UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
OUII Full Participation Survey

The U.S. International Trade Commission (USITC or Commission) is implementing a survey process to
aid in a qualitative evaluation of three alternative staffing participation levels used by the Office of Unfair
Import Investigations (“OUII”) in staffing investigations conducted under Section 337 of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended, 19 U.S.C. § 1337. The three participation levels are: (1) Full Participation; (2)
Selective Participation; and (3) No Participation. This submission concerns the Full Participation Survey.
The USITC’s request for generic clearance for this qualitative survey was approved by OMB, OMB
Control No. 3117-0222, ICR reference No. 201107-3117-001. The Commission’s notice of submission to
OMB requesting generic clearance under expedited approval provisions was published in the Federal
Register on July 7, 2011. The notice is posted on the USITC Internet site at
http://www.usitc.gov/secretary/fed reg notices/miscellaneous/2011-16905.pdf.

A, The Survey Population
For each investigation in which OUII participated fully as an independent party in the investigation, the
Commission will request the private parties and USITC staff to respond on a voluntary basis to the Full
Participation Survey after the investigation has been terminated. Private parties include representatives of
the complainant and named respondents. USITC staff are personnel who were involved in the completed
investigation and include staff in OUII, the Office of Administrative Law Judges, the General Counsel’s
Office, and the Commissioners’ offices. A copy of the Full Participation Survey is attached.

B. Field Testing
In February 2012, the Commission field-tested the survey with regard to the reporting burden, clarity of
questions, navigation through the survey, and survey format. The individuals set out in the table below
were identified as participants for the field test of the survey. All of the individuals have significant
experience in Section 337 investigations.

Judge Shaw | OALJ | David.Shaw@USITC.gov
Anne Goalwin | OUII Anne.Goalwin@usitc.gov
| Jeffrey Hsu oun Jeffrey.Hsu@usitc.gov

Katie Clune Outside Firm - Crowell & Moring kclune@crowell.com
Brian Busey . | Outside Firm — Morrison & Foerster | gbusey@mofo.com
Monisha Deka | Outside Firm — White & Case mdeka@whitecase.com
Alex Rogers Qualcomm arogers@gualcomm.com

Attached are: (1) a copy of the Full Participation Survey; and (2) a table providing comments from field
test participants and actions taken in response to those comments.

C. Reporting Burden and Projected Cost
The cost/burden matrix was provided in the generic clearance package under the heading “Op 2 IP-Based
Inv. User Survey.” For the Full Participation Survey, the reporting burden is estimated to be:

Total number of survey respondents:  (No.) 577
Frequency of response: (No.) 1
Average completion time per survey:  (hours) 0.75
Total burden: (hours) 432.75

Total cost: , (dollars) $29,859.75
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1 think the survey is an excellent idea and the content seems to
cover the key areas well. One suggestion that | have is to make the
survey anonymous {at least optional) so that it promotes candor.

Perspective is important —need to know source
- Decision: do not allow anonymous
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Recommendation Comment/Solution

kclune@crowell.c

The question at the outset after | said | settled before close of Decision: Add “N/A” as an option for questions
discovery, the questions regarding whether | was successful before | 7 and 8.
the ALJ and Commission did not make sense.

|muu‘< i

il

Question 5 is confusmg because It seems to assume that Decnsnon Add text box to #4 tltled ”lf None or
involvement will only end when a party is no longer in the Minimal, please explain.”
1l investigation.
Recommendation ' Comment/Solution
anne.goalwin@us
5 337-TA-999 7 | itc.gov Decision: Reverse scales so that favorable is

In questions 12 and 14 the scale is confusing; in most surveys the always on the right. Also, find some visual way
good is at the far right and the bad is at the far left so | assumed to separate “No Basis to Judge” from the scale
that the far right was helpful and lt is the reverse here; values.

Issue sufficiently addressed by changes already
planned. No additional changes required.

in questions 10-11 the reference to decision-maker is not clear; is
this the ALJ/Commission or the party representative deciding how
to proceed with its case

Recommendation Comment/Solution

The "please explain” box is not always relevant and might be better | Decision: The introduction/delivery instructions
. Hypothetical 5 arogers@qualcom | | 4¢3 scomments” box. will contain an explanation of the various types
m.com of information which may be entered into these
text boxes. )
Navigation was Ok, except when "back” button is used, prior Action item: Doug to test. If this cannot be
comments are erased. corrected, screen will be updated with instruction
’ not use the browser buttons.
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! i Everything was going smoothly until this little window! Choices ‘
were good, and had open option. Order was logical. Tried going ) HP
| backand forth, and navigation good. Questionnaire was the right ‘

Additional items discussed during review:

1. For#11, remove “if any”.

2. For questions with “No Basis to Judge” as the last item on a scale, find a way to separate that answer from the good -> bad scale (e.g. a line, shading,
etc.)

3. Add an “Other Comments” question/section to the end, 2,000 characters long, as an optional area for responders to use in the event they really wanted
to convey additional information, but did not have sufficient opportunity in the survey. Instructions must ask the responder to specifically reference the
question number relevant to the additional information being submitted.




