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In his testimony, witness Gannon asserts that my analysis of the national model for service standards was “flawed” because I misunderstood the difference between “estimated time of arrival” (ETA) and “critical entry time” (CET).  My omission of the ETA concept is immaterial, and the omission in no way undermines the conclusions of my direct testimony.
  

In his response to DFC/USPS-T1-9, witness Gannon identified the portions of my testimony that he believes are undermined, weakened, or otherwise negatively affected by this misunderstanding.  Although this misunderstanding does not undermine or weaken my conclusions, to ensure that the Commission has an accurate and complete record, I will describe the modifications that are or are not necessary to my direct testimony in response to witness Gannon’s testimony and his response to DFC/USPS-T1-9.  My direct testimony should be read in conjunction with my rebuttal testimony.

Page 11, Line 21


In numbered paragraph 4, I originally testified:

The Postal Service established national clearance times (CT’s) and critical entry times (CET’s) for two-day mail.  Under a national CT, no originating P&DC may clear its originating two-day mail after the CT.  The national CT is 02:30.  With a national CET, no ADC may require two-day mail destined to that ADC to arrive prior to the CET.  The CET is 18:00.  The CET is the latest time that mail can be planned to arrive at the destination ADC and still be expected to be processed in time to make delivery on the intended delivery day.  

This paragraph should be rewritten as follows:

“The Postal Service established national clearance times (CT’s) and critical entry times (CET’s) for two-day mail.  Under a national CT, no originating P&DC may clear its originating two-day mail after the CT.  The national CT is 02:30.  With a national CET, no ADC may require two-day mail destined to that ADC to arrive prior to the CET.  The CET is 18:00.  The CET is the latest time that mail can be planned to arrive at the destination ADC and still be expected to be processed in time to make delivery on the intended delivery day.  In addition, the Postal Service established an estimated time of arrival (ETA) for surface transportation.  No ETA for an ADC could be calculated for later than 17:00 to maintain two-day delivery service.  The extra hour between 17:00 and 18:00 existed simply to maintain the possibility of a two-day service standard in the rare case in which air transportation was used, and the mail would arrive between 17:00 and 18:00.”

Page 12, Line 5


In numbered paragraph 6, I originally testified:

When the computer-projected truck drive time is more than 12 hours, the Postal Service continues to impose a three-day service standard even if the mail actually is scheduled to arrive at the destination ADC before the CET of 18:00.


This statement is accurate, and it continues to demonstrate that the model does not reflect reality.  As witness Gannon testified at pages 3–5, two-day service is possible when mail arrives before the national CET at 18:00.  While a staggered arrival profile is necessary to facilitate mail-processing operations, and thus it would be undesirable for all two-day mail to arrive at an ADC at 17:59, the Postal Service has presented no evidence to suggest that providing a two-day delivery standard to mail that arrives between 17:00 and 18:00 would undermine the goal of a staggered arrival profile.  To the contrary, the two-day mail that currently arrives before 17:00 would continue to arrive before 17:00.  The Postal Service should provide a two-day service standard for mail that actually arrives at the destination ADC before 18:00.  The truck from Reno that carries mail for ADC Los Angeles CA and ADC Sequoia CA arrives at the Los Angeles P&DC at 17:40, but the service standard for this mail is three days.  DFC-T-1 at 16.  Similarly, the truck from San Francisco to ADC San Diego CA arrives at the San Diego P&DC at 17:30.  DFC-T-1 at 17.  The service standard for this mail is three days.  Yet mail from San Jose to ADC San Diego CA arrives at the San Diego P&DC at 18:30 — an hour later than the mail from San Francisco that has a three-day service standard — but the mail from San Jose has a two-day service standard.  

Page 16, Line 15


I originally testified:

For example, the truck that transports ADC Los Angeles CA and ADC Sequoia CA mail from Reno to the Los Angeles P&DC arrives at 17:40, 20 minutes prior to the CET for two-day mail.


This statement is accurate.  Please refer to my discussion, supra, concerning my testimony at page 12, line 5.

Page 27, Line 23


I originally testified:

This example demonstrates further problems.  The truck that transports mail from Reno to the Los Angeles P&DC arrives at 17:40, 20 minutes prior to the CET for two-day mail.  DFC/USPS-GAN-58(d).  Thus, the Postal Service seemingly could provide two-day service to customers in ADC Los Angeles CA and ADC Sequoia CA using surface transportation, regardless of the travel time that the computer estimated, because transportation in fact exists to achieve two-day delivery by surface transportation, the Postal Service’s preferred method.


Once again, this statement is accurate.  Please refer to my discussion, supra, concerning my testimony at page 12, line 5.

Page 28, Line 5


I originally testified:

Several conclusions should be obvious.  First, if the Postal Service was willing to manipulate the model for ADC Twin Valley CA, a similar manipulation should have been possible for ADC Los Angeles CA and ADC Sequoia CA.  Second, if two groups of mail can arrive at a P&DC prior to the CET for two-day mail, and if one group of mail is destined for that P&DC while the other group is destined for another P&DC downstream, the service standard for the mail destined to the first P&DC should be at least as good as the service standard for the mail that is destined to another P&DC downstream.  

This statement is accurate.  If two groups of mail can arrive at a P&DC prior to a particular time, whether this time is a CET, an ETA, or something else, and if one group of mail is destined for that P&DC while the other group is destined for another P&DC downstream, the service standard for the mail destined to the first P&DC should be at least as good as the service standard for the mail that is destined to another P&DC downstream.  

Page 29, Line 1


I originally testified:

For mail from Reno to ADC Los Angeles CA and ADC Sequoia CA, the Postal Service clearly is not providing efficient service because the Postal Service could be providing two-day delivery service within one of the constraints of its own national model — arrival of two-day mail by the 18:00 CET.  

This statement is accurate.  A national CET of 18:00 is one of the constraints of the national model.  Even though the model sought to have an ETA for each ADC at 17:00 or earlier, witness Gannon’s testimony confirms that the national CET still is 18:00.  USPS-T-1 at 5.  Witness Gannon previously declared that “a CET is the last planned time which an incoming (receiving) facility can accept mail and still be expected to make subsequent delivery within the scheduled service standard.”  Gannon Declaration at 5, ¶ 12.  Witness Gannon has not demonstrated that assigning a two-day delivery standard to mail that arrives at the destination ADC by 18:00 would interfere with the goal of a staggered arrival profile or otherwise disrupt postal operations.  See the discussion, supra, at page 2.

Deferral of Three-Day Mail That Arrives Between 17:00 and 18:00


Witness Gannon testifies that I “appear[] to believe that First-Class Mail with a 3-day service standard and arriving at ADCs between 17:00 and 18:00 is deferred for the purpose of allowing delivery to occur on the expected third day.”  USPS-T-1 at 3, lines 3–5.  Later, witness Gannon suggests that I claimed in my testimony that “the Postal Service is deferring First-Class Mail with a 3-day service standard to prevent it from being delivered before the expected delivery date.”  USPS-T-1 at 5, lines 17–19.  Witness Gannon could not, however, identify any specific lines of my testimony in which I supposedly made these claims.  DFC/USPS-T1-11.


I do not believe that destination ADC’s intentionally delay three-day mail that arrives in time for two-day delivery for the purpose of delaying delivery until the third day.  However, the effect of a change in the service standard from two days to three days is to delay delivery of some mail.  Witness Gannon admitted that the act of labelling a tray of mail for three-day delivery may cause the mail to be delivered in three days rather than two days.  See DFC/USPS-T1-12 and 13.  The Postal Service cannot escape the fact that the effect of the downgrade in service standards from two days to three days is to slow the delivery of some mail.  Witness Gannon’s misconstruction of my testimony should not obscure the central point of this proceeding: As a result of the new service standards, the Postal Service unnecessarily delays delivery of some First-Class Mail by one day.  Therefore, the Postal Service is failing in its statutory obligation to provide efficient postal services.  39 U.S.C. § 3661(a).

�	The Postal Service should not be surprised that I confused the concepts of ETA and CET because witness Gannon’s declaration, which was the only narrative explanation of the changes in service standards available to me before I filed my direct testimony, did not mention the ETA concept.  Declaration of Charles M. Gannon, filed July 30, 2001. 
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