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(February 28, 2000)

The United States Postal Service hereby objects to interrogatory DFC/USPS-
T39-36(b-d), filed by Douglas F. Carlson on February 17, 2000, and directed to witness
Mayo, on the grounds of relevance, materiality, and burden.

Interrogatory DFC/USPS-T39-36 follows up on the response to interrogatory
DFC/USPS-T39-10. In that response, withess Mayo stated that she “would not be
surprised if post office box delivery did not accur or access to post office boxes was not
available on Saturdays as a result of unique local circumstances.” Interrogatory
DFC/USPS-T39-36(a) asks for the national policy or other guidelines that explain the
“unique local circ;ymstances“ under which no delivery or access to post-office boxes is
permissible.” Witness Mayo will respond that she knows of no such national policy or
guidelines. Part b asks witness Mayo to “enhance the record on this subject by
examples” by explaining “why customers may not receive mail and access their post
office boxes on Saturdays at the Byron Rumford Station in Oakiand, California, the post
office in Babb, Montana, and the station located in the Port Authority Bus Terminal in
New York, New York." Part ¢ asks the approximate year in which the building housing
the Byron Rumford Station was constructed, and part d asks for confirmation that
access to the box section on Saturdays at the Byron Rumford Station could not have

been accommodated architecturally.
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These detailed operational questions lack relevance to any issue in this
proceeding. Witness Mayo has already explained, in response to interrogatory
DFC/USPS-T39-13, that “Saturday non-delivery or non-access to post office boxes is
not enough of a factor to consider an alternative [post office box] fee structure”, given
the required averaging needed to meet the statutory concern for fee simplicity. Even if
such non-access or non-delivery were an important factor for pricing, the details of
particular facilities, and the operational reasons for non-access or non-delivery, are not
needed. Presiding Officer's Ruling No. R87-1/563 concluded that, while details of a
service may be relevant to its value, “operational details of a service are beyond the
scope of material issues in a rate proceeding.” R97-1/563 at 5. These questions about
particular facilities ask details which are not known by any witness, and the burden of
obtaining such information is not justified by any need in this proceeding. Moreover, it
appears from the questions that Mr. Carlson may know more about these facilities than
the Postal Service's rate case team, so that such operational matters, if relevant, might
be more suited to Mr. Carlson’s testimony than discovery.

Respectfully submitted,
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