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’ Changes to a data system can be made for any variety of reasons, including a
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’ In fact, the Post:al Service is currently
investigating
how it might comply with
Presiding Officer’s Ruling Granting in Part OCA Motion to Compel, Presiding Officer’s
Ruling No. MC96-3/16.
Interrogatories
OCAWSPS-54(c)
and (e) and 56(c) involve
similar issues and, particularly
with regard to 54(e), may be extremely
difficult
to
answer.
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