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Pursuant to Rule 21 of the Rules of Practice of the Postal Rate Commission, the Office of the Consumer Advocate (OCA) hereby moves to compel survey results requested in interrogatory OCA/USPS-7, filed September 28, 2001.  In accordance with the Commission’s Rules 26(d) and 27(d), the interrogatory is reproduced below.

OCA/USPS-7.
The following interrogatory refers to a case study, “Pushing the Envelope, The U.S. Postal Service Digs Deep To Deliver What Customers Really Want,” by Francia Smith, Lizbeth Dobbins, and Janet Tonner.  A copy of the article is attached.   The case study indicates that “Postal Service managers have access to as many as 180,000 business-satisfaction surveys and 200,000 residential surveys every three months.  And while customer satisfaction surveys have been around for a long time, what makes these different – and a great model for any service company – is that the results are linked by ZIP Code to precise locations and operations at the Postal Service.”

(a) Please provide copies of the 180,000 business-satisfaction surveys and 200,000 residential surveys that are performed every three months.

(b)
For each year and each three month period in  FY 2000 and FY 2001, please provide by postal region, a copy of the survey results referred to in the case study.


In response to part (a) of OCA interrogatory 7, the Postal Service provided copies of the blank survey forms, one entitled “U.S. Postal Service Customer Satisfaction Survey” (the Residential customer survey, Attachment A), the other entitled “U.S. Postal Service Business Customer Satisfaction Survey” (the Business customer survey, Attachment B).  For the most part, the Postal Service objected to filing any survey results, alleging that most of the results were irrelevant.
  The Postal Service expressed willingness to submit survey results that reveal “customers’ experiences with specific classes of mail,”
 but only subject to protective conditions.  The Postal Service takes the position that survey results that are not class-specific are “irrelevant to the determination of rates and fees”
 and “to a proceeding under 39 U.S.C. §§3622 and 3623.”


OCA vehemently disagrees that only the class-specific survey results are relevant to the current rate proceeding and asks the Presiding Officer to direct the Postal Service to submit most of the information that the Service is currently withholding.  The Postal Service refuses to provide any of the responses collected in the Residential customer survey, and only a small fraction of the information collected in the survey of Business customer satisfaction.  


Most of the questions posed in the Residential customer survey are concerned with inquiries about the quality of services being provided by the Postal Service.  For example, question 1.a. inquires about the accuracy of delivery to the correct address, while question 1.b. asks whether mail has been delivered in good condition.  Question 2.b. formulates 1.b. somewhat differently, asking whether the respondent has received damaged mail within 30 days of answering the question.  Number 5 poses questions concerning ease of buying stamps, ease of mailing letters, and ease of mailing packages.  Questions 9 and 11 inquire about the helpfulness, clarity, and courteousness of window clerks.  Questions 21-23 ask about overall Postal Service performance.  


Like the Residential customers survey, many of the Business survey questions measure customer satisfaction with postal employees (Question 1.c., f., g., h., and Question 13.c.), the accuracy of mail delivery (Questions 1.k. and 5.a.), the convenience of conducting business at a postal retail facility (Question 13.a. and b.), the quality of mail processing, transportation, and delivery (Question 1.l., Question 3, and Question 4.b.), the accuracy of Postal Service accounting practices (Question 10), the quality and accuracy of communication with the Postal Service (Question 17), the speed and reliability of mail delivery (Question 19), and the general perception of quality about the Postal Service (Questions 26 and 29).


Residential and Business customers’ perceptions of the efficiency, accuracy, and convenience of the Postal Service are highly relevant to a number of issues that must be resolved by the Commission.  Foremost among them is the level of the contingency that will be recommended.  One of the ten “Significant Possible Adversities” proffered by witness Tayman as a justification for his proposal to add a three percent contingency to the revenue requirement is the “variation between projected and actual mail volume and revenue,” a variation that he characterizes as “inevitable.”
  He notes that revenue variance from the Docket R2000-1 estimate was more than two percent.  Indeed, OCA concurs that Postal Service mis-estimates of volumes and revenues are a source of concern.  OCA, however, strongly disagrees that such variations are “inevitable.”


In Docket No. R2000-1, as in the current proceeding, witness Tayman offered revenue shortfalls and disappointing volume growth as bases for establishing the R2000-1 contingency at 2.5 percent.
  OCA witness Burns challenged the revenue and volume contentions of witness Tayman on the ground that such matters are controllable by the Postal Service, and therefore, not proper justifications for a higher contingency.
  Witness Burns stressed that, “The Postal Service can influence volumes by improving service . . . .”  In his direct testimony, witness Burns testified that:

The purpose of a contingency is to cover expense[s] which are unexpected . . . and are uncontrollable . . . .  After all, honest, efficient, and economical management will make every reasonable effort to control those costs that are foreseen and foreseeable.

Witness Burns’ testimony conforms to the Commission’s view of the purpose of the contingency.  In its Docket No. R2000-1 opinion, the Commission reiterated the legal standard for assessing the need for a particular level of contingency that it had articulated years before in Docket No. R84-1:

the [§3621] provision is intended to protect against unforeseeable events, not capable of being prevented through honest, efficient, and economical management, and which might have a significantly adverse impact on the financial position of the Service or upon its operations.

Through discovery, OCA is attempting to develop evidence on the level of customer satisfaction both with particular classes and services (that relate directly to the issue of markup) and with the Postal Service generally.  The latter type of information – general and diverse customer satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the Postal Service – is material that OCA intends to incorporate into its own testimony relating to the contingency.  While the Postal Service may wish to neglect such information in the development of its contingency testimony, its efforts to prevent the OCA from so doing should not be condoned.

OCA further notes that customer perceptions about the Postal Service and its efficiency, accuracy, convenience, and courtesy undoubtedly will influence the growth or diminution of volumes in the test year.  Yet Postal Service witness Tolley fails to give these matters explicit treatment in his volume estimation procedures.  This may very well contribute to the revenue shortfall noted by witness Tayman and cited above.  It cannot be gainsaid that the requested survey results would be relevant to an evaluation of the Postal Service’s volume and revenue estimates in this proceeding, as well as rate design and application of pricing criteria.


It is significant that the Postal Service does not allege in its Objection that production of the requested survey responses is burdensome.  Perforce, when one weighs the relevance and importance of the cited survey responses to OCA testimony against the Postal Service’s bare assertion of irrelevance, the balance tips heavily and clearly in the direction of production.


When one applies the standard for relevance articulated by the Postal Service itself, it is apparent that some of the Residential customer survey information is clearly class-specific and relevant.  For example, question 2 asks Residential customers about several different “situation[s]” concerning mail delivery:

2.b.
“Received statements, bills, or correspondence addressed to a previous resident.”

2.d.
“Received magazines or newspapers later than expected.”

2.e.
“Received advertising mail too late to take advantage of coupons or sales.”


It is hard to imagine that residential customers responding to these questions would have had any classes of mail in mind other than First Class in answering 2.b., Periodicals class in answering 2.d., and Standard A in answering 2.e.  These responses should certainly be provided.


With respect to the Business customers survey, Question 6, which is limited to receipt of mail via a post office box, is associated with a unique service, and therefore relevant even under the Postal Service’s view of relevance.  

For the reasons presented above, the OCA respectfully requests that the Postal Service be directed to provide survey responses to the following Questions:

Residential Customer Survey
Question 1.a. – g.

Question 2.a. – h.

Questions 3 and 4

Question 5.a. – k.

Questions 6 –7 (OCA anticipates using this information in its direct testimony).

Question 9.a. – f.

Question 10

Question 11.a. – j.

Question 15a. and b.

Question 17 (OCA anticipates using this information in its direct testimony).

Question 18.a. – e.

Question 19

Question 20.a. – c.

Question 21

Question 22.a. – h.

Question 23

Question 33

Business Customer Survey
Question 1.a. – h. and k. and l.

Question 2.a. – d.

Question 3.a. – c.

Question 4

Question 5.a. – b.

Question 6, including a. and b.

Question 8a. – c.

Question 10

Question 13a. – c.

Questions 14 –16

Question 17.a. – d.

Question 18

Question 19.a. – c.

Question 26

Questions 29 - 31
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