
h 

i 

Timolyn Henry 

Page 1 of 1 

From: Whitt, Chrystal [CC] [Chrystal.Whitt@mail.sprint.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, July 05,2005 4:50 PM 

To: Fil ings@psc.state.fl .us 

Subject: 041 144-TP Sprint's Response to KMC's Motion to Reconsider the Commission Order on KMC's Motion to 
Compel 

Attachments: Sprint's Response to KMC's Motion to Reconsider.pdf 

Filed on behalf of: 
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1313 Blairstone Rd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
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Voice (850)-599-1560 
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July 5,2005 

Ms. Blanca S. Bayd, Director 
Division of the Commission Clerk 
& Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shurnard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No. 041 144-TP 

Susan S .  Masterton 
Attorney 

Law/External Affairs 
FLTLHOO 107 
Post Office Box 2214 
1313 Bhir Stone Road 
Tallahassee. PL 3231 6-22 I4 
Voice 850 599 1560 
Fax 850 878 0777 
susan.masterton@mail.sprintcom 

Dear Ms. Bayd: 

Enclosed for filing on behalf o f  Sprint-Florida, Incorporated is Sprint's Response to 
KMC's Motion to Reconsider the Commission Order on IKMC's Motion to Compel. 

Copies are being served on the parties in this docket pursuant to the attached certificate of 
service. 

If you have any questions regarding this electronic filing, please do not hesitate to call me 
at 850-599-1560. . 

Sincerely, 

Susan S. Masterton 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERWCE 
DOCKET NO. 041144-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by 
electronic and U.S. mail this 5' day ofJuly, 2005 to the following: 

Division of Legal Services 
Lee Fordhad Beth Keating 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Sburnard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Nancy Pruitt/Ann Marsh 
Florida Public Senrice Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

KMC Data LLC/KMC Telecom IIK LLC/KMC Telecorn V, Inc. 
Marva €3. JohnsodMike Duke 
1755 North Brown Road 
LawrenceviIle, GA 30043-81 19 

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP 
Chip Yorkgitis / Barbara Miller 
1200 19th Street, N.W., 
Fifth Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 

' , ,  

Floyd Self, Esq. 
Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A. 
215 S. Monroe Street, Ste. 701 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Susan S. Masterton 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIUN 

Complaint of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Against KMC Telecorn III LLC, 
KMC Telecom V, Inc. and KMC Data LLC, 
for failure to pay intrastate 
Access charges pursuant to its interconnection 1 
Agreement and Sprint’s tariffs and for violation of ) 
Section 364.16(3)(a), Florida Statutes. 

Docket NO. 041 144-TP 

Filed: July 5,  2005 

SPRINT FLORIDA, INCORPORATED’S RESPONSE TO KMC’S MOTION TO 
RECONSIDER THE COMMISION’S ORDER ON KMC’S MOTION TO 

COMPEL 

Pursuant to Rule 25-22.0376, F.AC., Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (hereinafter 

“Sprint”) hereby files its Response to the Motion for Reconsideration of the 

Commission’s Order on KMC’s Motion to Compel filed by KMC Telecom III LLC, 

KMC Telecom V, Znc. and KMC Data, LLC (hereinafter, collectively, “KMC”) on June 

27,2005 and served on Sprint via electronic mail. In its Motion KMC makes several 

references to deposifioh testimony of Sprint’s witness, Ritu Agganval, but fails to 

identi@ with specificity where that testimony is found in the deposition transcript. 

KMC’s rationde €or its incomplete filing is that the deposition transcript upon which it 

bases its Motion was unavaiIable at the time the Motion was required to be filed. Sprint 

has endeavored to the best of its ability to respond to the incomplete deposition transcript 

referenced in the Motion, but reserves the right to file an additional response to any 

subsequent filing by KMC identifying the deposition testimony with greater specificity. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

As the Commission has recognized consistently in its rulings on Motions for 
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standard for granting a Motion for Reconsideration is that the Motion must identie some 

point of fact or law that the Commission overlooked or failed to consider in rendering its 

Order. See, Stewart Bonded Warehouse v. Bevis, 294 SO. 2d 3 15 (Fla. 1974); Diamond 

King Cab Co. v. King, 146 So. 2d 889 (Fla. 1962); and Pinpee v. Quaintame, 394 So. 2d 

162 @la. 1‘ DCA 1981). The Commission has held that it is not a sufficient basis for a 

Motion for Reconsideration that the movant merely believes that a mistake was made 

(Steward Bonded Warehouse at 3 17) nor is it appropriate for the movant to reargue the 

same points of fact or law that were considered in the original ruling. See, State exrel. 

JqtexReulty Co. v, Green, 105 So. 2d 817 (Fla. l%CA 1958). 

KMC FAILS TO THE MEET TEE STANDARD FOR REC0NSII)ERATLON 

KMC’s Motion seeks reconsideration of the prehearing officer’s ruling on KMC’ s 

Motion to Compel Sprint to respond to IKMC’s First Set ofhterrogatories and First 

Request for Production of Documents, insofar as that ruling found that Sprint is not 

required provide call detail records beyond those Sprint has already provided to KMC. 
1 

(See, Order No- PSC-05-065O-PCO-TP, issued on June 16, 2005) KMC’s Motion wholly 

fails to the meet the standard for reconsideration discussed above. Despite a specious 

attempt to support its Motion by identifying the deposition testimony of Sprint’s witness 

Ktu Aggarwal as “new evidence,” KMC’s arguments are a patent rehashing of its 

positions which were rejected by the prehearing oEcer in his ruling on the Motion to 

Compel. KMC’s continued attempts to revisit the same flawed arguments related to its 

unreasonable request that Sprint create and provide millions of records that KMC is well 

I While KMC discusses various Interrogatories and PODS in its Motion for Reconsideration, KMC appears 
to be asking the Commission to reconsider only that portion of its decision related to the CDRs specifically 
Interrogatory Nos. 1,7,  10 and Z 1 and POD Nos. 1,7 and 10. (Motion for Reconsideration at pages 2 and 
3) 
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aware would impose an undue burden in time and expense on Sprint, demonstrate that 

~ C ’ S  sole intent in this proceeding is to delay the resolution of Sprint’s Complaint. 

In the Motion for Reconsideration, KMC reiterates its insistence that Sprint must 

create and the produce two and a haK years worth of KMC call detail records so that 

KMC can ostensibly review each record. As Sprint has explained in multiple discovery 

responses and in its Response to KMC’s Motion to Compel, to provide the requested 

records Sprint would be required to sift through billions of call detail records for all of the 

carriers that terminate traffic to Sprint to extract the millions of the call detail records that 

relate to KMC traffic only over the relevant 800 day period. (See, Sprint’s Response to 

KMC’s Motion to Compel, attached as Exhibit 1, at page 3)  In once again requesting this 

information through its Motion for Reconsideration, KMC raises no point offact or law 

that the prehearing officer overlooked or failed to consider in ruling that the preparation 

of the information would be “too costly, time consuming, and burdensome” Sprint. 

(Order on Motion to Compel at page 11) In addition, KMC identifies no point of fact or 

law that the prehearing officer overlooked or failed to consider in determining, based on 

Commission precedent, that the raw CDR information KMC seeks, which contains highly 

sensitive, confidential information concerning other Sprint customers, is beyond the 

. 7- 

scope of discovery in this case and is protected by section 364.24, F.S. (Order on Motion 

to CompcI at page 11, citing Order No. PSC-98-1058-PCO-T”, In re: Dade C m @  

Circuit Court referrd of certain issues in Case No. 92-11 654 (Transcall America, hc. 

&/a A TC Long Distance vs. Telecommunications Services, he.) that are within the 

Commission ’s jurisdiction, issued July 15, 1998 in Docket No. 95 1232) Finally, KMC 

fails to identify any mistake of law or fact that the prehearing officer overlooked or failed 
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to consider in making his determination that Sprint is “not required to extract KMC data, 

thus creating a new document.” (Order on Motion to Compel at page 11, relying on the 

same prior Commission Order) These rulings are dispositive of KMC’s Motion, 

regardless of KMC’s allegations of “new evidence” revealed in Ms Aggarwal’s 

deposition. Therefore, KMC’s Motion for Reconsideration fails to identi@ any mistake of 

law or fact that would support the Commission’s reconsideration of the prehearing 

officer’s ruling and should be denied. 

KMC MISINTEPRETS SPRINT’S USE OF THE CDR’S 

In addition to being merely a reiteration o f  its previous arguments, KMC’s 

assertion that Sprint itself reviewed each and every KMC call detail record is wrong. To 

determine that the traffic KMC was terminating over local interconnection trunks was, in 

fact, interexchange traffic, Sprint reviewed only certain individual call detail records 

involving KMC”s traffic. (See, e.g., Sprint’s Responses to KMC’s Interrogatory Nos. 1, 

6,7 and 9) Sprint also commissioned Agilent Technologies, Inc. to conduct an 

independent study of KMC’s traffic to verify Sprint’s findings, based on a week of call 

. .  

detail records. (See, eg., Exhibit WLW-2 attached to the Direct Testimony o f  William L. 

Wiley and Aggwwal Deposition Transcript at page 18.) The CDRs that Sprint reviewed, 

as well as the CDRs that Agilent reviewed, have been provided to KMC. (See, Sprint’s 

Responses to KMC’s POD Nos. 15 and 18, as well as Exhibit WLW-3 to the Direct 

Testimony of William L. Wiley) 

In addition to the a11 detail records actually reviewed by Sprint and Agilent in 

formulating Sprint’s Complant, in an effort to respond to KMC’s request and to 

demonstrate to KMC that the days reviewed by Sprint and Agilent were not preselected 
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to support a desired outcome, Sprint went beyond its obligations under the applicable 

discovery rules and created and prepared an additional 27 days of CDR records 

representing one day from the 27 months applicable to the traffic that is the subject of 

Sprint’s complaint. (See Sprint’s Response and Supplemental Responses to KMC’s POD 

No. 1 and Exhibit WI,W-5 to the Direct Testimony of William L. Wiley) Sprint 

developed these records as a random sample and has asserted that the number of days 

provided are a statistically valid representation of the KMC traffic that is the subject of 

Sprint’s Complaint. (See Sprint’s Response and Supplemental Responses to KMC’s POD 

No. 1 and Sprint’s Response to Staffs Interrogatory No. 21) As stated in both the pre- 

filed and deposition testimony of Ritu Agganval, Sprint’s witness responsible for 

explaining the process for calculating the amount of access charges KMC owes Sprint, 

Sprint did not review individual call detail records to calculate the IPLUDIU factors 

I 

applied to KMC’s past billings to determine this amount. Rather, to calculate these 

factors, Sprint used monthly summary SS7 reports produced by the Agilent system. (See, 
. - b  

e.g., Aggarwal Rebuttal Testimony at page 4 and Aggarwal Deposition Transcript at 

pages 41 and 42) As Sprint has explained numerous times, these Agilent summary reports 

rely on extracted information fiom the daily CDRs collected by the Agilent business 

intelligence system used by Sprint. (See, e-g., Sprint’s Response and Supplemental 

Responses to KMC’s Interrogatory Nos. 15 and 79 and Sprint’s Response to S t a f f s  

literrogatory No. 21) KMC’s misunderstanding of the relationship of the monthly 

summary reports used by Sprint to the underlying call records appears to be the root of 

KMC’s misunderstanding that Sprint, itself, reviewed each call detail record individually. 

It is this misunderstanding, rather than any mistake of fact or law in the prehearing 
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officer’s ruling, that form the basis of KMC’s Motion for Reconsideration. This 

misunderstanding of the relevant facts is insufficient to support KMC’s Motion for 

Reconsideration, which, therefore, should be denied. 

MS. AGGARWAL’S DEPOSITION PROVIDES NO NEW EVIDENCE 

In support of its Motion for Reconsideration, KMC asserts that the deposition 

testimony provided by Ms. Aggwal introduced new facts nut available to KMC or the 

Commission at the time KMC’s original Motion to Compel was considered. (KMC 

Motion for Reconsideration at paragraph 8) Because the deposition transcript was not 

available, KMC was unable to  cite to particular testimony by Ms. Agganval supporting 

this allegation. The deposition transcript was available to Sprint in preparing its response, 

so Sprint has attempted to identify each of Ms. Aggarwal’s statements that KMC alleges 

to have introduced “new evidence.” Based on this review, Sprint denies that Ms. 

Aggarwal introduced any relevant, new evidence. Rather, Ms. Aggarwal’ s deposition 

responses consistently support the representations Sprint has made as to the methodology 
. .  

it used to determine the amount of past access charges KMC owes Sprint. For instance, 

in paragraph 10 of its Motion for Reconsideration, KMC alleges that Ms. Aggarwal 

“made clear that Sprint-FL reviewed, through the Agilent system, all of the SS7 CDRs 

that Sprint allegedly had available to it as the first and foundational step in its calculation 

of the extent and scope of KMC’s alleged violation.” (emphasis supplied by KMC) K M C  

deliberately mischaracterizes the meaning of Ms. Aggarwal’ s statements. Rather than 

introducing new evidence, Ms. Aggarwal simply restates and confirms the process Sprint 

used to calculate the access charges that was set forth in her pre-filed testimony fat page 

4), in numerous Sprint discovery responses (See, e.g., Sprint’s Response and 
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Supplemental Responses to KMC’s Interrogatory No. 15, 78 and 79 and Sprint’s 

Response to S t a f f s  Interrogatory Nos. 20 and 21) and in Sprint’s original response to 

KMC’s Motion to Compel at footnote 5. See, e.g., Aggarwal Deposition Transcript at 

pages 41 and 42. 

KMC’s discussion of Ms. Aggarwal’s responses to questions about the 

relationship of the Agilent CDR MOUs to the billing MOUs is insufficient to support 

KMC’s request that the Commission reconsider the prehearing officer’s ruling on its 

Motion to Compel. (KMC Motion at paragraphs 1 1 and 14, apparently referring to the 

discussion in the Aggarwal Deposition Transcript at pages 84-95.) This testimony goes to 

the sufficiency of the evidence Sprint has presented to support its claims, not to the 

sufficiency of Sprint’s discovery responses. While Sprint believes that is reliance on the 

Agilent monthly summary data is a reasonable and supportable methodology for 

developing the PLUA?Tu factors it used to back-bill KMC the access charges Sprint 

should have been pa’id:KMC is free to argue that the discrepancies it noted in the 

questions KMC’s counsel asked Ms. Aggarwal undermine the validity of Sprint’s claims. 

However, KMC’s arguments related to thesediscrepancies in no way provide a basis for 

the Commission to reconsider its correct decision that Sprint is not required to undertake 

the excessively burdensome and expensive task o f  creating and producing additional 

weeks or months o f  CDRs as KMC requests. 

Because Ms. Aggarwal’s testimony presents no relevant factual evidence that the 

prehearing officer overlooked or failed to consider in rendering his decision on KMC’s 

Motion to Compel, KMC’s Motion for Reconsideration should be denied. 
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SPRINT HAS FULLY COMPLIED WITH KMC’S DISCOVERY REQUEST$ 

Sprint’s Response to KMC’s Motion to Compel details the multitude of 

information that Sprint has provided in response to KMC’s discovery requests, In 

addition, Sprint’s Response to Sta f fs  Interrogatory No. 20 details the various documents 

that Sprint has provided to KMC to support Sprint’s calculation of the access charges 

KMC owes Sprint. As identified in that Interrogatory (attached hereto as Exhibit 2) Sprint 

has provided 557 CDRs for September 10,2003, SS7 CDRs forthe 27 additional days of 

CDRs and April 19, 2003 correlated call records, that demonstrate that interexhcange 

traffic for which access charge are due was delivered by KMC to Sprint over its local 

interconnection trunks. In addition, Sprint has provided the terms of the relevant 

interconnection agreements that define Iocal traffic and require local and access traffic to 

be terminated via separate trunks. In addition, as detailed in that Interrogatory, Sprint has 

provided voluminous information explaining and supporting Sprint’s methodology for 

calculating the amount of access charges due, up to and including Sprint’s Response and 

Supplemental Responses to  KMC’s Interrogatory No. IS, which includes Excel files 

containing the KMC data extracted from the Agilent monthly SS7 Summary Reports for 

all carriers that Sprint uses to collect, classify and store the 120 million CDRs that Sprint 

receives daily for traf5c terminated to Sprint. (See attachment to Interrogatory No. 25 on 

CD labeled KMC Revenue Impacts, specifically tabs designated as “Agilent” and 

“ Agilent Detail - ’7 

\ 

KMC has alleged that Sprint has not provided the information Sprint used to 

develop the factors that are the basis of Sprint’s calculation of the amount of access 

charges KMC owes Sprint for its wrongful termination of access traflEic over its local 
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interconnection trunks. (KMC’s Motion at paragraph 10) KMC’s assertion is simply 

false. Sprint did not review every day of KMC’s call detail records or each record 

individudly to come up with the factors, as Sprint has repeatedly stated. Rather, as Sprint 

has explained, Sprint relied on a summary of the call detail records produced by the 

Agilent system to develop the factors. (See, e.g., Aggarwal Rebuttal Testimony at page 4, 

Sprint’s Response and Supplemental Responses to KMC’s Interrogatory No. 15,78 and 

79 and Sprint’s Response to Staff‘s Interrogatory No. 21) The. summary created by 

Agilent is an extraction fiom the daily, individual call detail records, as Sprint has stated 

multiple times in the testimony and discovery referred to above. As previously stated, 

Sprint has provided to KMC the extracted summary SS7 reports relating to KMC’s 

tra€Ec, in its Supplemental Response to KMC’s Interrogatory No. IS. With this 

document, along with the numerous other, documents provided by Sprint and detailed in 

Sprint’s Response to Stafl’s Interrogatory No. 20, Sprint has produced for KMC all of the 

records that it used tb cdculate the factors applied to determine the amount of back-billed 

access charges KMC owes Sprint.’ 

ICMC’s assumption that Sprint produced the 27 days of CDRs as support for the 

development of the PTU/PLU factors is incorrect. While the record is, perhaps, 

ambiguous concerning this point, Sprint’s testimony and discovery responses related to 

these records clarify that the individual call detail records that Sprint has produced 

primarily were intended to provide to KMC sufficient information to verify Sprint’s 

* As Ms. Aggarwal repeatedly emphasized in her deposition and as she stated in her pre-fled testimony, 
had KMC properly terminated the access traffic over access trunks the correct billing records for each 
minute of tr;iffc would have been created and produced. (See, e.g., Aggmal Rebuttal Testimony at pages 
3 and 4, Aggarwal Deposition Transcript at pages 33,34 and 110) KMC chose, instead, to cooperate with 
its Customer X in a selfdescribed “access by-pass” scheme (See, KMC Response to Sprint’s Interrogatory 
No. 15 and POD No. 5 at bate stamp page 700)’ Sprint was forced to devise a reasonable surrogate 
methodoloa to determine the amount of access charges that Sprint should have received. 
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claims that 1) interexchange traffic was terminated to Sprint over KMC’s local 

interconnection trunks (based on the originating calling party number and the terminating 

called party number) 2) that charge party numbers unrelated to the calling party number, 

but local to the called party number were inserted into the charge party field in the SS7 

records on numerous occasions over the period of time that is subject of Sprint’s 

Complaint and 3) that during this period of time two specific charge party numbers, one 

local to Sprint’s Tallahassee local calling area and one Iocal to Sprint’s Ft. Myers local 

calling area, were used on multiple occasions with hundreds of unrelated calling party 

numbers representing interstate and intrastate interexchange traf€ic to the called party 

number. (See, e.g., Direct Testimony of William L. Wiley at pages 14 and 15 and 

Sprint’s Response to Staff’s Interrogatory No. 21) The CDRs that Sprint has provided to 

KMC, including the September 10,2004 records, the Agilent records for the week of 

September 15-21,2003 and the 27 day random sample of CDRs containing one day of 

records per month fro; November 2002 through March 2005, show multiple instances of 

the activity described above. Additional call detail records fiom the relevant time period 

would be simply redundant, as they merely show that the same behavior continued 

throughout the relevant period. In fact, KMC does not dispute that the records were 

sufficient for KMC to identify the KMC customer that KMC alleges is primarily 

responsible for the traffic Sprint has identified, which KMC alleges is an enhanced 

services provider exempt from access charges. It is interesting to note that KMC was 

able to reach this conclusion based on the single day of records (Sept. 10,2003) Sprint 

provided KMC prior to the filing of  Sprint’s Complaint, demonstrating that a11 of the 

additional records Sprint has subsequently provided merely served to confirm what the 

10 
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single day of records demonstrated. 

CONCLUSION 

KMC’s Motion for Reconsideration fails to demonstrate a point of fact or law that 

the prehearing officer overlooked or failed to consider in rendering his decision on 

KMC’s Motion to Compel. Commission precedent supports the ruling that Sprint is not 

required to produce any additional call detail records as requested by KMC. In addition, 

Sprint has filly and completely responded to KMC’s discovery requests in accordance 

with the applicable discovery rules as set forth in Sprint’s Response to KMC’s Motion to 

Compel and in this Response to KMC’s Motion for Reconsideration. Therefore, KMC’s 

Motion for Reconsideration should be denied. 

’ RESPECTFULLY submitted this 5* day of July 2005. 

Susan S. Masterton 
Post Ofice Box 2214 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 16-2214 

850-878-0777 (fax) 
susan.mastertonOmai1. sarint. corn 

8 5 0/599- 15 60 

ATTORNEY FOR SPRINT-FLORIDA, 
‘][NCOWORATED 

I 
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Exhibit 1 

BEFORE: TEE 3XU€UI3A PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Complaint of Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 1 Docket No. 041 144-TP 
Against KMC Tekum III LLC, 
KMC Telecom Vs hc. and KlMC Data LLC, 
for fiilure tb pay intrastate 

Section 364- 16(3)(a}, Florida Statutes. 

1 
1 

, I  
Access charges pursuant to its intercoanection ) 
Agreement and Sprint’s tari& and for Violation of ) Filed: May 26,2005 

1 .  

SPRINT FLORIDA, INCORPORATED’S 
RESPONSE TO KMC’S MOTION TO COMPEL 

Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (hereimfter “Sphf’) hereby files its Response to the 

Motion to Compel filed by KMC Telecom HI LLC, KMC Telecom V, hc. and,KMC 

Data, LLC (hmeinafier, collectively, ‘XMC“) on May 19,2005. 

General Response to Motion to Compel 

Spfit has consistently endeavored to timely and fully responded to each of 
. *>. \  

mc’s interrogatories and productbxl of document requests, to the extent the requests 

sought relevant idonnation not subject to pp objections under fhe applicable 

.discovery des.’ To the exteat a proper objection applies, Sprint h e I y  noted the 

abjection consistent with the appficable rules? Sprint believes that it has provided 

. .  

complete responses and has fully complied with the discovery rules. In fact, m many 

instances Sprint believes it has gone beyond its legal obligation to respondd, taking the 

extra effort to understand and provide information in response to KMC’s requests that 

See Section 120.569, F.S., and Rule 28-1.06.206, FAC.  The applicable Rdes o f  Civil Procedwre are 
Rdts 1,280 and 1.400 (hmcinafler “discouery rules”). 
* KMC‘s First Set of Interngatones and Fit Request for Proctuction of Dacuments were served prior to 
the issuance of the order on Procedure, so that the t h e  h e  for objectiuns and responses are those time 
h e s  set forth in Rule 1.340 and 1.350 ofthe Fiofida Rwles of Civil Procedures. These time iiames 
require abjections and responses to be service within 30 days of the discovery requests. 
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were at times ambigwus and were kquently duplicative and overlapping with other 

discovery requests. Tu Sprint it appears that a major source ofKMC’s apparent belief 

that Sprint has not responded adequately lies in the vofumhous a d  technical nature o f  

the documents that JSMC has requested and that Sprint has provided. While Sprint has 

attempted to the best of its ability to respond in a manner that will assist KMC in 

reviewing and understanding the documents, Sprint fears that KMC has been unable to 

understand much of fhe infolmation that has been provided. Sprint recognizes its 

obligation under the applicable discovery rules to provide relevant documen6 as 

request&, however, Sprint does not believe it has an obligation to assist KMC in its 

evaluation of these documents in the manner that W C  appears to contemplate kt its 

Motion to Compel. KMC chose to h m e  its discovery requests broadly, Le., asking Sprint 

to provide all supporting documentation or everything relied on to support its answers. 

Sprint diligently has attempted to comply. To the extent KMC has additional questions 

resadng what Sprint kts provided, these questions are appropriately addressed through 

additional discovery and/or btepositions. 

In the subsequent specific responses to KMC’s Motion, Spr in t  will detail all of the 

responsive information that Sprint has provided regarding each specifk Interrogatory and 

POD3 This detail will show that Sprint has fully and completely responded to KMC’s 

discovery requests in compliance with the applicable discovery rules. Therefox, KMC’s 

Motion to Compel as it relates to each and every discovery response should be denied. 

Because Commission staff has been served with all interrogatory and POD responses, Sprint has not 3 

attempted to recreate and attach the voluminouS information pmvided to this Response. Ratbcr, Sprint will 
refix to the infomation already provided to staffand KMC. 

2 
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Responses Related to Individual Discovery Requests 

Call de- records 

KMC has asked the Commission to compel Sprint to provide all of the call detail 

recards for the two-year plus span oftime that Sprint claims KMC was improperly 

terminating access traffic to sprint over I O C ~  interconnection trunks? sprint already has 

explained the process that Sprint must go through to retrieve the historic calI detail 

records for the relevant period of time in its initial Response and Supplementd 

Respmes to POD No. 1. In further explanation, Sprint collects approximately 120 

million call detail recmds for multiple customers each day. These individual records are 

stored on one to two tapes for each day of records (because o f  the time frames captured 

on the tapes more than one tape may represent &e records fur a single calendar day). 

Therefore, the records for the two plus years for the traffic that is the subject of Sprint's 

complaint would require more than 800 tapes to be pulled and reviewed to identify KMC 

records. As Sprint as expIained, this process takes one to two days for each day of 

records. Significant h e  &'a costs would be incurred to pull and review a l l  of these 

~wrds. Specifically, €or Sprint to pull al l  of the records that KMC has requested it would 

take at least 18 months and cost a minimum of $362,OoO dollars.' 

To date Sprint has provided KMC with the folIoWing call detail information: 

KMC ha~.a~ked muItiple times far what amounts to the same infiinnation in m e d  
interrogatories and PODS (e.g., Interrogatory Nos. 6 and 7 and POD Nos. 1,7,10,12,U, and 17) though 
the requests have been couched in slightly different t v s .  Whm the records have aheady been provided in 
response to a previous request, Sprint has properiy responded by to the applicable response. 

KMC is under the mistaken impression that Sprint itself reviewed each day of cal l  detail records. 
Tb& is not the case- Sprint did not use the individual caIl detail records to calculate the amount of money 
KMC owes Sprint fbr the access trafic that KMC improperly terminated over local htercamection trunks. 
Rather, as Sprint has repeatedly explained, the methodoIo$y it used to calculate &e charges involved a 
review of monthly SS7 sumnmyrqorts extracted into an Access Database. (See Sprint's Supplemental 
Response to KMC Tntemgatoxy No. 15 provided on March 22,2005.) 
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CDR Records for September 10,2003 (which were provided to KMC 
pior to tbe initiation of the Complaint as pat of Sprint's attempt to work 
with KMC to resolve the Comphint 1 

All CDR records underlying the Agile& study (See CD labeled "Agilent 
CDR Records" provided in response to KMC POD No. 18 (c), also 
provided & Exhibit WLW-3 to William L. Wdey's Direct Testimony) 

A statistidy valid, 27 day random sample of CDR records spanning the 
two year p a i d  (See CDs provided on February21, March 17 and April 7, 
2005, and Iabeled KLMC CDR Records, 20031024-2003071 1 GMT KMM 

CLEC 20030606-20021.124, respectively, dm provided as Ehiiiit WLW- 
5 and Revised Exhibit WLW-5, to William L. Wiley's Direct and Rebuttal 
Testimonies). 

CLEC CDRs, 2OWO202-2OU3 1 1 18 EST KMM CLEC CDRS, .and KM'C 

Sprint's respomes to KMC's r q u t  for the call detail records fulfill Sprint's 

obligations to respond under the applicable discovery rules. h fact, by pmducing the 27 

day random sample of KMC call detail records, Sprint has gone beyond what the 

Conunission determined was necessary to comply with the d e s  in the one previous 

proceeding in which a similar discovery dispute was addressed. See, h re: D a h  Comty 

&h ATC Long Dktance'vs. Telecommunic~tions &mica, Inc. and Telecommnicatiom 

Smkes, Inc. vs. TranscuU America, he.  h/b/a ATC Long Distance) that me within the 

Commission's Jurisdiction, Docket No. 95 1232, Order No. PSC-98-0954-PCO-TI, issued 

July 15,1998 and Order No. PSC-98-1058-PCO-T1, issued August 7,1998. In that m e  

the Commission recognized that call detail records in heir raw form contain records 

relating to numerous customers that are confidential and that Sprint is prohibiting from 

making public under s. 364.24, Florida Statutes and also that the other customers' m r &  

are not relevant to a dispute involving 8 single customer. T h e  Commission fhther 

determined that records pertaining to a single customer are not existing records, but must 

4 
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be created in order to be produced and that such preparation is beyond the scope of what 

is required under the applicable discovery d e s .  Specifically, in the August 7th orda 

denying TSfs second Motion to Compel, the preheasing oficer d i n g  OR the Motion 

stated ''It is not proper to seek production of documents that do not exist and wodd, 

therefme, require preparation," k u s e  the call, detail records hvohhg ody TSI's traffic 

did not exist independent of the irrelevant records involving other customs's traiXc, the 

prehearing officer d e d  that "I shall not require Trumcall to prepare a record or computer 

fjle that does not CUfTentIy exist." The TranSCd cast also mpprts the suffi&ency of 

Sprint's provision o f  a subset, rather than a l l  of the call detail records in that the s t a  

audit and testimony in that case was based on a review of only a portion of the total 

. 

number of caIl detail records. 

As explained above, the call detail records at issue here also contain confidential 

information for multiple customers. In order to produce records related to KMC only, 

Sprint must "prepare' the records, which is a lengthy and time consuming process as 

described above. Sprint hisprovided IKMC with all the KMC only records that were 

already in existence (Le., the Agilent records and the September 10,2003 records) and 

has also provided to KMC the KMC only records that Sprint prepared for the purpose o f  

submitting them as evidence in this case. To require Sprint to pepare and produce iny 

additiond CDR records goes bepnd the scope of the discovery rules, as the Commission 

properIy found in the XramcuZZ case. %erefore, KMC's Motion to Compel the 

additional CDR records should be denied. 

In the TrmcaN case, TrmcuZl apparently ofkred TSI the ability to d e w  the caIl detail rewrds. Such a 
process wodd not be workable for the number of records involved in this case. Sprint bas d d a t e d  that it 
wodd take KMC 18 mox3ths, at a cost of $79,300 to come to the location where the records are kept and 
conduct the necessary review. 

.. . 
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Interrogatg=y 6 0  and Production of Documents No. 6 

In Intemgatory No, 6(b) KMC requests all the information f o h g  the basis for 

Sprint's belief that KMC was altering or changing charge party numbers. This is an 

example of one of the many requests from KlMc that is duplicative or overlaps with 

s e v d  ofber requests. Spriat formed its beliefthat KMC was manipulating the charge 

party number in some manner based on its analysis ofthe call detail information it 

colIects for all traffic as described above. Therefore, the response to POD No. I was 

responsive to htemgatory No. 6. In addition, Sprint engaged Agilent to veri9 its own 

analysis, The infdnnation related to the Agilent study was requested and provided in 

. Sprints Response to POD No. 18, Sprint provided a narrative explanation of how Sprint 

arrived at its conclusions in its Response to htmogatory No. 6- This  response represents 

the basis of Sprint's claims at that time. It should be nut& that subsequent information 

provided by KMC to Sprint, including testimony, has clarified the issues for Sprint, in 

that KMC has admitted?hat the repetitive charge party numbers &at Sprint had noticed 

were, in fact, numbers assighed by KMC and progmnmed by KMC into its switch for 

traflic KMC received h m  its 'Customer X However, at the time Sprint responded to the 

discovery, Sprint was not aware of these specific actions by KMC. Becaruse Sprint €idly 

and completely responded to KMCk Interrogatory No- 6, KMC's Motion t o  CQXI I~~  as it 

relates to this Interrogatory should be denied. 

KMC also claims that Sprint has not kIly responded to KMC's request for POD 

No. 6, which cuntaim an unspecified request fm "all documents identified or relied on in 

Response to Interrogatory No. 6-" While Sprint had noted its objections to any request 

that was "overly broad etc." (see Sprint's generally applicable objection No. 4 OR page 2 

6 
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of Sprint's Responses and Objections filed on Febmary 21,2005) S p ~ t  nevertheless 

endeavored in good faifh to provide any documents applicable to Intmgatoxy No. 6 that 

were not already provided in response to other duplicative and overlapping requests. In 

respme to POD No. 6, Sprint provided the -following: 

Power point presentation relating to Correlated Call Records (CCR). 

C I )  m e d  "CCRO42 905" which contains the correlated call records 
underlying the power point presentation. {these records initially were 
provided as part of  Response to Interrogatory No. 92, which was provided 
in response to KMC's "catch all" POD No. 15 askkg for "any records that 
had not othedss been provided h other discovery responses" and were 
provided again on CD in Sprint's Supplemental Response to POD No. 15 
filed on March 22,2005) 

Multiple confidential but wnprivikged e-mails and attachments to those 
e m d s ,  provided on March 17 

hivilege log, detailing each e-mail string, the subject of the e-mails, each 
hdividual including in the e-mail distribution and the name of the Sprint 
attorney(> initiating or requesting the communication, provided h 
Sprint's Supplemental IRnSponse to POD Nos. 6,7,15,17 and 18, filed on 
March 22,2005. 

' - >  -b 

Contrary to KMC'S aSsertion in paragraph 20 of its Motion to Compel, Sprint 

provided more than a log ofprivileged ernails that would othemise beresponsive. 

Rather? Sprint provided voluminous Ron-privileged, though confidential, emails and 

related attachments (including voluminous attachments produd on a CD acmrnp-g 

the e-mails) that were responsive to POD No. 6 and related POD requests. . Here again, 

KMC had requested similar and intertwined infomation relatbg to Sprint's complaint in 

several interrogatory and POD requests, including POD No. 6l POD No. 7, POD No. 17 

and POD No. 18. Sprint practically was not able to separate the commnunications 

according to which interrogatory they were responsive to because, from Sprint's 

7 
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perspective, infixmation relevmi to these requests were inter-related and. intertwined in 

the internal communiatiuns. 

These records, combined with the call detail records otherwise provided to KMC 

as detailed above, constitute the entire body of documents in Sprinrs possession tbat are 

m y  responsive to this request.' Therefire, KMC's Motion to Compel as it relates to 

Sprint's responses to Interrogatory No. 6@) and POD No. 6 should be d e n i d  

hterrwatorv No. 7 and POD No. 7 

h htenogatory No. 7 'KMC asks Sprint tu describe the adom taken by Sprint to 

trace the access t d E c  that KMC improperly terminated to Sprint over its local 

interconnection lnmks. POD No, 7 broadly requests any documents identified or relied on 

responding to the Interrogatory. As expIained above, this question i s  intertwined with and 

overlaps several other intenogatories and POD requests, so that infbrmation that is 

respoIlsive to one, is also responsive to many. Nevertheless, Sprint provided a mative 

response to fhe Intmgatory and in response to the POD provided the following 
. -  

doczrments: 

Power Point presentation labeled IXC Study 

Cmelatted call records labeled CCRMI 905 (described above) 

Unprivileged confidentid emails 

Privilege I&, (also provided in response to POD Nos. 6,15,17 and 18) 

Sprint's response to Interrogatory No. 7 fully describes the process Sprint 

' However, in its generally applicable Objection No. 10 of Sprinl's objections fded on February 2 1,2005, 
Sprint notes the Iimitations of its ability to reprtsmt &at it bas provided  eve^^ poss&le document relevant 
document apd Sprint's commitment to conduct a diligent and reasonable search in order produce relevant 
documents, which Sprint has done in an attempt: to fully and compIeteZy respond to KMC's dis~o~ery 
requests. 

8 
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undertook as the basis of its CumphinL This response and the records desCriM above, 

combined with other records provided in re~pome to similar and overlapping requests, 

including the caIl detail records otherwise provided to KMC as explained above, 

constitute the entire body of documents in Spirit's possession that are fully responsive to 

this request. fierefare, x(MC's Motion to Compel as its relates to Sprint's mpmes to 

Interrogatory No. 7 and POD No. 7 should be denied. 

lnteryoEatory No. 11 and POD No. 10 

In this Interrogatory, KMC asks Sprint to'"describe the call detail records and SS7 

signding informatim" related to the access traffic that Sprint was able to iden* more 

specificalZy because it originated by a Sprint end user. Once again, this htmogafory 

requests information that is duplicative of and ovedaps previous questions, particularly 

Intmogatories No- 6 and 7. 

Sprint provided a response specifically to this Inknogatmy in which Sprint 

describes the process it used to correlate and review the records. Sprint believes this 

response is suf€~cimt., as thi: process for each individual call record is the same and, 

therefore, a g m d  description of the process used can be applied to all the mrds. 

Nevertheless, to the extent that KMC's Motion to Campel arises out of its lack o f  

understanding of what is depicted on the call detail records; Sprint is filing a 

SuppZmental Response to Interrogatory No, 1 1 that provides a stepby-step dewriptian 

of what infiormation is provided on the call record at each stage ofthe transmission, Time 

constraints in responding to this Motion to Compel prevent Sprint from being able to 

provide the supplemental response s&dtanausly with this Response; however, Sprint 

will provide the Supplemental Response on May 27. 

9 
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IR POD No. 10, KMC asks, once again, for the call detail records underlying 

Sprints analysis. Sprint h e  provided these records in POD No. 1 as discussed above. 

There are no other records responsive to this request. Sprint's Response to Interrogatory 

No+ 11 and the documents it bas provided KMC in response to POD No. 10 as well as 

ntrmemus u-ther duplicative and overlapping document quests me M y  responsive to 

and in compliance with Sprint's discovery obIigations. Therefore, KMC's Motion to 

Compel as it relates to Sprint's responses to Interrogatory No. I I and POD No. 10 should 

bedenied. 

Interrogatory Nu. 15 

Intermgatmy No, 15 asked Sprint to describe its calculation of the mount Sprint 

alleges KMC awes for the access traffic Sprint alleges KMC improperly terminated to 

Sprint over local intercomection bunks. Spript first responded to the Interrogatory on 

Febnrary 21,2005 with a general explanation of the process used. At KMC's request, 

Sprint provided a mmedetded explanation in its Supplanat& Response to the 

Interrogatory provided on hhrch 22,2005. This  Response goes through a step-by-step 

explanation ofthe pcess and methodology Sprint: used to calculate tbe access charges 

that are due. h addition, Sprint provided the detail of the ddations in. an excel 

spreadsheets identified in the Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 15.8 KMC 

appears to be asking Sprint to describe its calculations on a call by calI basis, .which is 

unreasonable, unnecessary and would be patently unduly burdensome to Sprint, Sprint's 

. .. . .. 

. .. 

In paragraph 35 of its Motion to Compel, KMC alleges that Sprint has not provided SS7 Moatbly 
Summary Reports relevant to Sprint's Complaint. wbilt Sprint believes that these reports were included 
among the voluminouS docurnentation that has already been provided to KMC, Sprint will colltixlue to 
review its responses and to the extent Sprint discovers that these documents have not been provided in their 
entirety, Sprint will file these dacumenis as a Supplemental Response to POD No. 15. 

i 10 
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response is a full and complete response to the question and is entirely compliant with the 

applicdle discovery rules, therefore, KMC’s Motion to Compel as it relates to 

htmgatoq NO. -15 should be denied 

Interrogatory No. 16 and POD Nu. 12 

hterrogatory No. 16 asks Sprint to explain its methodology for calculatkg the 

mount of reciprocal compensation that Sprint onexpaid as a d t  of KMC’s 

mischaracterization of access traffic as local trdfic. The related POD No. 12 asked for aI1 

documents identified or relied on in responding to Intexmgatory No. 16. First, it should 

be noted that this calculation is a derivative of the process used to jurisdictionalize the 

trafEc for the puspose of determining the amount of the access charges h t  were avoided. 

Therefore, fbe same records are responsive to this J[ntemgatory and related POD as are 

responsive to the several other duplicative and overlapping requests by KMC. In addition, 

Sprint provided an excel spreadsheet detailing the billing calculations. Tn response to 

POD No. 12, Sprint alsb provided internal emails xdated to Sprint’s identification and 

cak-dation o f  Sprint’s ovejiIjaymmt of reciprocal compensation. KMC appears to be 

asking Sprint to describe its calculations on a call by caIl basis, which is unreasonable, 

unnecessary and would be patently unduly burdensome to Smt. Sprint’s response to 

Interrogatory No. 16 and the documents provided both directly in response to POD No. 

12 and in response the several duplicative and overlapping requests are f d 1  and complete 

responses to the requests and are entirely compliant with the applicable discovery rules, 

therefore, KMC’s Motion to Compel as it relates to Interrogatory No. 16 and POD No. 12 

should be denied. 

11 
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POD No. 16 

POD No. 16 asks Sprint to "produce all intanal records related to Sprint's 

produdon of the information contained in Sp~int~CDR-Tmslations." Fraddy, Sprint 

did not understand what documents this request was intended to erzcompass that were: 

tiiffiaent from fbe d l  detail records requested in numerous o&er duplicative and 

overlapping requests -from KMC. In an effort to respond to this request, Sprint sried to 

identify~mythhg that it had provided KMC that was denominated 

Sprint I CDR-TmkIatbns, to determine what other documents the request might 

encompass. The only thing we could ibd that KMC might be ref-g to was a table 

labeled SS& CDR T K ~ I X ~ ~ ~ S  in a document labeled 

KMC - CDR - layo~~~f~r~Sept_l0_2003x1s, which is the September 10 CDR Wmatim 

provided to ]KMC prior to Sprjnt sling its Complaint. This  document is nothing more 

than a description of the fields contained in the CDR records. As such, there me no 

additional documents &a$ relate to that fjile. . 

In response to paragraph 42 of KMC's Motion, KMC apparently misinterpreted 

the basis and breadth of Sprint's objection. Sprint objected only to the extent privileged 

documents were being requested. Subsequently, Sprint provided a privilege log that 

identifies all of  the documents that Sprint believes are responsive to KMC's discovery 

request that are IpriviJeged. There are no other privileged docummb responsive to any of 

KMC's requests that are not listed on the privilege log. Since the only documents that 

Sprint could ascertain might be responsive to this request were the call detail recards 

provided in Response to POD No. I (discussed previously in this Response to KMC's 

Motion), Sprint has adequateIy responded to POD No. I6 in Ml compliance with the 

12 
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applicable discovery des: Therefore, KMC’s Motion to Compel as it relates the POD 

No. 16 should be denied. 

POD No. 27 

POD No, 17 asks Sprint to produce copies of Sprint’s analysis using the Agilent 

system refmed to in paragraph 13 of Sprint’s Complaint. This is another duplicative and 

overlapping request, as these documents a e  the same documents as Sprint has produced 

in response to POD No, 1, POD No. 6 and POD.No. 7. It may be helpfur to distinguish 

Sprint’s ongoing internal use ofthe Agilent business intelligence system to analyze SS7 

records f b m  the KMC study conducted by Agilent for Sprint that is provided in Sprint‘s 

Response to POD No. 18. Sprint uses Agilent software to compile zmd interpret the raw 

SS7 records that are collected at its switch. This sohare  produces the call detail records 

that KMC has requested in multiple POD requests. These stme cdll detail records are the 

records that Sprint addresses in its Response to POD No. 1 and in its discussion above 

relating to KMC’s Motion to Compel additional responses to POD No. 1. 

As far as paragraph 46 of KMC’s Motion to compel, again, Sprint only objected 

’ !  

. .  

to the extent POD NO. 17 requested privileged documents. All of the relevant privileged 

documents that are responsive to POD No. 17 are included in the privilege log provided, 

the suffi&iency of which is discussed d e r  in this response. Sprint has responded fully 

and completely and in comphnce with the apphble  discovery d e s  in its response to 

Interrogatory No. 17- Therefore, KMC’s Motion to Compel as it relates to Sprint’s 

Response to POD No. 17 should be denied. 

POD No. 18 

POD No. 18 asks for various documents related to the Agilent Study Sprint 

13 
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referred to in its Complaint (and mbmitted as Exhibit WLW- attached tu the’direct . 

testimony of William L. Wiley.) In response to this POD request, Sprint provided the 

foIlowing documents: 

A copy of a brochure entitled “Agdent OSS Revenue Asfllrance’: 

A copy of a brochure entitled “Agilent access7 Business Intelligence” 

Agilent Access Bypass Study Results (also provided prefiled Exhibit 
WLW-3} @ O I ~ O ~ S  Wdidential) 

SprhtlAgiIent Master Ageemmt (Confidential) 

Agdent SOW for the IKMC Study (Confidential) 

KMC Agilent CDRs (on confidentid CD ody) 

Confidential but nonprivileged emails discussing the Agilent study and its 
results 

E-mails identified OR Sprint’s privileged log 

Conrraty to KMC’s assertion in paragraph 52, Sprint did not “&i.ly” refa to call 

detail records providedin response to other requests, but provided a separate CD, 

appmprbteIy labeled, that‘contains all of the cdl detail records used by Agileat in 

conducting its study. In response to KMC’s discussion of Sprint’s daim of privilege in 

paragraph 5 I; again, KMC misinterprets the extent of Sprint‘s claim. As stated previously 

privilege was not asserted for all documents, but only insofar as it applied and any 

privileged docmnmb responsive to this request are included on the privilege log 

discussed previously in this Response to KMC’s Motion- As far 8s KMC’s claims that 

Sprint failed to provide “preliminary analysis or preliminary versions of the AgiIent study 

(paragraph 5 1 of KMC’s Motion to Compel), Sprjnt asserts that there are not such 

documents Sprint’s possession and fhat is why no such documents were provided. 

14 
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Sprint did provide correspondence with Agilent, to the extent it was not privileged in the 

h t d  e-mds provided in mponse to the several PODS requesting them. Sprint has 

responded fully.and completely and in compliance with the applicable discovery rules in 

its response ta POD No. 18. Therefore, KE/IC’s Motion to Compel as it relates to Sprint’s 

Response to POD No. 18 should be denied. 

hterragatow No. 36 and POD No. 25 

Interrogatory No, 36 asks if Sprint has made any claims related to the delivery of 

access traffjic over lo& interconnection tnuiks against iny other LEC f i r  MC in the FL 

Myers or Tallahassee LATA. Sprint responded with the name of a CLEC and an 

explanation o f  the basis ofthe clajm and the status of the claim. As fw as the related POD 

No. 25 {requesting any documents identified in or relied on in Interrogatory No, 36), 

contrary to KMC’s claims in paragraph 56 ofits Motion to comlpel, Sprint did not firil to 

identi@ documents- Ratha S e t  responded that it had documents but due to their highly 

confidentid and competitively sensitive nature (ie., they contain customer infirmation 

concerning a competitor df KMC), Sprint would not provide copies but would, instead, 

make them available for viewing at Sprint’s TalIahaSsee offices. KMC has never 

contacted SpIint to mange a time to view these documents. Sprint’s offer is completely 

consistent with Rule 1.350 of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure which requires a 

respondent to a producfion request to allow inspection of a docurnat in a reasonable 

manner at a reasonable time and place. . 

KMC also alleges that Sprint has made mkrence to investigations it has made of 

multiple other CLECs related to the avoidance of access charges. While this is oorrect, 

none of these other CLECs w m  encompassed by the strict t a m s  of the request (ie., that 

15 



. .  . 

. 1. : . . .;A. . _.. . . . .  . .. 
T_ 

. . ..-..- 

I 

the cIaims involved traffic terminated to Sprint in Tsillahassee or Ft. Myers). Regardless 

of KMC’s misunderstanding of the completeness o f  Sprint‘s response, Sprint has 

responded fully and completely and in compliance with the applicabIe discovery d e s  in 

its response to Interrogatory Na.36 and POD No. 25. Therefore, KMC’s Motion to 
! 

. I  

. i  

Compel as it relates tu Sprint’s Response to POD No. 18 should be denied. 

POD No. 15 

KMC’s POD No. 15 is a “catch d3“ requesting Sprint to provide any relevant 

documentsit has not otherwise provided in responding to KMC’s POD requests;We 

this request is undeniably overbroad and ambiguous, in its attempt to provide d relevant 

documents, Sprint has responded to POD 15 by including nllllzmus documents that. 

support and are relevant to Sprint’s claims, including coxrelated call m r d s  and detailed 

supporting Wonnation for each month of these records through May 2004 (see 

documents entitled Sprint’s Response to Interrogatory No. 92 fkom Docket No. 03 1047, 

Bate Stamp, pages 324-546- These doamats contain much af the supporting informdon 

KMC is complaining has lidt been provided in this Motion to CompeL 

co3lclus~on 

Sprint has provided detailed responses to each of KMcs discovery responses and 

provided the voluaninous relwant documentation that is responsive to KMC’s POD 

requests. Sprint has responded fully and cornpletery and to the best of iis ability to each 

ofKMC’s Intmogatories and PODS and has MIy complied with the applicable discovery 

rules. Pursuant to these d e s  and consistent with Commission p d e n t  Sprint is not 

required to prepare and produce all of the dl ions  of caII detail records that span the two 

years of sprint’s amplaint and it would be unduly burdensome and expensive for Sprint 

16 
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to do so, as set forth in detail above. 

To the extent that KMCs Motion to Compel indicates tt lack ofunderstanding of 

what Sprint has provided, Sprint has either made clarifications in this response to assist 

KMC in understanding the infomation provided or Sprint is filing supplemental 

responses in an'attempt to deviate this lack of understanding as noted herein. KMC has. 

no legitimate basis for its Motion to Compel given Sprint's more than suflticient responses 

to KMc's requests. Therefore, KMC's Motiun to Compel should be denied as it relates to 

each and every interrogatory and POD request set forth in its Motion. 

WHERBFORE, Sprint asks the Commission to deny KMC's Motion to Compel. 

I.' , 

I 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED tbis 26* day of May 2005. 

-. 

Susan S. Masterton 
Post Office Box 2214 . 

Tallahassee, Florida 323 16-2214 
850/599-1560 
850-87 8-07 77 (fax) 
fllsan.masterton@md .sprInt.com 

::. 

1 
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Exhibit 2 

20. O n  pages 8 and 9 on KMC witness Pasonski’s rebuttal testimony, he asserts that ICMC 
has not received suff?cient data from Sprint to respond to the calculation of access 
charges by Sprint. Has Sprint provided KMC with sufficient data to respond to the 
caIculations? If so, list what was provided. If not, why not? 

Response: Yes, Sprint-Florida, Inc. has provided KMC with sufficient data to support the 
calculation of the access charges. The following files were provided: 

SS7 CDRs for September 10,2003 were provided on February 24,2004. 
Monthly billing adjustment summaries for July 02 - Dec 03 were provided on 
February 24,2004. 
Resent SS7 CDRs with duration for September 10,2003 data provided on March 
3 1, 2004. 
Responses to KMC questions dated March 22,2004 regarding the September 10, 
2003 CDR data were provided on March 3 1,2004. 
Attachment 4 Summary of Intrastate Access Charges Due fkom W C  to Sprint for 
the KMC Access Arbitrage Complaint Filing provided on September 27,2004. 
KMC Cornplaint Summary file which contains the following information sent in 
response to KMC’s First Set of Interrogatories were provided on February 21, 
2005: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
I 

0 

! 

SS7 MOUs 
Billed Volume Trend 
No CPN MOU 
ChPN diff CPN - Amount oftraffic where the SS7 minutes for the Charge 
Party Number differs fiom the Calling Party Number comparing to total 
billed minutes by jurisdiction. 
CWN 850 and 239 - Amount of traffic where the SS7 minutes for the 
ChGge Party Number have the same NPA 850 and 239. 
FL 27 Monthly MOU and Revenue breakdown for Tallahassee, FL 
Trunks to support €3 ackbill ing adjustment. 
FL 39 - Monthly MOU and Revenue breakdown for Ft. Myers, I;L Tnrnks 
to support Backbilling adjustment. 
July 02 to Current - Summation of MOU and Revenues for FL 27 and FL 
39 to support total backbilling adjustments. 
JulO2 to Jun 03 Impact - Summation of MOU and Revenues for FL 27 
and FL 39 to support total backbilling adjustments prior to Bill and Keep. 
Interstate - Summation of the Interstate Revenues for FL 27 and FL 39 to 
support the Backbilling adjustments. 
Intrastate - Summation of the Intrastate Revenues for FL 27 and FL 39 to 
support the Backbilling adjustments. 

m KMC PLU BackbiIIing files detail how the monthly billing adjustments were 
calculated which were sent in response to KMC’s First Set ofhterrogatories were 
provided on February 21,2005. 
SS7 CDRs on multiple CDS for the following days in response to KMC’s  First Set 
of Interrogatories POD #1 filing sent on February 21, 2005, March 17, 2005 and 
April 7,2005, : 

o November 24,2002 

I6 
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I 
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o December 9,2002 
o January4,2003 
o February 13,2003 
o March 29,2003 
o April 17,2003 
o May26,2003 
o June6,2003 
o July 11,2003 
o August 31,2003 
o September 12, 2003 
o October 24,2003 
o November 18,2003 
o December 23,2003 
o January 28,2004 
o February 2,2004 
o March19,2004 
o April 7, 2004 
o May11,2004 
o June5,2004 
o July 16,2004 
o August 21,2004 
o September 4,2004 
o October 10,2004 
o November 23,2004 
o December 20,2004 
o January 1,2005 

CCR041905 fbr 5S7 Correlated Call Records were provided to identify the IXCs 
that sent traffc to KMC. This was in response to the Motion to Compel, 
Interrogatory #92, POD #15, and supplemental response to POD #I5 on March 
22, 2005. 
KMC Balance as of 3-25-05 file contains charges, payments, adjustments, and 
disputes for KMC in a supplemental response to KMC’s First Set of 
Interrogatories were provided on April 7, 2005. 
Local Interconnection Agreements were provided with the original complaint 
filed September 24, 2004.. 
Rebuttal Aggwal exhibits: RA- 1 showed adjusted billed MOU for FL 27 and FL 
39 and RA-2 provided calculation process and monthly billing adjustment 
summaries were sent on May 10, 2005. 

In addition Sprint has explained in detail the methodology it used to calculate the 
access charges due in both testimony and discovery responses. See (e-g. Rebuttal 
Testimony of Ritu Agganval and Sprint’s Responses and Supplemental Responses t o  
KMC’s Interrogatory #15) 


