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In this document, the Consolidated Carriers presents its Comments on Order 2004-3-34, and requests permission to file in response to the Comments of the U.S. Postal Service filed April 30, 2004.  Receiving this response will not delay the proceeding, or harm any party to this proceeding.  The Postal Service Comments contain several misstatements of fact that must be corrected on the record.  The Carriers have no objection to the Postal Service responding to the original Comments contained herein.  These Comments were filed on April 10, 2004 as permitted by Department action, but were filed approximately two hours after the close of business of the Docket Section.  This brief delay was necessitated by obtaining concurrence from carriers participating in this filing.  This will not result in hardship to any party as the publication of this document in the Docket file will not be delayed, and service by email was made in a timely fashion to all parties.

GOAL OF RATEMAKING
There is only one goal in mail ratemaking, whether it is in Alaska or anyplace else where the  Department does or has set mail rates.  The goal is to determine the average cost of transporting and handling mail within the jurisdiction of the class rate.  The goal is not to establish the average cost per block hour of aircraft transporting mail; that is just the numerator of the calculation.  The goal is not to determine to average cost to transport or handle traffic in general across the industry.  That number varies depending on the type of service and traffic in question.  The ultimate test is to assure that carriers are correctly compensated for their services, and the Postal Service does not pay more or less than is required to meet its service and tender requirements.

This single goal, along with the techniques used to meet that goal, has been enunciated consistently by the Department and its predecessor, the Civil Aeronautics Board.  The overriding principal was to use only the costs and operations within the rate entity.  For intra-Alaska rates, the Department has developed techniques to limit data considered for ratemaking to only intra-Alaskan operations.  For example, if certain aircraft are not used in intra-Alaskan operations, the unit costs of those aircraft have been excluded completely.  The Department has also researched the relative costs of traffic handling within Alaska as compared to the entire operations of included carriers.

Over time, the techniques used to determine mail rates have changed.  Some of these changes resulted from more accurate and timely reporting of cost and operational data.  For example, until the T-100 reporting process was applied to all certificated Alaskan carriers, there was no direct and consistent way to determine loads and traffic breakdown by segment in bush mail service.  Previously, a one-time estimate of unit costs was made allocating costs by traffic pool and then dividing by nonstop revenue ton miles based on traffic reports.  Costs were then updated over time by applying certain known indices that may or may not have a direct causal affect on transportation costs.

Another change that required new techniques was the advent of competitive service brought about by the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978.  Until that time, within Alaska only one carrier served each intra-Alaska city pair.  Each carrier provided both mainline and bush service within its area of operations.  With one exception, mainline carriers now provide only mainline service, i.e., service with aircraft having a payload of greater than 7,500 lbs..  While the techniques used to determine mail rates have changed of necessity, the unchanging goal has always been to determine the cost of transporting and handling mail within the service covered by the class rate.

The mainline ratemaking standards are now being applied to bush service because the same level of operational and financial reporting is available from bush carriers as from mainline carriers.  Within the mainline rate, only operations between points within the State of Alaska are considered.  For example, an Alaska Airlines flight heading north from Ketchikan to Juneau is included in the ratemaking base.  The same flight on its return to Seattle from Ketchikan is excluded.  The aircraft is the same, the flight crew is the same, the fuel being put on board costs the same, and the ground crew supporting and maintaining the aircraft are the same.  While the costs of the two flights might be identical, it is the characteristics of the traffic on board that must be ascertained separately.

The Postal Service has argued that all costs for all intra-Alaskan operations should be included because it is all “intra-Alaska”.  It is only recently, in relative terms, that there is a single rate for mainline service within Alaska.  Until Reeve ceased operations, there were two distinct mail rates within Alaska.  The Aleutian rate was higher because of the difficult and high cost nature of the flight service, and the traffic characteristics of the market.  When these markets became competitive, Reeve, Alaska and Air Pacific each were paid depending on the market involved.  As with the example of Ketchikan service, mail transported on a single flight could be paid for at different rates.  Operations in Aleutian service were excluded from the regular mainline ratemaking base.

Historically there have always been some overlapping operations.  Carriers operated both what is now called mainline and bush service, or carriers operated both mainline and Aleutian service.  Prior to 1982, only the operations of the mainline carriers were considered in ratemaking, and a single rate per ton mile applied to both large aircraft and small aircraft service.  New entrants simply accepted the rate for the mainline carrier.  Once a definition of mainline and bush service was settled, then the costs associated with each separate type were considered separately.  To the extent a carrier’s costs were not considered in determining the rate paid in a specific market, it could simply equalize its rate to the lowest legally constructed rate in the market.  Not all carriers serving a specific market were included in ratemaking applicable to that market, and not all of the costs of a carrier were included in determining some or all of the rates in markets it served.

The passage of the Rural Service Improvement Act did not change to goal of ratemaking, it only added new definitions to the set of rates being applied.  As was the case when the Aleutian and mainline rates were defined, or when the bush rates were separated from the mainline rates, the Department must now categorize the costs and traffic for each different definition of market.  Fortunately, with the T-100 system of reports, it is a straight forward process to determine the operations covered by each separate bush rate.

DEFINITION OF THE SEAPLANE RATE
The seaplane rate, which covers operations of amphibious and straight float aircraft, is designed for application to any destination where only water landings are possible.  During the test year, there were 29 points in Alaska where mail was transported under the class rate (Appendix A).  There are several more water points where mail is transported on a contract rate (air taxi).  These are markets where the costs of mail transportation per pound are much higher than the bush class rate.  These contract points are a great example of the effect of traffic on the mail rate.  The contract service is offered by the same carriers providing class rate service, using the same aircraft, crews and bases.  The reason the contract rates are in effect is because the level of traffic is so low as to make it impossible to provide service at the class rate.

The potential universe of seaplane points is much larger than 29 points.  Carriers now operating under a contract rate may find the new seaplane rate adequate and compensatory, and may shift to class rate service.  Both Order 2004-3-34 and the Postal Service Comments address some fixed number of points.  It must be clearly understood that the definition applicable to a point is whether there is a land airport at the particular named destination.  If there is no land airport at the particular named point, then the seaplane rate applies.  In the case where the landing area is frozen over and must be served with ski aircraft during the winter, then the seaplane rate should also apply as there is still no land airport available (technically the aircraft are landing on water).  At any rate, it must be clear that the seaplane rate is not being set for a specific list of points, but for the characteristics of the specific point to which mail is being dispatched.

COMPUTATION OF SEAPLANE MAIL RATES

The basic requirements of mail ratemaking within Alaska are governed by 49 United States Code.  The law specifically states that rates must be based on the costs of assets “used and useful” to the transportation of mail.  This language guarantees an accurate rate that neither overcompensates nor undercompensates carriers.  This stricture has been followed consistently by the Department to the extent accurate data were available.  In the case of large air carriers, ER-586 and T-100 data were available to separate operations by entity.  For small aircraft operators, there was no accurate way to separate operations by entity on a continuing basis.  For that reason, simplifying assumptions were applied to the data that were available.  For example, because there was no way to measure tons enplaned directly, a “weighted departure” methodology was developed to estimate relative efficiencies of loading and unloading different aircraft.  The data available in 1982 were much more limited than today.  Now that T-100 segment data are available, the Department is obliged to use the data to determine the costs of each applicable mail rate.

The Rural Service Improvement Act provides specific instructions on the definition and calculation of bush mail rates.  The law specifies that only carriers providing scheduled passenger service will have their costs and operations included in mail rate setting.  The law also requires that the mail rates be based on the T-100 data filed by carriers.  It is implicit that by defining the data to be used, the law requires that rates be set as accurately as possible based on those data.  Simplifying assumptions are not acceptable if accurate and more specific data are available.

In the case of seaplane rates, it is a simple task to determine which markets should be included.  Appendix A lists seaplane markets in which mail traffic was reported, excluding those markets where mail service is provided under separate Postal Service contract.  Appendix A also lists the markets served by seaplane service under Postal Service contracts.  By cross referencing this list with the points at which only water landings are possible, the scope of covered operations is established.  Sorting the T-100 segment data to include only segments where these points are either an origin or destination on the scheduled passenger flight (“F” type service) establishes the data set for ratemaking.  It should be noted that there will be cases of an included segment where one point is an eligible mail point and the other point is a non-mail destination served as a flag stop.  As a simplifying assumption, these segments should be included in ratemaking.  First, these segments are directly involved in class rate mail service.  Second, the flights and traffic characteristics of these segments are no different than the covered mail service.  Third, the number of flights operated with an intermediate flag stop is de minimus.  Fourth, exclusion of these segments would overlook class rate mail that is carried via these occasional flag stops.

Arguments about which carriers should be included or excluded from the rate base are essentially irrelevant.  The rate base is not defined by carriers operating seaplanes, but rather by the operations in the defined service.  A good example of this principle is Iliamna Air Taxi.  It operates seaplanes as part of its hunting and fishing charter business.  It also operates a seaplane in its mail contract service to Pope Vanoy.  It also transports mail on seaplanes, as a matter of operational convenience from time to time, to points that also have a land airport.  None of these services are covered by the definition of seaplane service in the Rural Service Improvement Act.  All of these operations would be excluded from consideration through application of the segment definition above.  Iliamna Air Taxi has zero revenue ton miles of eligible mail, and thus its weighting factor in the equation would be nil.  This technique also excludes points served by a land airport but which are served by amphibious aircraft such as the Grumman Goose of Peninsula Airways.  The first step in setting the rate is to sort for eligible operations, and then apply each carrier’s costs to its own operations.

As obvious as it sounds, the ratemaking base should exclude operations with wheeled aircraft.  The problem is that there is no aircraft type in commercial service that can only be used for water landings.  Every aircraft type used in seaplane mail service can also be used for land service in some configuration.  During the entire base year data, the “4” suffice to the aircraft type code on the segment reports was not in effect.  The “4” is the cabin configuration code for seaplane service, and was added in October, 2002.  Subsequently, there are instances of coding errors where a different suffix is entered.  By defining the rate based on segments, these errors are corrected.  

It appears that the rate in Order 2004-3-34 includes wheel plane service of Wings of Alaska with its Cessna 207 aircraft.  The aircraft has the same type code “035” as the Cessna 206 aircraft it operates on floats.  Thus, service to land points such as Gustavus, Hoonah, Haines and Skagway has been included in the ratemaking base because the aircraft type code is the same.  These operations would be properly excluded in the segment based service definition.

Once the basic costs of direct operations are developed, these costs must be adjusted for capacity related expenses, circuity and return and taxes.  The Carriers concur with the findings of the Department on these issues with one exception.  The Department has determined that Capacity Related Expenses are neither strictly linehaul nor terminal in nature.  A costing technique was adopted which distributes the capacity related expenses between linehaul and terminal elements based on the relative percentage of costs in each category.  If Capacity Related Expense are equal to 10% of the amount of eligible linehaul and terminal expenses, then both the terminal and linehaul elements are increased by 10% to recover the Capacity Related Expenses.  There is nothing in the Rural Service Improvement Act or Department precedent excluding any Capacity Related Expenses from the costing base.  The correct way to determine the “markup” for Capacity Related Expense is to compare the Capacity Related Expense (numerator) to the total of all allowable other costs (denominator).  The denominator must exclude Traffic Related Expenses and Passenger Liability Insurance.  Otherwise, all applicable Capacity Related Expenses cannot be compensated for under the mail rate.  Capacity Related Expenses are not directly related or tied to the other expenses, but are simply neither strictly linehaul nor terminal.  For example, the amount of Capacity Related Expense has no relation to a varying amount of passenger liability insurance paid each year.  Traffic Servicing Expense and passenger liability insurance have been excluded in determining application of Capacity Related Expense to the linehaul rate in Appendix B.

INCLUSION OF TAQUAN AIR SERVICE COST DATA
Taquan Air Service is a certificated air carrier transporting mail under the current mail rate on scheduled passenger flights from its base in Ketchikan.  Its services qualify under the definition of bush mail rates in the Rural Service Improvement Act.  Its costs were included in all previous mail rates.  In Order 2004-3-34, Taquan’s costs were excluded because its data were found to be “unreliable”.  The basis of this finding was that the apparent circuity of Taquan’s system service was over 300%, an entirely unreasonable amount.  Further study of these data, however, shows that the error was not Taquan’s.  The circuity factor is determined by application of a great circle distance formula based on the longitude and latitude of the origin and destination using the city code of each point.  Taquan provides contract mail service to Deep Bay, Alaska, a point that previously had no unique city code.  Deep Bay is about 14 miles from Ketchikan.  Unfortunately, there is another Deep Bay, Alaska which is located 955 miles from Ketchikan and does have a unique city code.  The Department analysis used the incorrect city code, and generated segment lengths 68 time as long as the correct figure.  This error resulted in the excessive circuity factor.  Taquan provided the correct longitude and latitude for the Deep Bay it serves under Postal Contract, and a distinct city code has now been assigned.

Ironically, had the rate in Order 2004-3-34 been based on an eligible segment analysis, the Deep Bay data would have been excluded because it is served at a contract rate.  The correct circuity factor for Taquan is 10.858%.  The table below shows that this rate is well within the range of other seaplane operators.  Taquan’s data are reliable, and must be included in the ratemaking base.

Table 1

Circuity Factor by Carrier




Carrier

Circuity in Class Rate Service




Promech

  3.924%




Wings of Alaska
  6.215%




Taquan Air Service
10.858%




Peninsula Airways
13.967%




Island Air Service
23.241%




Alaska Seaplane Svc.
25.918%

FINAL RATE
In the rush to put a rate “on the street” meeting the definitions of the Rural Service Improvement Act, the Department has made significant errors.  In the case of the Part 121 bush rate, it included operations not covered by the class rate, and which are of a significantly different operational and traffic nature.  In Order 2004-3-34, data were included from carriers not involved in the class rate, operations outside the class rate, operations to points served by land airports, and wheel only aircraft.  All of these errors would have been avoided if only eligible segments covered by the class rates were included in the analysis.  Moreover, in the seaplane rate the Department wrongly excluded data from the second largest seaplane mail carrier in the state.  These errors must be corrected, and the Capacity Related Expense markup must be computed using only eligible mail rate expenses as a denominator.  Appendix B makes all of these corrections.  The correct linehaul rate for points where only water landings are possible is $23.25422 per revenue ton mile applied to theD.O.T. specified  nonstop distance for the city pair.

RESPONSE TO THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE COMMENTS

In its Comments filed April 30, 2004, the Postal Service made several arguments about the seaplane rate.  Those comments were consistent with the theory proposed by the Postal Service in the Part 121 bush rate, and are thus consistently wrong.  The most ironic point is that it concludes that data for Iliamna Air Taxi should be excluded because it doesn’t actually provide seaplane service to points under the class rate.  This is the position consistently taken by the Carriers.  As it turns out, the desire to include Iliamna’s data would have no bearing anyway is its weighting factor for R.T.M.’s in eligible service would be zero.  In making its magnanimous gesture, the Postal Service argues that the ratemaking language in the Rural Service Improvement Act is really an anomaly.   Instead of saying that the rate should be based only on mail service to points where only water landings are available, the Postal Service argues that the R.S.I.A. really means to include all seaplane operations by all carriers, regardless of whether the service involves a point covered by the rate.  The Postal Service is willing to accept the slight losses caused by the application of its interpretation to the small and declining amount of seaplane mail because of the huge savings it would get under the Part 121 and possibly Part 135 wheel plane rates.  The Postal Service seeks to vaccinate itself against higher rates for 95% of its volume by proposing to include some slightly above average cost seaplane operations.  Even this gesture is really meaningless.  When the traffic weighting factors are applied to the various costs, there is no real change in the seaplane rates.  The Department does not have the discretion to decide that specific language in the R.S.I.A. means anything else but its clear definition.

The Postal Service states that it should not pay for the circuity involved in mail transportation.  It argues that it is a reflection on the carrier, and not the character of mail delivery that multi-stop itineraries are often used.  Using the same logic, Postage rates should be reduced to correct for Postal Service inefficiencies involved in using routings longer than necessary to serve a single specific address, and vehicles larger than needed to deliver one addressee’s mail.  It is the Postal Service that should have to bear the circuity costs associated with the routes and vehicles assigned to letter carriers.  Both arguments are obviously absurd because the “logic” is faulty.  Carriers schedule multi-stop service in order to maximize the onboard load.  The higher the load, the lower the unit cost per R.T.M..  The lower the unit cost per R.T.M., the lower the mail pay rate.  The Postal Service is the beneficiary of multi-stop service through lower rates.  It should also be pointed out that the operation of multi-market flights is based on the delivery standards for mail imposed by the Postal Service through its PO-508 procedures manual.  If the Postal Service would just stop tendering mail every day, and wait until it gathers enough mail for a full planeload to each single point, then single market mail service might be feasible. An alternative to assigning mail related linehaul costs by R.T.M. as routed would be to use the nonstop R.T.M.’s calculated by applying nonstop mileages to the T-100 market O&D data.  Essentially this is a wash because the lower number of R.T.M.’s used would result in a higher cost per R.T.M..

The Postal Service believes the rate of return and taxes element is too high because it exceeds the profit margin of 5% applied to Essential Air Service subsidy.  There are several reasons why this argument is incorrect.  First, Essential Air Service is costed as an increment of a carrier’s total service.  No carrier in Alaska provides only Essential Air Service, and the subsidy rate is based on how much the cost and revenue of the operation would be increased or decreased incrementally.  The mail rate, however, assumes a full rate of return on a fully allocated cost basis.  Second, the E.A.S. subsidy rate is negotiated on a case by case basis.  In many cases costs in excess of the carrier’s individual cost rate are used, and non-cash costs such as in-kind services are added before markup.  Third, the operations under Essential Air Service are limited.  Certificated Air Carriers are required by law to transport any mail tendered by the Postal Service.  There is no cost or service cap, only a delivery standard for mail.  Fourth, 5% does not represent an adequate rate of return to compensate bush carriers for their investment, risks, costs of capital and taxes.  In Order 88-4-27, the Department found that the appropriate factor for rate of return and taxes was 14.45%, or 5 percentage points higher than used in the current rate.  That 14.45% rate was reduced from the previous 15.5% rate because prime interest rates had dropped six percentage points.  The Carriers’ believe the proposed rate of return is not compensatory, but is acceptable as long as it is applied to the fully allocated expenses of service covered by the class rate.  The current prime interest rate is 4.00%.  As the rate rises, future mail rates must be adjusted to reflect the higher cost of borrowing.

PART 121 COMMENTS
Some of the comments made by the Postal Service do not really apply to the seaplane rate, but are aimed at another bite of the well gnawed Part 121 bush rate apple.  The Postal Service argues that the wording of the R.S.I.A. relating to setting bush rates is ambiguous in relation to the other bush rate definitions.  This claim is false.  In defining all three rates, the law uniformly states that rates will be based on “data collected under subsection (k)…” from “passenger carriers” operating aircraft of the type covered by the rate.  Each rate is service based in its application.  The Part 121 rate is paid universally to all carriers operating service in a market where a Part 121 carrier is tendered non-priority bypass mail.  The Part 135 rate is paid universally to all carriers operating service in markets where only Part 135 carriers are tendered.  The Seaplane rate is paid universally to all carriers operating service in markets where only water landings are available.  

The Postal Service refers to the same language to assert (inaccurately) that all operations by particular aircraft types must be included in the wheel plane rates.  The language quoted by the Postal Service simply defines the universe of carriers (not aircraft) from which data are to be collected.  For example, in all three rates the law specifies that only passenger carrier data are to be used.  While the Postal Service argues that there is no specific limitation on the data to be included, the law also does not specify that all data from the included carriers would be used.  Such an interpretation is absurd on its face.  A Part 121 carrier is an airline that operates some Part 121 bush aircraft in passenger service.  If all of the data collected from those specified carriers were included, the rate base would include the bush operations of Frontier Flying Service and Peninsula Airways, as well as the seaplane operations of Penair.  The correct test of what data should be included in ratemaking is whether the service provided falls within the coverage of the mail rate being set.  Just because Penair and Wings of Alaska meet the definition of “Part 135 bush passenger carriers”, not all of the expenses for its system of operations should be included in setting the Part 135 rate.  The Department does not use all of the operations of any of the Mainline carriers in setting the mainline rate.  The interstate and international operations of Alaska, Lynden and Northern Air Cargo are excluded, as are the bush operations of Evert’s/Tatonduk.

WHEREFORE, the Consolidated Carriers respectfully request that the Department set a linehaul rate of $23.25422 per ton mile based on the Department specified nonstop distance between the mail dispatch point and destinations at which only water landings are available.  This rate is based on the inclusion of all bush carriers operating scheduled passenger service under the class rate in these markets.  It also includes the adjustment in assigning the costs of Capacity Related Expense.  To the extent that this document includes responses to the Comments of the Postal Service filed April 30, 2004, the Carriers request leave to file an otherwise unauthorized document.  The Carriers also ask that this document be accepted although filed after the close of business on the agreed Comment exchange date.

Respectfully submitted,

The Consolidated Carriers

____________________

By Hank Myers

April 10, 2004

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing Comments of the Consolidated Carriers, with appendices, upon all parties to Docket 14694.  In addition, a copy of this document along with the spreadsheets used to calculate the rate and all supporting data on a CD-ROM have been sent by prepaid first class mail to representatives of the Postal Service as well as the Office of Aviation Analysis and the Bureau of Transportation Statistics.  Copies of this CD-ROM will be sent to any other party requesting it.

____________________

Hank Myers

April 10, 2004
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	ORIGIN
	DESTINATION
	MI LES
	

	SCHEDULED SERVICE MAIL MARKETS
	
	

	Dutch Harbor
	Akutan (KQA)
	35
	

	
	
	
	

	Juneau
	Angoon (AGN)
	59
	

	
	Elfin Cove (ELV)
	64
	

	
	Pelican (PEC)
	67
	

	
	Tenakee (TKE)
	50
	

	
	
	
	

	Ketchikan
	Coffman Cove (KCC)
	68
	

	
	Craig (CGA)
	59
	

	
	Edna Bay (EDA)
	89
	

	
	Hollis (HYL)
	40
	

	
	Hydaburg (HYG)
	47
	

	
	Kasaan (KXA)
	31
	

	
	Metlakatla (MTM)
	15
	

	
	Naukiti (NKI)
	71
	

	
	Point Baker (KPB)
	103
	

	
	Port Protection (PPV)
	116
	

	
	Thorne Bay (KTB)
	41
	

	
	Waterfall (KWF)
	62
	

	
	Whale Pass (WWP)
	78
	

	
	
	
	

	Kodiak
	Alitak (ALZ)
	89
	

	
	Amook (AOS)
	54
	

	
	Kitoi Bay (KKB)
	31
	

	
	Moser Bay (KMY)
	80
	

	
	Olga Bay (KOY)
	77
	

	
	Port Bailey (KPY)
	24
	

	
	Port Williams (KPR)
	47
	

	
	Seal Bay (SYB)
	29
	

	
	Uganik (UGI)
	39
	

	
	West Point (KWP)
	39
	

	
	Zachar Bay (KZB)
	49
	

	
	
	
	

	CONTRACT MAIL MARKETS
	
	

	Iliamna
	Pope Vanoy (PVY)
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Ketchikan
	Hyder (WHD)
	75
	

	
	Deep Bay (A36)
	14
	

	
	Yes Bay (WYB)
	25
	

	
	Bell Island (KBE)
	40
	


Source- D.O.T. T-100 Market O&D data, Carrier information

	
	INTRA-ALASKA SEAPLANE RATE
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	#
	ITEM
	Iliamna
	Island
	Penair
	Promech
	Promech
	Promech
	Promech

	
	
	DHC-2
	C-206
	Goose
	C-185
	DHC-2
	DHC-3
	DHC-6

	9
	Fuel, Skd. F-2
	$47,504
	$17,557
	$114,771
	$24,842
	$262,356
	$143,697
	$44,315

	
	Flight Crew Salary
	$33,852
	$38,510
	$279,237
	$35,872
	$466,855
	$245,653
	$60,996

	
	Hull Insurance
	$30,123
	$14,003
	$79,760
	$6,898
	$104,322
	$157,740
	$88,550

	
	Third Party Insurance
	$5,949
	$2,506
	$27,994
	$5,301
	$104,249
	$90,303
	$5,731

	
	Flight Equipment Maintenance
	$20,721
	$30,432
	$429,479
	$18,181
	$406,367
	$236,248
	$145,618

	
	F.E. Depreciation & Rental
	$0
	$67,381
	$110,308
	$69,247
	$295,650
	$528,296
	$319,300

	10
	Eligible Expense
	$90,645
	$153,832
	$926,778
	$135,499
	$1,309,749
	$1,258,240
	$620,195

	11
	Total Linehaul Expense
	$138,149
	$171,389
	$1,041,549
	$160,341
	$1,572,105
	$1,401,937
	$664,510

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Linehaul + Capacity Related
	$147,174
	$214,920
	$1,195,948
	$170,904
	$1,675,675
	$1,494,297
	$708,288

	13
	Linehaul + CR + Return & Taxes
	$161,097
	$235,252
	$1,309,085
	$187,072
	$1,834,194
	$1,635,657
	$775,292

	14
	Linehaul + CR + R&T + Circuity
	$168,020
	$289,926
	$1,491,925
	$194,413
	$1,906,168
	$1,699,840
	$805,714

	15
	System Revenue Block Hours
	550
	478
	907
	503
	5,507
	2,988
	906

	16
	Sched Rev Blk Hrs Mail Service
	0
	445
	419
	155
	2,956
	1,241
	11

	17
	Linehaul Expense in Mail Svc.
	$0
	$269,911
	$689,213
	$59,908
	$1,023,176
	$705,991
	$9,782

	18
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Scheduled Mail R.T.M.s
	0.000
	1796.652
	1652.695
	305.928
	14099.170
	10761.000
	60.022

	20
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Total Weighted RTM's
	0.000
	7853.844
	17838.670
	2275.831
	75781.470
	56381.800
	659.329

	22
	Unit Cost Per R.T.M.
	#DIV/0!
	$34.36668
	$38.63592
	$26.32376
	$13.50167
	$12.52162
	$14.83691

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	Mail Percentage
	0.00000%
	3.04644%
	2.80235%
	0.51874%
	23.90686%
	18.24658%
	0.10177%

	24
	Unit Cost Wtd by Mail RTM's
	
	$1.04696
	$1.08271
	$0.13655
	$3.22782
	$2.28477
	$0.01510
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	A.S.S.
	A.S.S.
	Wings
	Wings
	Wings
	Taquan
	TOTAL
	ITEM
	
	

	C-180
	DHC-2
	C-206
	DHC-2
	DHC-3
	DHC-2
	
	
	
	

	$2,408
	$97,301
	$42,940
	$47,089
	$36,235
	$233,940
	$1,114,955
	Fuel, Skd. F-2
	

	$2,547
	$133,065
	$96,813
	$114,302
	$53,792
	$380,235
	$1,941,729
	Flight Crew Salary
	

	$1,747
	$71,561
	$13,239
	$25,999
	$18,367
	$130,589
	$742,898
	Hull Insurance
	

	$230
	$8,499
	$8,602
	$9,632
	$8,075
	$207,661
	$484,732
	Third Party Insurance
	

	$4,551
	$172,373
	$78,207
	$107,418
	$93,857
	$567,112
	$2,310,564
	Flight Equipment Maintenance

	$2,613
	$121,931
	$13,997
	$60,436
	$84,985
	$272,617
	$1,946,761
	F.E. Depreciation & Rental

	$11,763
	$507,429
	
	$528,645
	$259,076
	$1,558,214
	$7,360,065
	Eligible Expense
	

	$14,171
	$604,730
	$42,940
	$575,734
	$295,311
	$1,792,154
	$8,475,020
	Total Linehaul Expense

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	$15,271
	$651,657
	$48,347
	$648,236
	$332,500
	$1,867,442
	$9,170,660
	Linehaul + Capacity Related

	$16,715
	$713,304
	$52,921
	$709,559
	$363,954
	$2,044,102
	$10,038,204
	Linehaul + CR + Return & Taxes

	$21,048
	$898,178
	$56,210
	$753,658
	$386,574
	$2,266,051
	$10,937,725
	Linehaul + CR + R&T + Circuity

	43
	1,629
	145
	1,260
	592
	23,022
	$38,530
	System Revenue Block Hours

	23
	1,082
	23
	915
	359
	8,813
	$16,442
	Sched Rev Blk Hrs Mail Service

	$11,258
	$596,580
	$8,916
	$547,300
	$234,426
	$867,462
	$5,023,923
	Linehaul Expense in Mail Svc.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.801
	5727.345
	401.436
	2420.756
	1706.699
	20006.920
	58975.423
	Scheduled Mail R.T.M.s

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	372.166
	27218.410
	3364.712
	20678.640
	16893.070
	24924.450
	254242.392
	Total Weighted RTM's

	$30.24991
	$21.91825
	$2.64988
	$26.46690
	$13.87703
	$34.80365
	
	Unit Cost Per R.T.M.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0.06240%
	9.71141%
	0.68068%
	4.10469%
	2.89392%
	33.92417%
	
	Mail Percentage
	

	$0.01888
	$2.12857
	$0.01804
	$1.08638
	$0.40159
	$11.80685
	$23.25422
	Unit Cost Wtd by Mail RTM's


22
1

