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		I, Charles M. Gannon, hereby declare, under penalty of perjury, that the following statement submitted in Postal Rate Commission Docket No. C2001-3 is true to the best of my information, knowledge and belief.


	For purposes of this statement, I hereby incorporate by reference the autobiographical sketch contained in the initial Declaration I submitted in this proceeding on July 30, 2001.


�
	1.	In my initial Declaration, I explained how I came to assume responsibility for the decisions that are the subject of this complaint proceeding.  


�
	2. 	At the initial 1998 meeting regarding the Service Standard changes at issue in this proceeding, Mr. Rapp and Mr. Harris invited Mr. Seymour Lazerowitz, one of the Postal Service’s Docket No. N89-1 witnesses, to attended the meeting in order to obtain an overview of the realignment efforts undertaken in 1990 and 1991.  We discussed our objectives with Mr. Lazerowitz, among others attending the meeting, and he provided us with insight as to the some of the events, and obstacles, that were encountered during the initial phase.  During that meeting, Mr. Lazerowitz recommended that we consult the Law Department for further guidance, so that we could obtain additional advice about how to proceed.


�
	3. 	On numerous occasions after that initial meeting with Mr. Lazerowitz,  beginning in 1998 and carrying over into early 2001, I participated in a number of meetings during which either Mr. Harris, Mr. Rapp, or I sought, and obtained, advice from the Law Department regarding how we might proceed to finalize Phase 2 of the Docket No. N89-1 realignment plan and to accomplish the other operational objectives described in my initial Declaration.  During this same time, I also reviewed documents from the Law Department’s Docket No. N89-1 files.  


	4.	In responding to the January 27, 2001, Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for records which is described on pages 18-19 of Mr. Carlson’s August 14, 2001, pleading, my office provided the records that we generated, and relied on, in finalizing Phase 2 of the plan.  One of those documents is a set of PowerPoint slides that Mr. Rapp, Mr. Harris and I used to present our plan to the Management Teams in all 10 of our Areas as we traveled around the country explaining what additional changes we were considering in Phase 2.  While that PowerPoint presentation is only prepared in a “bulleted” format, with key points that were going to be addressed listed in very brief terms, that document provided to Mr. Carlson specifically refers to the Docket No. N89-1 plan on the second page where it says, in part, “History of Current Service Standards…90-91 Realignment”.  During each of the joint presentations given across the country by Mr. Rapp, Mr. Harris or myself, the linkage to the Docket No. N89-1 proceeding (referred to by the years of the initial implementation Phase of  “1990-91”) was communicated to the postal managers in our Field Offices all across the country who attended our presentations. 


	5. 	In his FOIA request, Mr. Carlson asked for a copy “of every document and other record, whether in electronic or hard-copy form, that identifies any change in service standards for First-Class Mail destined to the SCF’s listed above, provides the effective date of any change in service standards for First-Class mail destined to the SCF’s above, or explains the reasons or justifications for any change in service standards for First-Class Mail destined to the SCF’s listed above.”   In responding, we provided every specific Service Standard pair which had a change during the requested timeframe, the effective date of said change, and our source document regarding the history of, and methodology for, said changes by providing the PowerPoint presentation previously referenced.  We did not interpret the request as asking for copies of the already public record from the Docket No. N89-1 case.  In fact, in his request, Mr. Carlson specifically  states that “[m]y request covers only documents relating to changes in service standards implemented in 1998, 1999, 2000, or 2001.”   Inasmuch as the PowerPoint presentation had already identified the linkage to the Docket No. N89-1 changes previously implemented in 1990-91, we interpreted his request as seeking the records that we in Service Management Policies and Programs had generated in the process of finalizing Phase 2 of the plan that resulted in the changes to which he was referring, during the time frame he specifically cited in his request.  It was, and continues to be our belief that we responded fully to the spirit, and language, of that  FOIA request.


	6.	I categorically deny and strenuously object to Mr. Carlson’s offensive “suggestion” that the Postal Service’s July 30, 2001, explanation of the link between the Service Standard changes at issue in this case and the Docket No. N89-1 realignment plan  was “invented” as a response to the filing of the complaint in this case. 
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