
the required data on Form 3811, return receipt, stamps the
piece of mail "return receipt required" affixes the form to
the piece of mail, accepts fee and attaches postage.

At the destination post office, the clerk reviews Form 3811,
obtains the signature of the addressee or his authorized
agent, enters date delivered and removes the form from the
piece of mail to be returned to the sender,

Carrier/briver Delivery

The carrier/driver, upon delivery, reviews the retura re-

ceipt, obtains the signature of the addressee or his

authcrized agent, cnters the date delivered and removes the.
form from the niece af mail., The carrier/driver returns

the Term 3811 to « clearing clerk and waits until it is reviewed
to sscertain a1l data is completed. The carrier/driver

waiting time is chargeable ro the return receipt program.

Clevt Teview Time of Roturn Recelipt

Bafore entorine the recoipts in the mailstream to be rTe-
turned to the sender, the clearing clerk will review the
carrier/driver roturn receipts for completeness, make any
necessary corrections, stamp postmark and enter his initials.

Cost_of Handling a fuplicate Reguest

Section 165.23 of the Pastal Manual permits a mailer, after

a reasonablc poriod of time, to request a duplicate if he

did mnot receive a paid return receipt. Although no charge

is made o the customer for this service, this study has
identified those processing costs assoclated with a duplicate.

The window clerk accepts and reviews Form 3811-A, return
receipt-duplicate, with the customer, accepts the fee,
attaches projer postage to the receipt and forwards the
form to the Jdestination post office,
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Page 6 of 19
- 4 -

At the destination post office, the receipt is given to a
elerk who is authorized to review postal records. A search
and review is made of the records of delivery for date of
delivery and name of individual who signed for the article.
The clerk will enter the name, date of delivery, stamp post-~
wark, initial receipt, cro.s off destination's office address
and re-enter the receipt into the mailstream.

1f a signed receipt is not found for certified mail, Form

1572, Inquiry About Receipt of Mail, is forwarded to the addressee
for a reply. Test results portray the total cost of handling
duplicate requests represents only 3.7% of the total attribu-
table unit cosc.

5. Selection of Post Gffices

Because of the small volume of refurn recelpt transactions,
75.5 miliion annually 1/, offices to be tested were not
randomly selected, Instead, using a judgement selection,
offices were selected from the Cost Ascertainment Probability
Sample, Table 4, Mail Category, using A/P's 3 and 6, FY-76,
whete sufficient transactions have been recorded.

It is aur concerted opinjen the test data submitted from
the €AG A, B and C post cifices participating in the study

is adeqguate to develpp o Time estimate. The two-week test
volums represents ¢.2% of the tetal volumes of return re-
celpt transaczions for o two-week period.
B. Return Roceipts st Tine of Mailing - To Whom, Date and Address
of Delivery
In this serviee, the percentage of cost te the pregram is as
follows:
1/ Sspecial Scrvices Revenue and Transactions, FY-1975.
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-5 = Page 7 of 19
Window Acceptance 16.37%
farrier/Driver Delivery & Window Sexvice | 46.0%
Clerk Review of Recurn Receipt ' 13.6%
Carrier Waiting Time for Review of Return 13.3%
Receipt
Printing Cost 0.8%
Cost of Returning Receipt Thru Mailstream 7.9%

Add'l Cost of Handling Duplicate Reques.s:

Window Acceptance 0.5%
Review and Search 1.6% 2,17
Forwarding and Returning Receipts eves

Through Mailstream -

TOTAL PERCENT 100.0%

The reader chould be coegnizanr that the procedures for this type of
return receipt is identical co that outlined in Section A above, except
it has the added feature of sn address of delivery.

1The increasc in cost ocecurs with the carrier/driver or window clerk

ohtaininye the address of delivery from the customer and the clearing
clert reviewing the address of delivery for completeness.

NUECNIPTIAN OF OTULE RETURN RECEIPT SERVICE - AFTER MAILING

As previously mentioned, Form 2811-A provides for information for a
duplicate. Form 3811-4 alsco provides a service of obtaining the name
ef the person who signed for the article and date delivered after an
zccountable piece of mail {rigistercd, certified, C.0.D, or insured
over $15.00) has enterced the mailstream at the originating post office,

3
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Page 8 of 19
-6 -

The clerk at the originating post office accepts and. reviews Form
3811-4 with the customer, accepts a fee, attaches postage and enters
the receipt into the mailstream for the destinating post office. The
destination clerk reviews the postal records to determine to whom.
delivery was made, date of delivery. Test results show this search
and review time averages approximately six minutes a search and
accounts for 57.0% of the total attributable unit cost (Table IX).

If a signed receipt is not found for certified wail during the search
time, a Form 1572-Inquiry About Receipt of Mail is prepared for the
addressee. The delivery informacion contained on Form 1572 is used
to complete Form 3811~A. The completed 1572 is then filed with Form
3849 as a receisrt. The toral effort invelving preparation of data,
locating the aporopriate 3811-A, transferring data onto another form
and filing accounts for approximately 21% of the total attributable
unit cost (Tahlz IX).



RETURY .CEIPTS =~ 25¢ FEE TABLE _

SITSAR 175D ATIRIBUTABLE UNIT COST

FUNCTION YNationwide Unit % 0f
Voluma Total Cost cost Total Cost
1. Window Acceptance 71,554 $ 5,513 $.077 26,7%
2. Carrier/Driver Dalivery and Call 198,761 § 24,181 5,122 42.3%
window/Box Section Delivery
3. Clerk Review of Return Receipt 198,761 $ 4,718 5.024 8.3%
4. Carrler Walting Tlme for Review 198,761 § 4,591 5,023 : 8.0%
of Return Recelpts
5. Printlng Cost 198,761 $ 597 5,003 1.0%
6. Cost of Returning Recelpts 198,761 § 5,803 5.029 10.0%
Through Mallstream
>
7. Additional Cost of Handling g
Duplicate Requests S
3
7A. Window Acceptance 198,761 $ 630 $,003 1.07 @
7B. Review and Search 198,761 $ 1,423 $.007 2.4% 3
. m
7C. Cost of Forwarding & Returning 158,761 8 110 . §.001 . G.3% '§
Receipts Through Mallstream 2
@
7D. Printing Cost e .- .o sas 51
=
TOTAL ATTRIBUTABLE UNIT COST $.289 100.0% g}
oG
&1
@ &
©3
S
©

EB9 %
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Attachment to Response to DFC/USPS-T23-13

Page 11 of 19
RETURN RECEIPT - 25¢ FEE TABLE 111
CARRIER/DRIVER STREET/OQFFICE COST

FUNCTION . TOTAL COST

2. Street

Volume of Return Receipts 77,690
Total Time ‘65,175.35
Total Cost -$.181/Min. $11,797
2. Office
Volume of Return Receipts 40,879
Total Time 31,305.02
Total Cost - $-.181/Min. $ 5,666
TOTAL VOLUME OF RETURN RECEIPTS 118,569
TOTAL COST $17,463
3. Clerh Feview af Return Receints
Volume | 118,569
Total Time 25,365.14
Total Cost - $ .1B6/Min. ' $4,718

4. Carrier Waiting Time For Revisw of Peturn Receipt

Volume 118,569
Total Time 25,365.14
Total Cost - 5.181/Min. $4,591

5. Printing Cost

§.003 Per Receipt 1/ $355

1/ Government Frinting Office
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P&BE12%f 19
) RETURN RECEIPTS - 25¢ FEE
J CLERICAL COST
FUNCTION ' TOTAL COST
2. Window Service |
Volume and Return Receipts at Box Sections 80,152
and Call Windows :
Total Time .V 36,120.12_
Total Cost - 5.186 . $ 6,718
5. Printingz Cost
$.003 Per Receint 3/ $ 242
6. Cost of Returning Receipt Through Mailstream
Volume . 198,761
Total Cost = $.0292 Each 2/ $5,803
7. Cost of Handling Truplicate Reguests
7h. Nind o bofepltance
Voyume 17 1,887
Total Tims 3,38B8.85
Toral Cost - £.186/Min. $ 630
7B, Heview snd Search
Volume 1/ 1,887
Toral Time 7,650.65
Total Cost - 5,1B6/Min. $ 1,423
7C. Cost of Forwarding & Returning Receipt
Volume 1/ 1,877
Total Cost - $.05B4 Each Zf $ 110

1/ Hon-Add Volume.
2/ RCA Annual Report FY-75 & Review and Evaluation Projection for FY-78,
3/ Goverament Printing Office,



5 - 45¢ TUE TABLE V

Qg CTTARLE UNTT COST
L mAar - UNIT 7% Of
TUNCTION R AL CuST COST TOTAL COST.
-1, Window Acceptance nn s 595 $.060 16.3%
2. Carrvier/Driver and Call Window/ 16 916 52,836 5.169 46 .0%
Box Section Delivery
3, Clerk Revlew of Return Teceipts 16,416 S B4b $.030 13.6%
4. Carrler Walting Time for Review 16,816 $ B23 $.049 13.3%
of Return Receipts
5. Print Cost 16,816 5 50 5.003 0.8%
6. Cost of Returning Receipts 16,816 5 491 $.029 7.9%
Through Mallstream
7. Additional Cost of Handling
Duplicate Requests
7.A. Window Acceptance 16,816 s 38 $.002 0.5%
7.B. Review and Search 16,816 $ 97 $.006 1.6%
7.C. Cost of Forwarding & Returning 16,816 5 8 - -
Receipts Through Mailstream '
7.0, Printing_Cost -—— - - -
TOTAL ATTRIBUTABLE UNIT COST $.368 100.0%

£1-€¢1-SdSN/04Q 0} ssuodsay o} Juswuyoeyy

-4
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TABLE VI
RETURN RECEIPTS - 45¢ FEE
WINDOW ACCEPTANGCE COST
FUNCTION TOTAL COST
1. Number of Forms Accepted-Clerk _ .9,870
Completing Forms 3811 :
Time Per Acceptance .3235
Total Time 3,192.75

Tetal Cost - $.1B6/Min. £ 595
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Attachment to Response to DFC/USPS-T23-13
Page 15 of 19
RETURN RECEIPT - 23¢ FEE :
CARRIER/DRIVER STREET/OQFFICE COST TABLE VII

FUNCTION TOTAL coéf:

2. Street
Volume of Return Receipt 8,572
Total Time B,072.63
Total Cost - $.181/Min. | ' '$ 1,461

2. Office
Volume of Return Receipts 4,587
Total Time 5,151.55
Total Cost - $.181/Min. 3 932
TOTAL VOLUME OF RETURN RECEIPTS 13,159
TOTAL CD3T $ 2,393

3. Clerk Fevicw of Feturn Receipt

Volume 13,159
Total Tir. 4,549.07
Total Cost - 5,186/Min. ‘ $ 846

4, Corrier Waitine Time For Review

Of Reruri Hocvipt

Volume 13,159
Total Time ) 4,549.07
Total Cost - $.181/¥in. $ 823

5. Printing Cost

$.003 Per Receipt 1/ $ 39

1/ Government Printing Office

e r—— - = . . . PRI - - - [,
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Attachment to Response to DFC/USPS-T23-13
Page 16 of 19

RETURN RECEIPTS -~ 45¢ FEE TABLE VIIIL
CLERICAL COSTS

FUNCTION . . TOTAL COST

2. Window Service

Volume of Return Receipts at Box ' 3,657
Sections and Call Windows

Total Time - 2,378.67
Total Cost ~ 5.186/Min. ' § 443

5. Printing Cost

$.003 Per Receipt 3/ s 11

6. Cost of Rerurning Receipt Through
Mailstream

Volume 16,816
Total Ccst - $.0292/Each 2/ $ 491
Cont of Hondling Iuplicate Reguests
. Bindew P ptonce
velum: 1/ 129
Total Time | 202.47
Total Cast - $.18L/Min. . 5 38

7B, Review and Scorch
.

Volume 1/ - _ 129
Total Time 523.10
Total Cost - $.186/Min. 3 97

7C. Cost of Forwarding & Returning Receipts

Volume 1/ 129

Total Cost - §.0584/Each 2/ s 8

1/ Non-Add Volume.
2/ RCA Annual Reporec FY-75 and Review and Evaluation Division Projection For FY-78.
3/ Government Printing Office.



RETURN RECEIP™ AFTER MAILING - 45¢ FEE

Aftachment to Response to DFC/USPS-T23-13

Page 17 of 19

TABLE IX
SUMMARY OF ATTRIBUTABLE UNIT COST
NATIONWIDE UNIT - % OF

FUNCTION VOLUME TOTAL COST COST TOTAL COST
1. Window Acceptance Cost 1,260 $ 480 $ .381 19.0%
2. Search and Review Time 1,260 $1,436 $1.140 56.7%
3. Preparation and Review of Forms 1,260 $ 3537 5 .426 21.2%

1572 - Inquiry About Receipt Of

Mail
4. Printing Cost 1,260 0§ 5 $ .004 0.2%
5. Cost of Forwarding/Returnitg 1,260 $ 73 $ .058 -2.9%

Reccipr Through Mailstream
TOTAL TRt CO8 52.009 100.0%

14691
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RETURN RECEIPT AFTER MAILING - 45¢ FEE

WINDOW ACCEPTANCE COST

FUNCTION

1.

Volume of Return Receipts Accepted
After Mailing

Total Acceptance Tims

Total Cost - $.186/Min.

Page 18 of 19

TABLE X

TOTAL COSTS

1,260

2,580.06

$ 480
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Attachment to Response to DFC/USPS-T23-13

RETURN RECEIPT AFTER MATLING - 45¢ FEE

CLERK SEARCH & REVIEWING COST

FUNCTION

2. Search and Review Time

Volume of Return Receipts After Mailing
Total Search and Review Time
Total Cost - $.186/Min.

3. Preparation & Review of Form 1572

Volume Form 15725, Inquiry About
Receipt of Mail 1/

Toral Tiwme
Total Cost - $.186/Min.
4. Printing Cost Per Receipt @ $.0041 Ea. 2f

5. Cost of Foruwsvdirg/Returning Receipt

Throuyh Mailoctream @ $.0584 Ea. 3/
T T
:/ corneeent frincings Cffice
3/ v frmoal Roport Fy-70 and R&ED Projection for FY-78.

Page 19 of 19

TABLE XI

TOTAL COST

1,260
7,717.71

$ 1,436.00
296

2,885.00
$ 537

$§ 5
$ 73
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-14. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-8(e).

a.

Please confirm that the cost study on which you rely for estimating the
window-acceptance costs of electronic return receipt is a study that was
updated in Docket No. R2005-1. If you do not confirm, please explain.

Please confirm that the cost study in Docket No. R2005-1 was based on
observations of the window-acceptance time for green Form 3811
electronic return receipts, not electronic return receipts. if you do not
confirm, please explain.

Please provide data from a Postal Service data system that shows the
number of electronic return-receipt transactions that occurred at each
postal facility that the person who conducted the cost study on electronic
return receipt visited during the times — or, if times are not available, the
days — when he/she visited those facilities. Your response should
include separate data for each facility. Please either identify each facility
by name and ZIP Code or provide the Postal Service district in which the
facility is located.

RESPONSE:

[

Confirmed. but the window acceptance times were not updated.

Confirmed. assuming you meant to refer to green card Form 3811 return

receipts

The data are not available.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-15. Please refer ta your response to DFC/USPS-T23-8(qg),
where you state that you did not use raw data for estimating window acceptance
time associated with electronic return receipt. Please explain precisely how the
time estimate of 0.414 minutes for window acceptance of an electronic return
receipl was derived. For example, if the time is equal to the time for a green
Form 3811 return receipt plus an additional amount of time for an electronic
return-receipt transaction, your response should include this explanation.

RESPONSE:

The 0 414 minutes is the transaction time developed in the 1977 study for the
green card, with no adjustments. See the attachment to DFC/USPS-T23-13,

page 10,
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-16. Please refer to your testimony at page 14, lines 22-26 and
page 15, lines 1-4. Please explain precisely how the “transaction time greater
than that used for traditional return receipts” was derived and whether any cost
study underiying this “greater” transaction time was conducted for this docket or
a prior dockel.

RESPONSE:

See my responses to DFC/USPS-T23-3 and 15.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-17. Please provide a copy of Form 3811-A and Form 3811-.

RESPONSE:

A copy of Form 3811-A is attached. A copy of Form 3811-| was included in

witness Berkeley's response to DFC/USPS-T39-20.
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United States Postal Service®

4698

Request for Delivery Information/Return Receipt After Mailing

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE:
Accepting Office

1 Internal Use Only. Help the customer complete Section 2 of this form and carefully compare it to the customer's receipt,

Complete the shaded portions in Section 1
2. Collect fees frequired.

A If the item was mailed to an office using electronic recorg management (all offices in the U.S., incluging Alaska, Puerto Rico,
and the Virgin Islands), choose one of the following two options:

1 If your office has Intranet access, use the Intranet 1o generate the request via fax, mail, or e-mail.

T your office does not have Intranet access, send this entire form, with Sections 1 and 2 completed, to a

designated inquiry location.

If etectronic record is found, request the record electromically and discard this form. If the electronic record is ot found, manually

complete Section 3 and mail to the customer

B If the itern was mailed to an office using manual record management {refer to POM Part 619 for full listing), send thrs entire

form, with Sections 1 and 2 completed. to the dehvery office.

Detivery Office - Use Only for Manually Filed Delivery Record Inquiries (3B checked above)
1 If the fee 1s nol attached or the form 15 not postmarked to show that the fee was paid at the time of the maiting, return this form

to the accepting office

. Complete the items in Section 3 below. Enter the delivery information or indicate the reason for no information.

¢ Alter compeetion, detach and insen the bottam portion of this document in an envelope addressed to the requestor and

ceposititin the manlstream Discard the remaming porion

l Accepbng Office Poslmark f Return
i Rerept [ee was pad at ume of mailhing
i

rl

1
1
!
]
|
1
|
|

] Retum Receipt fee WAS paid at time of mailing. (Customer has provided
receipt Postmark where indicated at left )

] Retum Receipt fee WAS NOT paid at time of mailing. (Attach fee below.)

Altach fea here if apphcable

Lavirvcry CHice'Manual Inguines
W IFT LRI 1 e e ] i

1 R ) otsaotaered tnred

et Rnl M

I PSR ]

EASN G EN I SeU S TR SRR T

Dot boal dotted line et et T om porhion 1o customer  Electrome Inquiries: Generate request from intranet and
A remuunder of lorm

thscarg 1he enire fom o record 1s found

!-‘.vv_‘. e et

PRl Date rmmuddiyy)

B. ARTICLE ADDRESSED TO | D. REQUESTOR
(o] O T TN kenqueston Name
"_-' T o T T T : P(-.-Q“(-i,h')( AUEi(L‘S.\
L)
(Mei sireet apl/ste no )
i _ S —
. Lt (Caty state 2IP Code)
Fax Mamber (inchage area code) or email gddress (Cormplete ONL Y if an electronic inguiry}

I For Delivery Office Use OnlL Delvered ta the tollowing mddual, company or organizalion Detvery Office Postmark

| Postal Service recornds show no dehlvery
3 ||nformat:on because Cehvery Date
S _J Record not tound
g _ Forwarded igate ) | Delwery Addiess uf different from address in section 28)

_J Returned (da'e B i

+ 3811-A, Seplember 2004 (PSHN 7530 02-000-90594)

Request for Detivery Information/Return Receipt After Mailin
Uniled States Postal Service®



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-18. Please explain precisely how the time estimate of 0.307
minutes for window acceptance of a return receipt was derived.

RESPONSE:

Please see my response to DFC/USPS-T23-6.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-19. Piease refer to the response to DFC/USPS-T39-14.

a. Do return receipts that are not accepted at a retail window incur any
window-acceptance costs? If yes, please explain.

E. Please confirm that the time estimate of 0.307 minutes for window
acceptance of a return receipt is a weighted-average that considers the
substantial percentage of return receipts that are not accepted at a retail
window. If you do not confirm, please explain.

c. Please provide the lime estimate for window acceptance of a return
receipt that actually is accepted at the retail window.

RESPONSE:

a No, although there might be some acceptance costs for such return

receipis.

E-c With respect to the 0.307 minutes time, please see my response to
DFC/USPS-T23-6. The only time estimates | have for window
acceptance of a return receipt are from LR-B-5, and the only information |
have from LR-B-5 is the attachment to DFC/USPS-T23-13. The
methodology | used to develop window coslts for return receipts 1s the
same as has been used since Docket No. R77-1, and has been adopted

by the Commission to estabiish the basis for return receipt fees in each

rate case



4701

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-20. Please refer to your testimony at page 14, lines 22-26 and
page 15, lines 1—4 and to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-16.

a. Please provide the transaction time for window acceptance of green Form
3811 return receipts.

b. Please provide the transaction time for window acceptance of electronic
return receipts.

RESPONSE:
a. The window transaction times | use for form 3811 are .414 minutes {Return
Receipt - Whom and Date Delivered) and .324 minutes (Return Receipt -

Whom, Where, and Date Delivered).

k. The window transaction time | use for Electronic Return Receipt is 414

minutes.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-21. Please refer to your response o DFC/USPS-T23-14(c).
a. Please explain why the data are not available.
b. Please provide the number of postal facilities that the person who

conducted the study on window acceptance times on electronic return
receipt visited and how many hours the person spent observing
transactions at each facility.

RESPONSE:

a. A window transaction cost study for electronic return receipt has not been

conducted, to the best of my knowledge.

b. The transaction study ! rely on for the electronic return receipt proxy was
conducted for Docket No. R77. The only information | have from that study
is in the attachment to my response to DFC/USPS-T23-13, which states on
page 3 that data were obtained from 26 post offices during a two-week

period
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-22. When will you file the errata described in your response to
DFC/USPS-T23-67

RESPONSE:

These errata will be filed by August 11, 2006.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-23. Please identify all numbers and words in USPS-LR-L-59 on
which you do not plan to rely, and please provide the correct numbers and
words.

RESPONSE:

Please see the errata to LR-L-59, to be filed by August 11, 2006. Basically, the
only changes are to the window transaction times. In Workbook "Return Receipt”,
Tab RR-1, cell H10 changes from 0.307 to 0.414, and Tab RR-2, cell H10

changes from 0.307 to 0.324. These changes affect other cells on those tabs, as

well as the resuits in Tab RR-Avg.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFCIUSPS-T23-24. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-21 and to
DFC/USPS-T23-5. Please describe the extent, if any, to which visits to postal
retail facilities by the person who prepared the study and drafted your testimony
to observe window acceptance of transactions involving electronic return receipt
informed the study or testimony or provided a foundation for the claims made in
your testimony.

RESPONSE:
Those visits may have informed my predecessor's decision to use the proxy for
electronic return receipt window transaction time that [ continue to use, but | do

not know how much.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-25. Please refer to your response to DFC/USPS-T23-5, where
yourefer to a study. Are you still relying on the study that the person who drafted
your testimony performed?

RESPONSE:
Yes, to the extent that | continue to use the same proxy for the electronic return

receipt window transaction time as when the study was transferred to me.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS F. CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T23-26. Please explain whether revisions to any of your responses
to my interrogatories are necessary given that you are filing revisions to your
testimony and library reference.

RESPONSE:

None of my responses needs revisions.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE 4708

TO INTERROGATORY OF THE MAJOR MAILERS ASSOCIATION
MMA/USPS-T23-1
Please refer to Table 14A on page 28 of your direct testimony where you provide
the associated test year costs for the Postal Service to provide Confirm Service.
A. Please expiain precisely now the $460,000 cost for field support varies
based on the number of scans provided by the Postal Service to Confirm
Service users. Please provide all documents, including speciat studies
that discuss the extent to which field support costs vary with an increase
or reduction in the number of scans performed.
B. Please explain precisely how the $22,000 cost for promotional activities
varies based on the number of scans provided by the Postal Service to
Confirm Service users. Please provide all documents, including special

studies that discuss the extent to which the costs of promotional activities
vary with an increase or reduction in the number of scans performed.

RESPONSE:

A  The field support cost of $460,000 is for the help desk. This help desk
would not exist if it were not for Confirm. | do not get into the level of
vanability, nor do | have any studies to determine variability. My objective
was to determine the costs for Confirm, not to determine which of the
costs are variable and which are not.

B | combined costs for printing, travel, and meetings and conferences, for a
total of $54,000. The $£22,000 is for travel, which | was told is classified as
a varniable cost in our cost systems. As | stated above, 1 do not get into the

level of vanability nor do | have any vanability studies.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE 4703

TO INTERROGATORY OF THE MAJOR MAILERS ASSOCIATION

MMA/USPS-T23-2

Please refer to Table 14C on page 29 of your testimony where you provide the
test year unit cost analysis for Confirm Service.

A. Please provide the source for the number 200 total subscribers.

B. Please explain why you use 200 total Confirm subscribers and USPS
witness Mitchum uses 180 total Confirm subscribers for the base year and
test year. See USPS-T-40, WP-4.

C. Please confirrn that the unit volume variable cost of $2,410 is not the cost
associated with the number of scans or units but the cost associated with
the number of users. If you cannot confirm, please expiain.

RESPONSE:

A. My source was the Confirm product manager.

B. See my response to OCA/USPS-T23-2

C. Not confirned. The $2,410 cost is the unit subscriber cost calculated by

dividing the total volume variable costs by the 200 subscribers.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE MAJOR MAILERS ASSOCIATION

MMA/USPS-T23-3

On page 29 of your direct testimony, you indicate that you verified which Confirm
Service costs were variable and which were fixed with “Cost Attribution.” Please
explain what “Cost Attribution” is and how you were able to verify that you
classified correctly which types of costs were variable and which were fixed.
Please provide copies of all written communications you exchanged with Cost

Attribution and all notes of conversations you had with Cost Attribution personnel.

RESPONSE:

Cost Attribution is the unit within the Finance Department that produces the CRA
and determines whether costs are variable or fixed. There was no written
communication. | asked personnel within Cost Attribution, and was told which of

the costs | had would be considered vanable.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE MAJOR MAILERS ASSOCIATION

MMA/USPS-T234
Please refer to Library Reference USPS-LR-L-59, attachment 17 where you
provide historical and projected costs for Confirrn Service.

A. For accounts 52359 (Professional and other Miscellaneocus Service) and
51401 (Travel Other Than Training), which you determined are volume
variable, what are the associated number of scans per year for FY 2000
through FY 20057 Please also provide the source for your answer.

B. For accounts 52359 (Professional and other Miscellaneous Service) and
51401 (Travel Other Than Training), which you determined are volume
variable, what are the associated number of scans per year that you
project for FY 2006 through FY 20087 Please also provide the source for
your answer.

C For accounts 52359 (Professional and other Miscellaneous Service) and
51401 (Travel Other Than Training), which you determined are volume
variable, what are the associated number of subscribers per year for FY
2000 through FY 20057 Please also provide the source for your answer.

D For accounts 52359 (Professional and other Miscellaneous Service) and
51401 (Travel Other Than Training), which you determined are volume
variable, what are the associated number of subscribers per year that you
project for FY 2006 through FY 20087 Please also provide the source for
your answer.

RESPONSE:

A-D  The costs reported in accounts 52359 and 51401 for the years 2000
through 2005 for Confirm service are actual, not estimated costs. | did not
distribute the costs to those account numbers; those were the actual costs
incurred by Confirm service within those accounts. As such, it was not

necessary for me to refer to either the number of scans or the number of

subscnbers in Confim service in order to estimate the costs of Confirm service
that were incurred for those accounts. | identified the Confirm costs in accounts
52359 and 51401 as volume variable because costs in those accounts are

categonized as volume variable in the development of the CRA, and | was being
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE 4712
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE MAJOR MAILERS ASSOCIATION

MMA/USPS-T23-4, Page 2 of 2
consistent with that methodology. My projections of the costs associated with
Confirm service were based on the funding expected by the Confirm project

based on project system changes and customer and volume expectations.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-1. Please confirm that on Table 14C of your testimony, the volume
variable cost should be $482,000 rather than $482, and total incremental costs should
be $1,189,000 rather than $1,189. If you do not confirm, please explain.
RESPONSE:

Confirmed.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCAJUSPS-T23-2. This interrogatory seeks to clarify the number of Confirm
subscribers estimated for the test year after rates. Please refer to Table 14C of your
testimony. Please reconcile your test year after rates total number of subscribers of 200

with the test year after rates total number of subscribers of 180 estimated by witness
Drew Mitchum (USPS-T-40), as shown in LR-L-124, spreadsheet tab “WP-4 Confirm.”

RESPONSE:

The test year number of subscribers that | was provided was 200, which was prior to
completion of the FY 2005 Billing Determinants. Due to an oversight | was not provided
with the finat numbers used by witness Mitchum. These numbers do not affect my cost

resulls.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCAJUSPS-T234. This interrogatory seeks information about the development of

costs for Confirm service. Please refer to LR-L-59, and the Excel file “Confirm.xls.”

a. Please show the development of the cost figures in column FY 2006 (the base
year), and explain the relationship between the cost figures in column FY 2006
and the cost figures in the “ACTUAL COST" columns, FY 1999 to FY 2005.

b. Please show the development of the cost figures in column FY 2007, and explain
the relationship between the cost figures in column FY 2007 and the cost figures
in column FY 2006.

C. Please show the development of the cost figures in column FY 2008 (the test
year after rates), and explain the relationship between the cost figures in column
FY 2008 (the test year after rates) and the cost figures in columns FY 2006 and
FY 2007.

RESPONSE:
a FY 2005is the base Year. FY 1999 thru FY 2005 is the actual money spent on

Confirm. The years FY 2006 hru FY 2008 are budget projections.

t-c The numbers in the cotumns for FY 2006, FY 2007, and FY 2008 are allbudget
nrojections. These are educaled estimates from the project manager about what is

nlanned to happen  These numbers are used to estimate future postal costs.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TC INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-5. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to Table 14A: “Confirm Cost Analysis Summary ($000)" of your
testimony, and the spreadsheet “Confirm xIs” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment 17, Page 1

of 1).

a. Please provide a table that shows a crosswalk between the “FPR,” "FPR
Description,” “Account,” and “Account Description” in the spreadsheet
“Confirm xls” and the categories and subcategories in Table 14A.

b. Explain the acronym “FPR.
RESPONSE:
d

Capital -
Information Technology
Total IT Depreciation

Expense
Program Support
Consulting Support
Fieid Support

Product Specific Field Support
Volume Varnable Field Support
Marketing
Promotional Achvites
Varable
[nerementa

FY 2008
$30  FPR 43 Account 54330
$225  FPR 36 Account 52322
$420 _ FPR 3V Account 52411
$460 FPR 34 Account 52358 !
$54 L
$22 FPR3D
$32 FPR 3U Account 52436
_($13)
FPR 44 Account 56605
(317

ts FPR stands for Financial Performance Report, a report prepared after general

ledger processing is completed The FPR provides expenses and revenues, and

segregates activities by categones, including those listed for Confirm service in

the first two columns of Attachment 17 to USPS-LR-L-59.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/MSPS-T23-6. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm.xls” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, piease explain the increase in costs from $820,000 to
$1.,159,000 for FPR description "5 Retail Products, 43360 Philatelic Mail
Order — Service Fee."

b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for
FPR description “5 Retail Products, 43360 Philatelic Maii Order — Service
Fee”
RESPONSE:

a-b. These are not costs, so | did not include them in my analysis. Rather, these
numbers are revenues from fees that are unrelated to Confirm service. | am therefore

not surprised that these revenues are omitted for FY 2008.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCAJ/USPS-T23-7. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm.xls” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from $44,000 to
$4,908 for FPR descriptions “31 Supplies” and “33 Supplies — Issued From

b. ::rg,ng 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for
FPR descriptions “31 Supplies” and “33 Supplies — Issued From Inven.”
RESPONSE:
a. These costs reflect the supplies purchased under the Confirm finance number.
The costs do not exactly go from $44,000 to $4,908. They go from $44,000 to $0
to $4,908.

b. There is no amount planned for supplies under the Confirm finance number for

Fy 2008.
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RESPONSE GF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-8. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm.xis” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the increase in costs frcm $479,282 to
$643,134 for FPR description “34 Services.”
b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the decrease in costs for
FPR description “34 Services” as compared to the Base Year FY 2005.

RESPONSE:
a. The help desk was first handled under a contract and then by the Postal Service.
FY 2005 was the transition year.
b. Itis my understanding that from FY 2006 to FY 2008 the heip desk will be

handled by the Postal Service.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-9. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xIs” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from $178,938 to
$119,303 for FPR description “36 Consulting Services.”
b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the increase in costs for FPR
description "36 Consulting Services” as compared to the Base Year FY 2005.

RESPONSE:

a. ltis my understanding that these costs were for consultants to do programming
and program maintenance. The amounts are those recorded under the Confirm
finance number as having been spent on these services.

b. Itis my understanding that this money is for the consultant services thought to be

needed for FY 2008
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-10. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xls” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17. Page 1 of 1}.
a. For FY 2003 - 2005, please explain the increase in costs from $0 to $2,321
for FPR description "39 Advertising.”
b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for
FPR description “39 Advertising.

RESPONSE:
a A small amount of advertising was done in FY 2005.

b Itis my understanding that no advertising for Confirm is planned.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-11. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xls” in USPS-LR-L-59 {(Attachment
17, Page 10of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the increase in costs from $1,370 to
$28,295 for FPR description “3D Travel Other Than Training.”
b For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the decrease in costs for
FPR description “3D Travel Other Than Training” as compared to the Base
Year FY 2005.

RESPONSE:

a. The amounts for FY 2003 to &Y 2005 are what were recorded in the Confirm
finance number as having been spent on travel.

b Itis my understanding that these are the dollars planned for travel in FY 2008.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-12. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service, Please refer to the spreadsheet *Confirm.xls" in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment

17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the increase in costs from $0 to $2,002

for FPR description “3E Training.”
b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for

FPR description "3E Training.”

RESPONSE:
a Actually there was no trend line as you imply. Rather, training dollars were only
recorded in one year, FY 2005.

b Itis my understanding that there is no plan for training in the budget forecast for

FYy 2008.



4724

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCAJ/USPS-T23-13. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xIs” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17. Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from 10,903 to $32
for FPR description “3U Printing.”
b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the increase in costs for FPR
description "3U Printing” as compared to the Base Year FY 2005.

RESPONSE:
a. The dollars shown for FY 2003 to FY 2005 are the money spent for printing.

b. The doilars shown in FY 2008 are the estimated money to be spent for printing.
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, RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-14. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xIs” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17. Page 1 of 1).
a For FY 2003 - 2005, please explain the increase in costs from $773,021 to
$2,145,391 for FPR description “3V IRM Chargeback.”

b For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the decrease in costs for
FPR description "3V IRM Chargeback” as compared to the Base Year FY
2005
RESPONSE:

a  The money spent each year is a mixture of costs for contractors and postal
employees from FY 2003 to &Y 2005. In the years FY 2005 — FY 2006 two
expense accounts were combined {3V and 46). The numbers at the top of the
3V column are the dollar amounts when the two accounts are combined. These
dollars were spent on system development, and related IT help desk and
telecommurications needs.

t As system development is completed, these kinds of costs will get very small.
The decreased test year amount is an estimate of what will be needed in FY

2008
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-15. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm xis” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 - 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from $1,685,898 to
$1,491,661 for FPR description “43 Depreciation.”
b For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the decrease in costs for
FPR description "43 Depreciation” as compared to the Base Year FY 2005.

RESPONSE:
a The equipment was depreciated at a five year life, so some of the equipment has
been fully depreciated.
b No new equipment s needzd, and the original equipment is being fully

depreciated. The $30.000 in Y 2008 is the expected depreciation for that year.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROQGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCAJ/USPS-T23-16. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm.xis” in USPS-LR-L-59 {(Attachment
17. Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 - 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from $1,567 to
$1.327 for FPR description “44 Miscellaneous Expense.”

b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the increase in costs for FPR
description “44 Miscellaneous Expense” as compared to the Base Year FY
2005,
RESPONSE:

a For FY 2003 to FY 2005, the numbers do not vary much and are the expenses
recorded in those years,
b For FY 2008 it appears that the budget estimate provides funds for more

meatings
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCAJUSPS-T23-17. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm

service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm.xls” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).

a. For FY 2003 - 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from $3,298 to
$599 for FPR description “45 Communications.”

b For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for
FPR description "45 Communications.”

RESPONSE:

a The doliars shown for FY 2003 to FY 2005 are the expenses recorded for

communications

b No funds are budgeted for communications in FY 2008.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-18. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet “Confirm.xls” in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17. Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 - 2005, please explain the decrease in costs from $538,736 to
$40.033 for FPR description “46 Information Technology.”
b. For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for
FPR description "46 Information Technology.”

RESPONSE:
a. FPR 46 was combined with FPR 3V beginning in FY 2005. Please see my

response to OCA/USPS-T23-14.

b By FY 2008 ail the FPR 46 costs are included in FPR 3V.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-19. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xIs™ in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a. For FY 2003 — 2005, please explain the changes in costs for “"6W ADP
Equipment.”
b For FY 2008, please explain the factors causing the absence of any costs for
FPR description "6W ADP Equipment.”

RESPONSE:
a The only actual expense was the $600 in FY 2003, as the $25,250 amount in FY
2004 was cancelled out the next year.

b FY 2008 has no anticipated ADP equipment expense.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-20. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of Confirm
service. Please refer to the spreadsheet "Confirm.xis" in USPS-LR-L-59 (Attachment
17, Page 1 of 1).
a For Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005, please confirm that the vaolume
variable costs equaled 12.8 ($480,652 / $3,753,604) percent, 13.6 ($476,480
/1 $3.5615,711) percent, and 15.0 ($671,429 / $4,479,006) percent,
respectively, of the total costs of Confirm service. If you do not confirm,
please explain, show all calculations and provide citations to all sources used.
b For Fiscal Years 2006, 2007, and 2008, please confirm that the volume
variable costs equaled 19.0 ($445,122 / $2,343,900) percent, 40.4 ($460,000
1 $1,138.000) percent, and 40.5 ($482,000 / $1,189,000) percent,
respectively, of the total costs of Confirm service. If you do not confirm,
please explain, show ail calculations and provide citations to all sources used.
Please explain why the percentage of volume variable costs more than
doubled from the Base Year FY 2005 to the TYAR 2008.
o For Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005, please explain why the percentages
of volume vanable costs were so low as compared to the TYAR 2008 volume
varnable costs,

RESPONSE:
4 Confirmed
v Confirmed

« 4 Extensive use of computer systems produces a lot of fixed costs in the first
‘ow years of development. The fixed costs will lessen over the years if the product
Aoes not need further development and computer buys. The result is an increasing
ratio of volume vanable to fixed costs The depreciation and contractor support are
about 80 percent of total costs in £Y 2003 through FY 2006, but only about 37
percent of tolal costs from FY 2007 to FY 2008 In addition, moving some of the

work mn-house reduces fixed costs
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

OCA/USPS-T23-21. This interrogatory requests information on the costs of the help
desk for Confirm service. Please refer to your response to OCA/USPS-T23-8.

a. Please confirm that the costs of the help desk are volume variable with
respect to the number cf scans provided to Confirm subscribers. If you do not
confirm, ptease expiain.

b. Please confirm that the costs of the help desk are not variable with respect to
the number of calls received from Confirm subscribers. If you do not confirm,
niease explain.

C Please provide the number of calls received by the help desk in Base Year
2005.
RESPONSE:
a. - b 1did not get into developing costs in the same manner as the CRA. |

pulled total money spent trom our accounting system. | do not know the degree
of vanability for the help desk casts. It 1s my understanding that these costs are
vanable and thatis the extent of my knowledge. | believe the number of calls
receved from Confirm subscnbers and other call center customers has some
impact on call center costs. But | do not know what factors, such as scans,
cause more ofr fewer cails from Confirm subscribers.

¢ There were 2,537 calls in FY 2005



4733

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE ASSOCIATION FOR POSTAL COMMERCE

POSTCOM/USPS-T23-1. Please refer to LR-L59, Attachment 17, which provides costs
for Confirm® service for FY 1999 through FY 2008,

a. Please provide all data to show costs by scan associated with Confirm® service broken
down by mail class for each subscription level (silver, gold, and platinum) for FY 2005.

b Please provide all data to show costs by scan associated with Confirm® service broken
down by First-Class and Standard Mail for FY 2008.

¢ Please provide all data and supporting documentation to demonstrate all volume
variable costs associated with additional scans broken down by First-Class and Standard
Mail

d Please describe all componentis included in “Services” (line item 34).

e Please explain the cause of the drop in the cost of "Services” (line item 34) from
$643 134 FY 2005 to $460.000 in FY 2008

RESPONSE:
a Itis my understanding that the voiume breakdown needed to develop the requested

cost analysis does not exist.

b Asindicated in witness Mitchum's response to PB/USPS-T40-24.

Using Percentages from Response OCA/USPS-T40-24

Scans  Percent of Cost Per
Froduct Scans Volume per Pc Total Total Cost Scan
First Crass 5870700558 2 490,092 620 236 5314% $631.818 $0.00011
Slardard 5177233229 2183749517 2 37 46 86% $557,184 $0.00011
Tota 11047 933787 4673842137 236  10000% $1,189,000

¢ The costs (money already spent} | provided are from the USPS accounting system
up to FY 2005 From FY 2006 through FY 2008 the costs are management
projections of money that is to be spent | cannot determine from these data the

cost of an additional scan.

d-e ‘Services’ refers to the help desk See my response to OCA/USPS-T23-8.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE ASSOCIATION FOR POSTAL COMMERCE

POSTCOM/USPS-T23-2. Please provide a breakdown of costs by Origin Confirm
versus Destination Confirm.

RESPONSE:
Based on the data in witness Mitchum's response to QCA/USPS-T40-24:

o Scans Percent of Cost Per
Product Scans Volume per Pc. Total Total Cost Scan

Ongin 2039135314 1,100.695,721 1.85 18.46% 219,456 $0.00011

Destination G 008,798.473 35731464'6 252 81.54% 969 544 $0.00011

Total 11047 933787 4673842137 236  100.00% 1,189,000  $0.00011
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE PARCEL SHIPPERS ASSOCIATION,
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS KIEFER

PSA/USPS-T37-7. Please refer to USPS-LR-L-59, Attachment 14A, “Shift Other Special
Services Cost to Respective Subclass” and USPS-T-37, WP-PP-1.

(a) Please confirm that the Parcel Post Delivery Confirmation Final Adjustment increases
TYAR Parcel Post costs by $39.3 million. If not confirmed, please explain fully.

(b) Please confirm that the $39.2 million was calculated by multiplying 267.83 million
TYAR pieces by a unit cost of $.1467 per piece. If not confirmed, please explain fully.

(c) In the test year, for how many TYAR Parcel Select pieces do you expect no-fee
delivery confirmation to be used? Please explain your calculation.

(d) Taking into account your response to subpart {c) of this interrogatory, please provide
your best esiimate of how much the Parcel Post Delivery Confirmation Final Adjustment
shouid increase TYAR Parcel Post costs. Please provide your underlying calculations.
RESPONSE:

(a) Confirmed.

(b) Confirmed.

{c) Retained by witness Kiefer.

(dy Using witness Kiefer's response lo part (c), | estimate 195,281,269 X 1467 =

$28.649,229.



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE PARCEL SHIPPERS ASSOCIATION,
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS KIEFER

PSA/USPS-T37-9. Please refer to USPS-LR-L-59, ‘Summary of Final Adjustments by
Cost Segment ($000s).’

(a) Please confirm that witness Page estimates that a change in the Parcel Post mait mix
between the Base Year and TYAR will increase Parcel Post costs by $32 million. If not
confirmed, please provide the correct figure.

RESPONSE:

(a) Confirmed
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE

UPS/USPS-T23-2. Refer to library reference USPS-LR-1.-59, Attachment
14A, page 18 of 19, entitled "Other Adjustments,” and USPS-T-23, page 23, lines
11-12.

(a) Confirm that an adjustment to the projected cost for Parcel Post is

needed because the Parcel Return Service (PRS) volume projected by witness
Kiefer (USPS-T-37) is greater than witness Thress's (USPS-T-7) projection. If
not confirmed, explain in detait.

(b) Confirm that witness Kiefer projects 7,678,927 more RDU pieces in
the Test Year Before Rates than the volume projected by witness Thress. If not
confirmed, explain in detail.

(¢) Confirm that you multiply these 7,678,927 RDU pieces by $0.4759
per piece to obtamin the additional Parcel Post cost in the Test Year Before Rates related to
PRS of £3.654.567. If not confirmed, explain in detail.

(d) Confirm that this 30 4759 per piece is obtained from library
reference USPS-LR-L-46. page 1. and reflects the maif processing unit cost for
RDU parcels If not confirmed, explain in detail.

(e) Confirm that the proposed rate for RDU parcels is $2.32 per piece
as shown in hbrary reference USPS-LR-82, WP-PP-32.

(Y3 Per pages 2 and 35-40 of library reference USPS-LR-L-46, confirm

that RDU parcels incur slorage. scanning, transportation, postage due, and

carrer costs. in addition to the mail processing costs of $0.4759 per piece. If

confirmed. explain why these additional costs were not included in your Parcel

Post final adjustiment for PRS. If not confirmed, explain in detail.

RESPONSE:

ae Conbrmed

f Confirmed that costs other than just mail processing should have been included in

the final adjustment for the additional RDU pieces, resulting in a $0.6105 unit cost final

adjustment See below



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE

PARCEL RETURN SERVICE (PRS) FINAL ADJUSTMENT INPUTS

UPS/USPS-T23-2, Page 2 of 2

Mail Processing Storage Transpoirtation Scanning Postage Due
Rate Category
RDU
Machinable $0.467 $0.052 $0.000 $0.075 $0.000
Nonmachinabie $0.627 $0.182 $0.000 $0.075 $0.000
Cversize $1.263 $0.635 $0.000 $0.112 $0.000
Total/
Aggregate $0.476 $0.060 $0.000 $0.075 $0.000
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE

UPS/USPS-T23-3.

Refer to your response to UPS/USPS-T23-2(f).
Confirm that each of the following costs should also be included in the Parcel
Post fina! adjustment for the additional RDU pieces:
(a) city carniers;
(b) rural carners; and
{c) vehicle service drivers.
(d) If part {(a}, {b). or {c) above is confirmed, provide an estimate of the
costs per piece. including piggyback, which should be included.
(e) ¥ you cannot fully confirm part (a), {(b), or (c) above, explain in detall.

RESPONSE:

a e Nolconfirmed. The additional RDU pieces are Parcel Return Service (PRS) pieces

which are picked up by the customer.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE

UPS/USPS-T23-5. Refer to your response to UPS/USPS-T23-3.

(a) Confirm that per DMM § 507.11.1.4 RDU Parcel Return Service pieces can be
deposited: a) at any post office, station or branch; b) in any collection box (except an
Express Mail box); ¢) with any letter carrier; d) as part of a collection run for other mail; or
e) at any place designated by the postmaster for the receipt of mail. If not fully confirmed,
explain in detail.

{(b) Confirm that RDU Parce! Return Service pieces will incur carrier costs if deposited in a
collection box or with a letter carrier. If not fully confirmed, explain in detail.

(c) Refer to Docket No. MC2006-1 USPS-T-2, page 2 and Appendix B, page 3.

i. Confirm that PRS pieces were estimated to incur acceptance costs of $0.237 per piece
in TY06 in Docket No. MC2006-1. if not fully confirmed, explain in detail.

ii. Confirm that your final adjustment for the additional RDU pieces provided in
UPS/USPS-T23-2(f) did not include any acceptance costs. If not fully confirmed, explain in
detail.

iil. Provide a version of Attachment B, page 3 updated to the Test Year in this docket,
including updating the wage rate, vanability and piggyback factor.

iv. Provide an updated calculation of the PRS Final Adjustment Inputs presented in
UPS/USPS-TZ23-2(f) that includes the PRS acceptance costin part iii, above.

RESPONSE:
(a) Confirmed
(b} It can be confirmed that a PRS mail piece which is left with a carrier or deposited in
a collection box would incur carner costs.

(c) i Confirmed.
(. Confirmed.
rir. Redirecled to the Postal Service.
V. There is no update of PRS Final Adjustments because we have no way

to weight the acceptance costs. See USPS-T-21, page 4.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE

UPS/USPS-T23-6. Refer to the responses to UPS/USPS-T32-4 (redirected to Berkeley),

PSA/USPS-T37-7(d) (redirected from Kiefer), and UPS/USPS-T37-11. Provide your
recommended Parcel Post Delivery Confirmation Adjustment for the TYBR and TYAR.

RESPONSE:

I would still recommend today what | did for the adjustment that was needed. | used
witness Thress' volume for Delivery Confirmation service (811.319 million). This number
was distributed across the products using Delivery Confirmation in the billing determinants
process, as explained in wilness Berkeley's (USPS-T-39) response to UPS/USPS-T23-4.
The Delivery Confirmation volume related to Parcel Select was 267.830 million. This
number was mulliplied by $0.1467 (from USPS-LR-59, Attachment 4E, Page 12), resulting

in $39.302 million.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE,
TO INTERROGATORY OF UNITED PARCEL SERVICE,
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS KIEFER

UPS-T37-3(d). Refer to library reference USPS-LR-L-589, Attachment 4D and
Attachment 14A, page 3.

I Confirm that the cost of no-additional-fee electronic Delivery
Confirmation for Package Services applied in the final adjustments
process is $0.1467 per piece per Attachment 4D, “Volume Variable
Costs Summary — Delivery Confirmation TY 2008(BR).” If not
confirmed, explain in detail.

ii. Confirm that in the final adjustment process in Attachment 14A,
“Shift Other Special Services Cost to Respective Subclass,”
this cost of $0.1467 per piece is applied to 100% of the Parcel
Select volume. If not confirmed, expiain in detail.
RESPONSE:

i. Confirmed.

it. Confirmed.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE

TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK

VP/USPS-T23-1.

Please refer to the adjustment you made to shift the costs of Basic ECR
Automation letters (Commercial and Nonprofit) to the Regular (Commercial and
Nenprofity subclasses, discussed on page 26 of your testimony (USPS-T-23), beginning
on line 20, and to Table 13, page 27. showing a downward adjustment for all mix
changes in ECR of $164,842,000. See also USPS-LR-L-59, workbook “Final
Adjustments2008-USPS.xls, sheet ‘Inputs,”™ showing (i) a cost for mail processing in cell
B41 of 4.75 cents, (i) a cost for civy carriers in cell C41 of 3.52 cents, and (iii) a cost for
rural carriers in cell D41 of 1.50 cents.

a Please state how much of the $164,84 2,000 is due to movement of the Basic
ECR Automation letters to Regudar (Commercial and Nonprofit) and how much is
due 1o other mix changes.

b FPlease provide the tocation in USPS-LR-L-67 of the carrier costs of 3.52 cents
and 1 50 cenis. Only a general reference to Library Reference 67 is shown on
the ‘inputs’ sheet.

o the delivery costs of 3.52 cents and 1.50 cents mean that it costs 2.35 times

as much to have a city carrier deliver a letter as to have a rural carrier deliver a

leetter? i so. why is this reasonable? If not, what do these costs mean?

RESPONSE:

a The entire amount 1s a result of the movement of the Basic ECR Automation

le-tters tn Regular (Commercial and Nonprofit).

t UDC Model USPS, Worksheet2, Summary TY, Cells N59 {city) and 059 (rural).

el tiSh shows $3 54 for the city carrier cost, so | will be filing errata.

Redirected Te witness Kelley.

Docket No. R2006-1



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS 4744

JAMES W. PAGE TO VALPAK INTERROGATORY

VP/USPS-T23-3. Please refer to your response to VP/USPS-T23-1(a), indicating that
$164,842.000 was removed from ECR costs due to the assumption that all Basic ECR
Automation letters move to Regular Standard. This figure is shown is shown in cell G104
on tab Total” of your workbook Final Adjustments2008-USPS.xIs in USPS-LR-L-59.

a. Please confirm that the volume associated with this shift is 2,278,026,000 pieces,
shown. for example, in cell M40 of tab ‘"MP" of the workbook cited above. If you
do not confirm, please provide the appropriate figure.

b Please confirm that this adjustment amounts to 7.236 cents per piece and
includes all cost segments. as delailed in column G of tab ‘Total’ of the workbook
cited above. If you do not confirm, please provide an appropriate figure for the
total unit cost.

C. Please confirm that 2 544 cents of this adjustment is mail processing costs,
shown on line 12 of the above-cited column G If you do not confirm, please
provide an appropriate figure. Regardless of whether you confirm, please
compare your figure with the mail processing cost of 4.748 cents shown in cell
D& of tab 'Table 1' of workbook LR-L-84 xlIs in USPS-L.R-L-84, and reconcile any
differences.

d Please confirm thatl 4 188 cents of this adjustment is carrier costs, city and rural.
f you do not confirm, please provide an appropriate figure. Regardless of
whether you confirm. please explain the consistency of the figure you use with
the mail processing cost of 2.887 cents shown in cell C60 of tab '1.Table 1" in
workhook LR-K-67 2nd.revised.xls in USPS-LR-K-107, revised June 9, 2005,
Docket No. R2005-1.

RESPONSE:

There has been some misunderstanding regarding the development of the final
adjustment that removes costs from ECR due to the movement of Standard Basic ECR
Automation Letters to the Regular subclass. The $164,842,000 figure cited in VP/USPS-
T23-1(a) and in the gquestion above is actually the resulting change from two
adjustments to ECR costs. in this order: (1) ECR costs are adjusted to reflect the impact
of maill mix changes independent of the shift of Basic Auto Letters to Standard Mall, then
(2) the Basic ECR Auto Letters costs that remain after the mail mix adjustiment are then

removed from ECR

a. Not confirmed. After making the adjusiment for the changes in mail mix, only
1.959 007,013 Basic Auto ECR Letters remain in ECR, as shown in cell N45 of
the spreadsheet "Forecast Volume”™ When this volume is dropped to zero in
ECR. the costs of these pieces are removed from ECR,

b Not confirmed. The number, $164 842 000, used in your calculation of 7.236
cents. 1s correct for the adjustment to ECR for the two reasons discussed in the
preamble above. but not for the removal of automated letters alone. The

spreadsheet "Total” combines the results of the two causes of changes, and thus

Docket No. R2006-1
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS 17as

JAMES W. PAGE TO VALPAK INTERROGATORY
can't be used to separale out the effect of just the letter movement to Standard
Regular. The cost adjustment to ECR associated with mix changes is
$13.542.000 and the cost adjustment to ECR associated with the removal of
Basic Auto ECR Letters is $151,300,000.
Not confirmed. See my response to part b. | used the 4.748 cents from LR-L-84,
cell D9 of tab "Table 17 in LR-L-84.xls in cell B41 of my tab “Inputs” as the mail
processing cost for ECR Automated Letters.
Not confirmed. See my response to part b. | do not use the 2.887 cents from
C60 of tab "1 Table 1" in workbook LR-K-67. In fact, | do not use any numbers
from USPS-LR-K-67. In particular | use no mail processing numbers from either
LJSPS-LR-K-87 or from USPS-LR-L-67. | did, however, use USPS-L R-L-67 as
the source for my city ana rural carrier costs. See cells C41 and D41 of my tab

Inputs”

Docket No. R2006-1



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE 4746

TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK

VP/USPS-T23-4.

This interrogatory seeks to clarify the meaning of certain figures in your response to
VP/USPS-T23-3. Please refer to that response, parts (a) through (c).

a. Dividing the cost in part (b) of $151,300,000 by the volume in part (a) of 1,959,007,013
yields a per-piece cost of 7.723 cents. |s this the per-piece cost you used for the Basic
ECR Automation letters you moved out of ECR7 if it is not, please explain how the
approprniate figure should be developed.

b. Part (c) refers to your earlier response to VP/USPS-T23-1(b), which in turn refers to a
carrier cost of 3.541 cent and a rural carrier cost of 1.502 cents. Are these additive? If not,
please explain whether some weighted average is needed to find the appropriate cost for
use in making an adjustment for Basic ECR Automation letters.

c. If the two costs referred to in part b of this question are added, and the sum is added to
the mail processing cost of 4 748 cents referenced in your response to VP/USPS-T23-
3ic). a total of 9 791 cents is ob*ained. Piease identify the factors that account for the
difference between 9.791 cents and the per-piece cost of 7.723 cents referenced in part a
of this question. indicating the magr.itude of each facter. For example, one factor might be
a piggyback factor adjustment and another might be the inclusion of cost components
other than mail processing and delivery

RESPONSE:

a 1 did net use a per-piece cost to move the costs associated with the cartier route
volumes | first did maill mix changes, NSA changes, and the other changes as
described in my response to VP/USPS-T23-3. The last thing i did was to move the
remarning carrier route volumes | did that in the volume forecast sheet by zeroing
out the carrier route volumes, and adding those volumes to the 5-digit valumes for
each of the areas affected. The spreadsheet developed the adjustment cost by
multiplying the unit cost for 5-digit by the 5-digit volume, including the carrier route

volume transferred.

b, Yes



C.

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK

VP/USPS-T23-4, Page 2 of 2
I can identify two factors. First, the adjustments { made for the carrier route change
were in TYAR and used TYAR costs, and the inputs you refer to in parts b and ¢
are TYBR costs. Second, the piggyback adjustment may vary due to different

piggybacks associated with costs in one service relative to another.

4747



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK

VP/USPS-T23-5.
Please refer to your response to VP/USPS-T36-10(e), where you provide aggregate
TYBR ($946,000) and TYAR ($820,000) adjustments for the three NSAs.

a. Please clarify whether these cost figures are for Commercial Regular, Commercial
ECR. Commercial Regular and Commercial ECR combined, or some broader group of
subclasses.

b. Please explain the relationship of these cost figures to the sum of the numbers in
cell E25 on the ‘Summary’ tab of each of Bank OneChase-USPS xls, HSBC-USPS.
xis, and Discover-USPS xls, in USPS-LR-L-59.

¢ Please provide NSA cost adjustments, BR and AR, for the categories of Commercial
Regular and Commercial ECR separately, at both USPS and PRC costing.

d Please state whether these cost adjustments have been removed from both the TYBR
and TYAR total costs by subclass provided by witness Waterbury (USPS-T-10} in:
() USPS-LR-L-7 (R2006_TY2008BR_USPS.DRpt.xls and
R2006_TY2008AR USPS.DRpt.xls); and
{n USPS-LR-L-96 (R2006 _T'r2008BR_PRC.DRpt.xls and
R2006_TY2008AR_PRC.DRpt.xis).

RESPONSE:
a. The costs are for Commercial ECR.

b The cell EZ25 figures include costs for Standard Regular in addition to Commercial

ECR.
o USPS PRC

Standard Regular
TYAR $18,588 $24,000
TYBR $23,082 $23,987

ECR

TYAR $820 $711
TYBR $946 $935

d. Itis my understanding that witness Waterbury adjusted rollforward report D with
the costs in the Final Adjustment Summary, which includes these cost

adjustments.
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS PAGE
TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK,
REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS KIEFER (USPS-T-36)

VP/USPS-T36-10.

Please refer to USPS-LR-L-36, workbooks WP-STDECR.xIs and WP-
STDREG.xlIs (hereinafter the "ECR" and the "REG” workbooks, respectively) and,
unless otherwise specified, to the tab ‘Revenues @ TYBR Vols." in each
workbook.

e Corresponding to any volume and revenue losses associated with NSAs, as
discussed in part d of this question, please explain where any cost
adjustments are made and provide the level of such adjustments.

RESPONSE:

e Cost adjustments for NSAs are made in USPS-LR-L-59. Three workbooks,
HSBC-USPS. Bank One Chase-USPS, and Discover-USPS, are where the
adjustments are calculated. These workbooks are linked to workbook Final
Adjustments 2008-USPS . A summary of the three NSAs is on the total
sheet of Final Adjustments 2008-USPS under the row headings, Negotiated
Service Agreements, with subheadings First Class or Standard for each of
the segments except supplies and services. The total cost adjustments for
ECR due to NSAs can be obtained by adding up the appropriate quantities
in each of the three NSA workbooks. By my calculation these adjustments

amount to $946.000 in the TYBR and $820.000 in the TYAR.
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any additicnal
written cross-examination for Witness Page?

(No audible response)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, our next
witness is Mr. Taufique.

There are no requests for oral cross-
examination of this witness.

Mr. Tidwell, weould you proceed to move for
admission of Mr. Taufique’'s testimony into the
evidentiary record?

MR. TIDWELL: Mr. Chairman, I have before me
twe copies of the direct testimony of Altaf H.
Taufique on behalf of the United States Postal
Service. It’s been des:gnated for purposes of this
proceeding as USPS-T-48. I would ask that the
Commissicn accept this testimony into evidence.

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any objection?

(No audible response)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I will direct
counsel to provide the Reporter with two copies of the
corrected direct testimony of Witness Taufique. That
testimony 1s received into evidence, however as 1is our
practice it will not be transcribed.

(The testimony referred to,
identified as USPS-T-48, wasg

Heritage Reporting Corporation
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received in evidence.)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Tidwell, have the
answers to the designated written cross-examination
been reviewed and corrected?

MR. TIDWELL: Mr. Chairman, the answers have
been reviewed and there may be a clarification to a
response that may require that the witness be sworn in
ar this time.

whereupon,

ALTAF H. TAUFIQUE
having been first duly sworn, was called as

a witness herein, and was examined and testified as

follows
EXAMINATION BY MR. TIDWELL
BY MR. TIDWELL:
0 Mr. Taufique, have you had a chance to

examine the designated 1nterrogatory packages this

morning?
A Yes, T did.
Q If those guestions were asked of you today

would your answers be the same?

A I have reviewed the responses and would like
to clarify the response that was provided to BFC/USPS-
Ti8-14 which asked me, "The Postal Service does not
recommend approval of the Forever Stamp soon enough to

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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4752
permit the Postal Service to implement the Forever
Stamp before the prcposed 42 cent rate takes effect.
Please explain why this delay would be undesirable for
postal customers. ™

The response states, "Postal customers would
nct have lead time to purchase the Forever Stamp
pefore the new rate takes effect." And it says,
"Please see the response to DBP/USPS-345(f). Note
that in response Lo
DBP/USPS-345(a; that the Postal Service hopes to
dispense with tue need for a non-denominated stamp at
the new rate because the Forever Stamp can fill that
role. "

The correction that I would like tc make to
the response 1s, our expectation is because of the
logistics of stamp printing and distribution to all
the post offices, non-denomination stamps would still
be printed for this particular implementation. In the
future we hope that non-denominational stamps would
not be printed for the booklets and sheetlets for
which we have the Forever Stamp format available. We
would be dispensing off of the sheetlets and booklets
non-denomination stamps.

But in this particular implementation, we
think that we would need to have the non-

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888
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denominational stamp to make the transition between
the old rate and the new rate smooth.
That is the correction that I have on
BFC/USPS-T-48-14.
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Tidwell?
MR. TIDWELL: With that clarification the
Postal Service would then move that the Commission
accept the designated interrogatory responses 1nto
evidence, and transcribed.
CHAIRMAN OMAS: Counsel, would you please
provide two ccpies of the corrected designated written
cross-examination of Witness Taufique to the Reporter,
That material is received into evidence and is to be
transcribed into the record.
(The cross-examination
referred to USPS-T-48, was
received in evidence.)
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INTERROGATORY RESPONSES OF
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
WITNESS ALTAE H. TAUFIQUE (T-48)

DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION

Interrogatory Designating Parties
DFC/USPS-T48-8 Carlson
DFC/USPS-T48-11 Carlson
DFC'USPS-T48-14 Carlson
DFCUSPS-T48-16 Carlson

DFCUSPS-T48-17 Carlson



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS TAUFIQUE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T48-8. Please confirm that the Postal Service did not discuss any
aspects of the “Forever Stamp” proposal with any individual postal customers

who regularly participate in proceedings at the Postal Rate Commission
representing themselves.

RESPONSE

Confirmed. However, the Postal Service discussed the proposal with the Office
of the Consumer Advocate, which is charged with the responsibility of
representing the interests of the general public in proceedings before the

Commission.
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS TAUFIQUE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T48-11. Please provide the average number of letters that an
individuat American postal customer mails each month, the average number of
letters that a United Kingdom postal customer mails each month, and the
average number of letters that a French postal customer mails each month.

RESPONSE:

The Postal Service lacks sufficient information to accurately respond to this

interrogatory.

1
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS TAUFIQUE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS CARLSON

DFC/USPS-T48-14. Suppose the Commission does not recommend approval of
the “Forever Stamp” soon enough to permit the Postal Service to implement the
“Forever Stamp” before the proposed 42-cent rate takes effect. Please explain
why this delay would be undesirable for postal customers.

RESPONSE:

Postal customers would not have lead time to purchase the Forever Stamp
before the new rate takes effect. Please see the response to DBP/USPS-345[f].
Note, too, in the response to DBP/USPS-345[a), that the Postal Service hopes to

dispense with the need for a non-denominated stamp at the new rate because

the Forever Stamp can fill that role.

14
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS TAUFIQUE
TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS CARLSON 4759

DFC/USPS-T48-16. Please refer to your testimony at page 17, lines 9-11.
Please define “prevailing rate.”
RESPONSE:

The contemporaneous first-ounce rate for single-piece First-Class Mail letters.

16



RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS TAUFIQUE

TO INTERROGATORY OF DOUGLAS CARLSON 4760

DFC/USPS-T48-17. Please explain how the plan described at page 19, fn. 12 {0
sell "Forever Stamps” at 42 cents prior to implementation of the 42-cent rate
would be consistent with proposed DMCS section 241.

RESPONSE:

Please see the responses to DBP/USPS-344 and DBP/USPS-345.

17
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any additional
written cross-examination for Witness Taufique?

(No audible response)

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, this
concludes teoday’s hearing. We will reconvene tomorrow
morning at 9:30 when we will receive testimony from
Postal Service Witness Taufique.

We loox forward to seeing you tomorrow.

We now stand adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 1:23 p.m. the hearing was

recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, August

I
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