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I. statement

A. On March 20, 2000, U S WEST Communications, Inc. (“U S WEST”), filed its Motion to Compel.  By this motion U S WEST seeks an order of the Commission compelling Sprint Communications Company, L.P. (“Sprint”) to respond to discovery served on it on February 18, 2000.  On March 24, 2000, Sprint filed its Response to the Motion.  For the reasons set forth below the motion should be granted in part and denied in part.

B. Initially, U S WEST suggests that all of Sprint’s objections are untimely since Decision No. R00-179-I allowed the parties to extend time to file responses.  U S WEST suggests that this does not include objections.  Sprint argues that the order is ambiguous at best and should be interpreted to apply to objections as well.  The Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) finds and concludes that the order was intended to extend the time both for objections and answers and therefore Sprint’s objections are not untimely.

C. Also at the outset, Sprint makes the claim that it need respond to discovery only for its competitive local exchange carrier (“CLEC”) operations.  Even though Sprint is the petitioner in this proceeding and is the entity which holds a certificate of public convenience and necessity from this Commission to provide local exchange services, Sprint claims it is some subset of Sprint’s total operations that is actually involved in this arbitration.  Sprint therefore has limited its answers to what it refers to as its CLEC operations, a much narrower and more limited operation, although the exact boundaries of the operations are not defined.

D. U S WEST notes that Sprint in it its entirety is the petitioner and suggests that it is not for Sprint to limit its answers and responses to only some portions of its operations or a separate business unit.

E. The ALJ agrees that Sprint is the petitioner and is the entity authorized to provide local exchange in this state by this Commission.  Therefore Sprint must respond to discovery as it relates to Sprint’s operations as a whole, not some undefined subset of the petitioner’s operations.  Thus for any discovery that Sprint has not responded to in this fashion, which presumably is all of the discovery, it must respond for the operations of Sprint as a whole.

F. There are several specific discovery requests which are at issue.  Request no. 10 relates to documents or data concerning the measurement of reciprocal compensation.  Sprint should respond to this request for Sprint as a whole, not merely some limited portion of Sprint’s operations.

G. Discovery request no. 11 appears to seek information which U S WEST would have in its own records and therefore the request is denied.

H. Discovery request no. 13 seeks to have Sprint identify the types of services it provides to Internet service providers (“ISPs”) in Colorado.  This should be answered by Sprint as a whole.  Sprint has sought reciprocal compensation in this proceeding, including reciprocal compensation for traffic provided to ISPs.  Thus this question is directly relevant to that issue.

I. Discovery request no. 14, however, seeks minutiae concerning each individual ISP that Sprint provides and is burdensome, with the exception of request no. 14(c).  Sprint should respond to request no. 14(c) on an aggregate basis.

J. Discovery request no. 15 seeks again information concerning service to ISPs in Colorado.  The introductory portion of this and 15(b), (c), and (d) should be answered in the aggregate.  Request no. 15(a) need not be answered.

K. Request no. 16 is too vague and Sprint need not respond.

L. Request no. 17 seeks information concerning ISP services which are in issue.  The introductory portion should be answered as well as 17(b).  Requests nos. 17(a) and (c) need not be responded to as they are vague, unclear, and argumentative.

M. Request no. 18 seeks information concerning prices, terms, and conditions of services Sprint provides to ISPs.  The introductory portion as well as (a) through (c) should be answered in the aggregate.  Request No. 18(d) is burdensome and need not be responded to.

N. Request no. 19 refers to plans of Sprint.  The request seeks speculative information and is argumentative.  It need not be responded to.

O. Request no. 21 seeks copies of contracts with ISPs.  The request should be responded to.

P. Requests nos. 22, 23, 24, and 25 are not reasonably calculated to discover admissible evidence and are burdensome.  Therefore Sprint need not respond to them.

Q. Request no. 26 seeks copies of studies of rates and charges.  Sprint should respond for Sprint as a whole, not some separate business entity.

R. Request no. 29 seeks information concerning call times and other matters.  Sprint should respond for Sprint as a whole, not some separate business entity.

S. Requests nos. 30 and 31 seek information concerning the measurement of segregated ISP-bound traffic.  Sprint should respond for Sprint as a whole to these matters, not simply for Sprint’s CLEC operations.

T. Request no. 36 concerns alternatives to reciprocal compensation that have been considered.  The request is vague, overly broad, unclear, and speculative in nature.  Therefore Sprint need not respond.

U. Request no. 45 seeks network configurations concerning the connection to ISP customers again, Sprint has placed this in issue by seeking reciprocal compensation from ISPs.  Therefore Sprint should respond to request no. 45 for Sprint as a whole, not simply for Sprint’s smaller business unit of CLEC operations.

II. order

V. It is Ordered That:

1. The Motion to Compel is granted in part and denied in part as set forth above.  Sprint Communications, L.P. shall respond as set forth above no later than the close of business on March 31, 2000.

2. This Order shall be effective immediately.
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