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Abstract

ParcelPal proposes a concierge parcel-handling service for small and midsize apartment buildings with-
out staffed front desks. The renter base and operational problem are plausible, but public evidence does
not establish sufficient pain, willingness to pay, or route economics for the proposed segment. A weighted
validation score of 59/100 therefore supports a narrow manual pilot rather than software development.
The riskiest joint hypothesis is that a manager will pay at least $450 per month while labor and transport
remain below 55 percent of revenue on a compact route. The recommended minimum viable experiment
serves five buildings for four weeks using existing tools, records chain of custody, and requires a paid
renewal decision. The idea advances only if at least three buildings renew, household usage exceeds 30
percent, the route reaches positive contribution margin, and no unresolved custody incident occurs.

1 Decision
Do not build software. Sell and operate a manual
four-week pilot in one dense service area. The first
decision is whether the problem is painful enough
and the route economic enough to justify any tech-
nology investment.

The target buyer is a self-managing owner or local
property manager operating a 20–80-unit building
with recurring package complaints and no staffed
front desk. The user is a resident who is away dur-
ing delivery hours. Likely blockers include insurers,
maintenance leads, and boards concerned about ac-
cess, liability, prohibited goods, and chain of cus-
tody.

2 Hypotheses
The validation case contains four distinct evidence
states:

• Verified context: Chicago has a large renter
population; the cited Census record provides
a contextual housing baseline.

• Directional problem: parcel handling is
visible in multifamily operations, but severity
in 20–80-unit buildings is not established.

• Commercial hypothesis: a manager will
pay $450–$650 per month for fewer com-
plaints, interruptions, and returns.

• Operational unknown: route density, in-
surance, access, usage, and payment owner-
ship remain unmeasured.

This separation matters. Market context cannot
substitute for customer evidence, and customer in-
terest cannot substitute for contribution margin.

3 Scoring Method
Let the validation score be

V =
n∑

i=1
wiei, (1)

where wi is the maximum point value for criterion
i and ei ∈ [0, 1] is the fraction supported by current
evidence. The resulting 59/100 is not a probability
of success; it is a transparent readiness score.

The score is constrained by weak customer and
price evidence. Improving product design would not
resolve either deficit.

4 Economics as Testable Scenarios
The revenue cases below are scenarios, not forecasts.
They exist to expose the operating assumptions that
must be measured.

For building j, monthly contribution is

Cj = Pj − (tjr + mj + qj), (2)

where Pj is price, tj is service time, r is loaded labor
and transport cost per hour, mj is material cost, and
qj is expected incident cost. A route is viable only
when total contribution covers coordination and in-
surance overhead with a margin of safety.
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Table 1: Illustrative route scenarios. ARR denotes annual recurring revenue before churn or expansion.
Scenario Revenue construction Interpretation

Downside 8 buildings at
$335/month;
approximately
$32,000 ARR

Low density and high handoff time make margin unlikely. The
segment or price must change.

Base 12 buildings at
$550/month;
approximately
$79,000 ARR

Two compact neighborhoods with weekday operations may
support a small route if service time is controlled.

Upside 15 buildings at
$735/month;
approximately
$132,000 ARR

Requires stronger adoption and paid return handling; neither
assumption is currently verified.

Table 2: Current validation score.
Criterion Max Earned

Problem severity 20 12
Customer evidence 15 3
Willingness to pay and economics 15 5
Market attractiveness 10 8
Differentiation 10 6
Distribution 10 7
Operational feasibility 10 8
Founder advantage 5 5
Risk manageability 5 5

Total 100 59

5 Minimum Viable Experiment
Recruit five self-managed buildings within a 15-
minute route. Operate a staffed parcel window
twice daily, issue photo receipts, send simple SMS
notifications, and process returns on two fixed days.
Use a phone, labels, lockable rolling bins, a shared
log, and a signed access policy. Cap pre-insurance
experiment spend at $2,500.

The pilot must be paid. A free trial may reveal
workflow problems, but it cannot validate willing-
ness to pay. The agreement should state the actual
renewal price before service begins.

5.1 Pass gate
Advance only if all four conditions are met:

1. at least three of five buildings renew for a paid
second month at $450 or more;

2. labor and transport remain below 55 percent
of collected revenue;

3. at least 30 percent of households use the ser-
vice; and

4. no unresolved chain-of-custody incident oc-
curs.

Failure on price or contribution margin is a com-
mercial failure, not a request for more features. Fail-
ure on custody or access is a safety and feasibility
failure.

6 Validation Protocol
Conduct twelve manager interviews focused on re-
cent incidents, staff time, complaints, claims, and
current workarounds. Do not pitch until the work-
flow is mapped. Ask qualified managers to sign at
a real price. Shadow two buildings for three days
and log every minute, parcel, failed access, and res-
ident contact. Obtain qualified legal and insurance
review of liability, data handling, prohibited goods,
access control, and incident response.

7 What Not to Build
The experiment requires no resident application,
smart-lock hardware, carrier integration, auto-
mated routing, marketplace, or errands. None
of those features resolves the current uncertainty.
Building them would raise sunk cost while preserv-
ing the same unanswered buyer and unit-economic
questions.

8 Open Questions
Who should pay: manager, owner, or resident? How
much variance exists in parcels per occupied unit?
Which building layouts make secure staging imprac-
tical? Can one insurance structure cover multiple
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properties? What service failure rate causes imme-
diate cancellation? These questions belong in the
pilot log and renewal interview.

9 Conclusion
ParcelPal is plausible but not yet investable as a
software product. The cheapest credible next step
is a dense manual route with a real price and explicit
pass gate. The correct object of validation is not the
app; it is the joint claim that buildings will pay and
the route can deliver safely at positive contribution
margin.

Reference
U.S. Census Bureau. QuickFacts: Chicago city, Illinois.
Census QuickFacts record. Accessed 7 August 2026.
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