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USPS/MASA-T2-7.  Please refer to page 5 and Exhibit A to your testimony and to the attached page M00079 of the documents provided to the Postal Service on March 1, 1999, in response to USPS/MASA-1.  Confirm that the fourteen mailers for whom you include information in your testimony concerning the size of jobs were the respondents to a solicitation for information which you sent to over 175 firms.

USPS/MASA-T2-7 Response:  Not confirmed.  The fourteen mailers for whom I included information in my testimony and in Exhibit A to my testimony were respondents to a solicitation for information that I sent through MASA’s listserv.  The reference in my November 28, 1998 e-mail (M 00079) to “our Listserve group of 175 plus” was not a reference to the total number of firms participating in listserv, but to the number of individuals who participated, to the best of my knowledge at the time.  Many firms had multiple participants, and I do not know the number of firms who were participating.  In addition, the information in Exhibit A to my testimony was not obtained in response to document M 00079, but in response to a different e-mail (see response to USPS/MASA-T2-8). 
USPS/MASA-T2-8.  Please refer to the attachments.

(a) Please confirm that the email message contained in attached page M00020 of the documents provided to the Postal Service on March 1, 1999, in response to USPS/MASA-1, is the request you refer to at page 5, lines 7-9, of your testimony.

(b) Please confirm that you renewed your request in the attached email message, page M00103 of that same material.

(c) Please refer to your statement: “And though they don’t have a cost structure yet, you can be guaranteed they’ll low-ball all printing and handling costs.”  At the time you made that statement, were you aware that the Postal Service’s cost estimates would be subject to review and evaluation by the Postal Rate Commission?

(d) At the time you made that statement were you aware that the Postal Rate Commission would recommend the fees and rates applicable to Mailing Online service?

USPS/MASA-T2-8 Response:

(a)
Not confirmed.  My e-mail dated November 22, 1998 (M 00020) was an e-mail intended to stimulate discussion on MASA’s listserv concerning Mailing Online, and to obtain information informally concerning the views of other MASA members regarding Mailing Online.  I requested “thoughts” and “comments” in addition to asking about the percentage of business other MASA members obtained from smaller mailings.  I did not at that time ask for that information in any particular form, or define precisely the sorts of jobs to be included, as I did subsequently.  This e-mail was not the e-mail referred to in my testimony.

(b)
Not confirmed.  My February 1, 1999 e-mail (M 00103) is the request referred to at page 5, lines 7-9 of my testimony; it is not a renewal of an earlier request.  This e-mail was the first one in which I asked for information I intended to use in my testimony, described the form by which such information should be provided, or described the general parameters of jobs that could be performed by Mailing Online.  All the information in Attachment A to my testimony was obtained in response to this e-mail.

(c)
Yes.  My belief, as a businessman, was that the Postal Service would submit low cost estimates to the Postal Rate Commission for its review.  It is to the Postal Service’s benefit for the MOL cost structure to be as low as possible in a market with competitors.

(d)
Yes.

USPS/MASA-T2-9.  Please confirm that you received the attached documents.  (Pages M00054-55 and M00060-61 from the documents provided to the Postal Service on March 1, 1999, in response to USPS/MASA-1).

USPS/MASA-T2-9 Response:  I confirm that I received through listserv all documents numbered M 00054 - M00127, copies of which are attached to this response.  The two specified documents are among them.

DECLARATION


I, Scott Schuh, declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing answers are true and correct, to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.
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Date:  _____________________

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that the foregoing Response Of Mail Advertising Service Association International Witness Schuh To Follow-Up Interrogatories And Requests For Production Of Documents Of The United States Postal Service was served upon all participants of record in this proceeding in accordance with Section 12 of the Rules of Practice and POR No. MC98-1/4 this 12th day of March, 1999.
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Graeme W. Bush

� 	The USPS erroneously numbered these interrogatories USPS/MASA-T2-7-9.  Witness Schuh’s testimony is MASA-T-1, not MASA-T-2.  These responses correct this error.
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