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USPS/MMA-T1-25 Please refer to page 29 of your testimony where you describe the Docket Nos. R2000-1 and R2001-1 High Volume QBRM studies that relied on CBCIS data and were used to estimate costs covered by the per-piece fee. 

a) Please confirm that both studies assumed all CBCIS mail volume for a given BRM recipient at each facility would be processed using the methods indicated in the respective surveys, and did not incorporate factors that would result in a portion of that mail volume being processed manually (e.g., BRMAS/Other Software acceptance rates less than 100 percent, expired processing window, etc.).  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

b) Please confirm that the Docket No. R97-1 and Docket No. R2006-1 BRM Practices Studies are more comprehensive in scope than the Docket No. R2000-1 and Docket No. R2001-1 CBCIS analyses, because they account for BRM mail that may be processed manually.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

USPS/MMA-T1-26 Please refer to your testimony in Appendix II, page 1, lines 20 to 22 where you state, "In this proceeding, the Postal Service proposes to limit derived QBRM cost savings by producing a 'narrowly defined cost analysis' that eliminates from consideration any costs that QBRM saves after the first barcoded sortation."

a) Please confirm that the cost analysis presented in this docket is similar to the analysis that served as the basis for the QBRM cost saving estimate in Docket No. R97-1, because it calculates costs up to the point where a given mail piece receives its first barcoded sortation on a Bar Code Sorter (BCS).  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

b) Please confirm that in Docket No. R2001-1, Postal Service witness Miller (USPS-T-22, Section IV) explained that the Docket No. R2000-1 analysis had been incorrectly expanded to include costs beyond those in the original Docket No. R97-1.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

c) Please confirm that in Docket Nos. R2001-1, R2005-1, and R2006-1, the final versions of the QBRM cost model presented by the Postal Service all included cost analyses similar to the analysis proposed in Docket No. R97-1.  In other words, the only expanded final cost model version ever presented by the Postal Service was that presented in Docket No. R2000-1.  If you cannot confirm, please explain.

