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USPS/OCA-T7-21(e)

(e)
Did anyone within the OCA consider conducting any market research in conjunction with its Docket No. R2000-1 CEM proposal?  If not, please explain why market research was not conducted.  Please also provide all documents generated in connection with any such discussions or deliberations concerning such market research.   

RESPONSE TO USPS/OCA-T7-21(e)

Yes.  In considering issues to include in the OCA’s testimony in Docket No. R2000-1, the OCA considered the desirability of conducting market research on CEM as well as on other initiatives.  The OCA explored informally the parameters, including cost, of performing market research that could be expected to produce statistically valid results, as well as OMB restrictions on data collection governing the Commission.  Given the modest budget on which the Commission operates, including the very modest budget for the Office of the Consumer Advocate, and given the need to commit available funds to other aspects of the rate case, it was not feasible to conduct market research on CEM.

USPS/OCA-T7-22(b)

(b)
For each intervenor listed below, confirm that the OCA has had discussions with representatives from each party regarding the CEM proposal and/or the intervenor proposal indicated.  If not confirmed, please explain.  In addition, state the date(s) of those discussions, the person(s) involved in those discussions, the topic(s) discussed, and the conclusion(s) you may have reached.  Please provide copies of all notes, records, or other documentation that you may have maintained in connection with these discussions.

 (2) E-Stamp: PC Postage Discount Proposal

(2) 
Stamps.com: PC Postage Discount Proposal

(3)
MMA: "P" Rate Proposal

(4) 
Pitney Bowes: Meter Mail Discount Proposal

RESPONSE TO USPS/OCA-T7-22(b)

(b)
Confirmed.  In each case the meeting was held at the request of the party.


(1) and (2)
On March 30, 2000, Ted Gerarden, Gail Willette, and Rand Costich of the OCA met with Timothy May for E-Stamp Corporation and David Hendel for Stamps.com.  The principal purpose of the meeting was for the OCA to learn about E-Stamp Corporation’s and Stamps.com’s plans to request a discount for IBI postage.  The OCA did not reach any conclusion as a result of this meeting.  Copies of notes of the meeting are attached.


(3)
It is my understand that the “P” rate proposal refers to the proposal made by witness James Clifton on behalf of the American Bankers Association (“ABA”) and the National Association of Presort Mailers (“NAPM”), not the Major Mailers Association (“MMA”).  On April 3, 2000, Ted Gerarden met with Joel Thomas and James Clifton for NAPM.  The principal purpose of the meeting was for the OCA to learn about the “P” rate stamp proposal being considered by NAPM.  The OCA did not reach any conclusion as a result of this meeting, but later determined that there was merit in the idea.  No notes were taken of the meeting.  Mr. Clifton did later share a copy of draft testimony with the OCA.  That draft was returned to Mr. Clifton.  Attached hereto is a copy of a letter, dated May 5, 2000, sent by me to Mr. Clifton concerning the draft.

(4)
On December 10, 1999, Ted Gerarden met with John Schmidt and John Campo of Pitney Bowes.  The principle purpose of the meeting was for the OCA to learn about Pitney Bowes’ plans to propose a discount for metered mail.  The OCA did not reach any conclusion as a result of this meeting.  No notes were taken of the meeting.

DECLARATION


I, Ted P. Gerarden, declare under penalty of perjury that the answers to interrogatories USPS/OCA-T7-21(e) and –22(b) of the United States Postal Service are true and correct, to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

Executed ______________________








_____________________________
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that I have this date served the foregoing document upon all participants of record in this proceeding in accordance with Section 12 of the Rules of Practice.
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