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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
BEFORE THE PIJBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

Petition of Ballard Rural Telephone Cooperative ) 
Corporation, Inc., For Arbitration of Certain Terms ) 
And Conditions of Proposed Interconnection ) 
Agreement With American Cellular Corporation ) Case No. 2006-002 15 
f/Ma ACC Kentucky License L,LC, Pursuant To ) 
the Communications Act of 1934, As Amended by ) 
the Telecornn?unications Act of 1996 ) 

BALLARD RURAL TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE CORPORATION, INC.'S 
ANSWERS AND RESPONSES TO CMRS PROVIDERS' INFORMATION REQUESTS 

Ballard Rural Telephone Cooperative Corporation, Inc. ("Ballard Rural" or "the 

Company"), by cou~lsel and pur~.-~nt  to the July 25, 2006 order of the Kentucky Public Service 

Cornmission ("Commission"), +- the information requests 

("Information Requests") of American Cellular 

Corporation ("ACC"); New C' 1Soutl1 Mobility L,LC 

and BellSouth Personal Corn ~ited Partnership d/b/a 

Cingular Wireless ("Cingul~ 

d/b/a Sprint PCS ("Sprint ' 

f and SprintCom, Inc., 

)his, Inc. and T-Mobile 

Central LLC (T-Mobile; a 
" 

ss, GTE Wireless of the 

Midwest Incorporated, and Ken~u..~., 1 Wireless") (collectively, 

the "CMRS Providers"). 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

The following general objections are incorporated by reference, as if fully set fort11 

therein, into the answers and responses provided below. 



1. To the extent the Information Requests of the CMRS Providers seek infomation 

regarding or othenvise related to the establishment of any rates in tlze proposed iilterconnection 

agreement, the Company hereby objects that such request(s) are unduly burdensome in light of 

tlze fact that, as noted in previous filings in this matter, the Company has not previously 

conducted or been required to conduct the TELRIC studies mandated by the Cormnission's July 

25, 2006 order (the "Order") in this matter. Accordingly (and without limitation), much of the 

requested data relating to specific network equipment and piece-by-piece network configuration 

has not been maintained in the general course of tlie Company's business. The Conzpany has 

moved the Commission to bifbrcate this matter into costlprice and non-costlnori-price matters, 

with the former category to proceed on a separate procedural track to be established. In light of 

that request, the rationales therefor, and this objection, the Company proposes that such requests 

be answered or responded to consistent with the separate procedural scliedule requested in its 

motion to bifurcate. 

2. The Company objects to the issue headings included in tlze CMRS Providers' 

infonnation requests (and repeated in response, below) because they do not accurately reflect the 

issue(s) involved in this matter. 

INFORMATION FUCQUESTS 

General 

1.1 Excluding the CMRS Providers, please identify each Telecormu~iications Carrier 
to whom you (or another carrier using your facilities) have originated any Telecommunications 
Traffic or from whom you have terminated any Telecornmunicatio~~s Traffic eitlzer directly or 
indirectly during the past 12 months pursuant to a written agreement. If tlie written agreement 
was filed with the Cornmission, identify the Docket No. and sufficient additional detail to pemit 
a copy of suclz agreement, including any and all amendments thereto, to be requested and 
obtained from the Cornmission. If the agreement has not been filed wit11 the Commission, please 
provide a copy of such agreement, as well as all amendments thereto. 



ANSWER: The Company objects that the phrases "or another carrier using your facilities" 
and "either directly or indirectly" are vague and ambiguous. Witlzout waiving its objection, the 
Company refers the CMRS Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

1.2 Excluding the CMRS Providers, please identify each Telecomunications Carrier 
to whom you (or anotlzer carrier using your facilities) have originated any Telecommunications 
Traffic or from whom you have terminated any Telecornrnuizications Traffic either directly or 
indirectly during the past 12 months without the benefit of a written agreement. 

ANSWER: The Corripany objects that the phrases "or another carrier using your facilities" 
and "either directly or indirectly" are vague and ambiguous. Tlze Company furtlzer objects that 
tlis interrogatory is overbroad and unduly burdensome Without waiving its objection, the 
Company refers the CMRS Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

1.3 For each Telecommunications Carrier identified in response to Interrogatory 1.2, 
please identify whether the traffic is being originated or terminated based upon agreed terms and, 
if so, please identify any agreed upon rate for the termination and/or transport of suclz traffic, 
traffic ratio(s) and (if the Telecornnzunicatioizs Carrier is a CMRS carrier) interMTA factor(s). 

ANSWER: Tlie Company incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, its objections 
to Interrogatory 1.2. The Co~npany further objects that tlie phrase "agreed tesnzs" is vague and 
a~nbiguous. Without waiving its objection, the Comnpa~ly refers the CMRS Providers to the 
charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. In addition, where applicable, the Company refers the 
CMRS Providers to the conesponding interconnection agreements filed with the Commission 
and accessible through the Cornmission's website. 

1.4 Please identify each Telecolnmuriications Cal-sier identified in response to 
Interrogatory 1.1 or 1.2 that is either an Affiliate to you, or is an Affiliate to another person or 
entity to wlzich you are also an Affiliate. 

ANSWER: The Coinpany incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, its objections 
to Interrogatories 1.1 and 1.2. The Company further objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, 
unduly burdensome, not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably 
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence insofar as it seeks the identity of 
Affiliates of Affiliates. Without waiving its objections, tlze Company states that it has no 
Affiliates. 

1.5 Provide tlze names of all Telecommunications Carriers wit11 which you currently 
exchange any traffic on a bill and keep basis. 

ANSWER: The Company refers the CMRS Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 
1. 



1.6 Identify all of your Affiliates, and the Telecommunications, information, or cable 
services provided by all such Affiliates. Identify any Affiliate that offers intra-lata toll, IXC, 
cable, wireless or information sesvices to your landline customers. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Company refers the 
CMRS Providers to its answer to Interrogatory 1.6. 

1.7 Identify each tandem owned by you and state whether each tandem is located in 
the same or a different building as your end office switch. If the tandem is located in the same 
building as an end office switch, identify the end office switch by CL,LI code. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead the 
discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objection, the Company refers the CMRS 
Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The Company hrther refers the CMRS 
Providers to information available in the Local Exchange Routing Guide ("L,ERGU) and the 
Commission's website. 

1.8 Identify all of your tandern or end office switches connected to a BellSouth 
tandern, and the type of trunks (e.g., one-way, two-way, Feature Group C) between the two 
switches. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad and uiiduly 
burdensome. Without waiving its objection, the Company refers the CMRS Providers to the 
charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

1.9 Complete the f o m  attached as Exhibit 1, providing the requested information for 
each exchange in which you are certificated to provide Telecommui~ications Service as an 
incumbent local exchange carrier. Provide your response in electronic fonn. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasoilably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Compaiiy refers the 
CMRS Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. The Company further refers the 
CMRS Providers to information available in the Local Exchange Routing Guide ("LERG") and 
the Cormission's website. 

1.10 Provide a network diagram for your networlc showing your switches, transinission 
nodes, interoffice routes, intercompany transmissioil facilities, feeder facilities and call record 
data collection points. Include capacity and in-service plant associated with each switch, node, 
route, a~ldlor facility. 



ANSWER: The Company objects that this iriterrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Colnpany refers the 
CMRS Providers to the chart attached hereto as Exhibit 1. Without waiving its objections, The 
Company further refers the CMRS Providers to information available in the L,ocal Exchange 
Routing Guide ("LERG") and the Cornmission's website. 

1.11 Complete the form attached as Exhibit 2, providing the requested local calling and 
EAS calling information for each exchange you sewe. Provide your response in electro~lic form. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Company refers the 
CMRS Providers to the charts attached liereto as Exhibit 1. 

Issue # 2: Should the Interconnection Agreement apply to traffic exchanged directly, as 
well as through traffic exchanged indirectly through BellSouth or any other intermediary 
carrier? 

1.12 Excluding the CMRS Providers, please identify each Telecoinmu~~ications Carrier 
(1) with whom you have not established direct interconnection trunks, and (2) to whom you have 
originated any Telecornmunicatio~~s Traffic or frain whom you have terminated any 
Telecommui~ications Traffic during the past 12 moriths. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company 
further objects that the phrase "direct interconnection trunks" is unduly vague and ambiguous. 
Without waiving its objections, the Company refers the CMRS Providers to the charts attached 
to as Exhibit 1. 

1.13 Please identify where (i.e., physical interconnection location(s)) arid describe how 
(i.e., type of trunk group, and nature of traffic cuxrrently exchanged over each trunk group) 
Respondent's network is currently interconnected with the BellSouth network. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Company refers the 
CMRS Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1 .  Tlie Company further refers the 
CMRS Providers to information available in the Local Exchai~ge Routing Guide ("L,ERGV) and 
the Cornmission's website. 

1.14 Identify any technical limitations on your ability to continue to receive traffic 
from the CMRS Providers on facilities that are carrying that traffic today (i.e., via the BellSouth 
network). Identify any technical limitations on your ability to deliver locally-dialed traffic to the 
CMRS Providers via the BellSouth network. If you contend that you need to install any 



additional facilities or augment any existing facilities in order exchange traffic indirectly with the 
CMRS Providers after January 1, 2007, describe in detail the facilities and state why they are 
necessary. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overly broad, u~lduly burdensome, 
not relevant to tlze subject matter of the pending action, and not reasoriably calculated to lead to 
tlze discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further objects that the phrases "technical 
limitations," "ability to continue to receive traffic," "facilities that are carrying that traffic today," 
"deliver locally-dialed traffic," "via the BellSouth network," "install any additional facilities," 
"augment any existing facilities," "exchange traffic indirectly" are vague and ambiguous. 
Without waiving its objections, the Company states that traffic delivery depends upon adequate 
capacity and appropriate network routing. 

1.15 Does BellSouth currently combine CMRS Provider traffic with otfier traffic types 
aizd deliver such combined traffic to you over the same trunk group(s)? If so, please identify 
each trunk group over which combined traffic is delivered to you by BellSoutli, aizd eacli type of 
traffic that you contend BellSouth has combined for delivery over that trunk group. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further objects that the phrase "trunk 
group" is vague and ambiguous. The Company further objects that it cannot answer a question 
directed at the practices of a non-party to this proceeding because it has no direct knowledge of 
that non-party's practices. Without waiving its objections, the Company refers the CMRS 
Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

1.16 Identify any IXC that obtains access to your network without connecting directly 
to your network. For each IXC identified, provide the tandem to which it is conliected. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
izot relevant to tlze subject matter of the pending action, and izot reasoilably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further objects that the plxase "connecting 
directly to your network" is unduly vague and ambiguous. Without waiving its objections, the 
Company refers the CMRS Providers to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

1.17 Describe the negotiations that you have engaged in with BellSouth pursuant to 
Section 3.01 of the settlement agreement attached as Exhibit 1 to your petition. Provide all 
documents exchanged between you and BellSouth in conjunction with such negotiations, aizd 
identify the tenns you have proposed "to govern BellSouth's provision of transit . . . with respect 
to any continuing CMRS provider traffic" after January 1,2007. 

ANSWER: Tlie Cornpany objects that this interrogatory is overly broad, unduly burdensome, 
izot relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Cornpany further objects to any characterization 
implying that it had an obligation to: (i) enter into any liegotiations with BellSouth; or (ii) transit 
any CMRS traffic after January 1,2007. Without waiving its objections, the Coaipany states that 
it has received letters from BellSouth in the general fonn of the attached documeizts. 



Issue # 3: Does the Interconnection Agreement apply only to traffic within the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky? 

1.18 Describe any technical reasons why the parties should exchange only intrastate 
traffic pursuant to the Interconnection Agreement. 

ANSWER: The Company objects tliat the phrase "technical reasons" is vague and ambiguous. 
The Company further objects to the mischaracterizatiori that CMRS negotiations ever progressed 
to a point where an issue such as this could have been negotiated. Without waiving its 
objections, the Company states that the interconnection agreement was designed (as are all 
interconnection agreements) to address the terms and conditions for the exchange of local traffic 
within the Company's local exchange area. 

Issue # 4: Should the Interconnection Agreement apply to fixed wireless services? 

1.19 Define the term "fixed wireless services" as used in your proposed 
Interconnection Agreement and identify legal authority on which you rely to argue that such 
services would not subject to the Interconnection Agreement. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that discovery is designed to permit a party to discover the 
potential existence of admissible evidence, not to obtain legal research at the burden of the 
responding party, and this interrogatory is therefore not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further objects to this interrogatory on the 
ground that, to the extent that the CMRS Providers do not offer what is cormonly understood in 
the industry to be fixed wireless services, this interrogatory is riot reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that 
fixed wireless services is a coinmonly understood tenn in the telecommu~iications industry, and 
tlie Company's proposed use of that term corresponds to typical industry usage. 

Issue # 6: Can the RLECs use industry standard records (e.g., EM1 11-01-01 records 
provided by transiting carriers) to measure and bill CMRS Providers for terminating 
mobile-originated Telecommunications Traffic? 

1.20 Do you currently have the capability to accurately measure CMRS-originated 
traffic delivered to you through a third party's tandem? 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is not relevant to the subject matter 
of the present action and not reasonably calculated to lead to tlie discovery of admissible 
evidence. The Company further objects to any implication that it has an obligation (after the 
expiration of the parties' settlement agreement) to accept transit traffic from a third-party. 
Without waiving its objections, the Company states that it does not have such capability. 



1.21 If the answer to Interrogatory 1.20 is yes, name and describe the 
hardwarelsoftware providing such capability. 

ANSWER: Not applicable. 

1.22 For each type of traffic that BellSouth delivers to you, please state what call detail 
information BellSouth provides to you, if any, that identifies such traffic by traffic type, message 
quantity, call duration, or originating party. 

ANSWER: Tlze Company objects that this interrogatory is overly broad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further objects to ally implication that it has 
an obligation (after the expiration of the parties' settlement agreement) to accept transit traffic 
from a third-party. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that BellSouth's 
obligations with respect to delivery of CMRS traffic data should be consistent with the terms of 
the existing CMRS settlement agreement attached to the Company's petition in this matter. 

1.23 Have you ever received from BellSouth or another third party a report (regardless 
of format) listing minutes of use of traffic that you have terminated from a Telecommunications 
Carrier with whom you have not established direct interconnection tru~zlts? If so, please provide 
a copy of such report for the most recent one-month period. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is unduly burdensome, and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further 

' 

objects to any implication that it has an obligation (after the expiration of the parties' settlement 
agreement) to accept transit traffic from a third-party. The Company further objects that the 
phrase "direct interconnection trunks" is vague and ambiguous. Without waiving its objections, 
the Company refers the CMRS Providers to the response to Interrogatory 1.22. 

1.24 If the answer to Interrogatory 1.23 is "no," has BellSouth or another third party 
ever offered to provide such a report to you? If so, identify the terms of the offer made to you. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overly broad, unduly burdensome, 
riot relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company furtlzer objects to any iiliplicatiori that it has 
ail obligation (after the expiration of the parties' settlement agreement) to accept transit traffic 
from a third-party. Without waiving its objections, the Conzpany refers the CMRS Providers to 
the response to Interrogatory 1.22. 

1.25 If you continue to receive the call detail information you currently receive, or if 
you were to receive the call detail information that has been offered to you, can you use that 
information to bill the CMRS Providers for terminating traffic? 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is not relevant to the subject matter 
of the present action and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 



evidence. The Company further objects to any implication that it has an obligation (after the 
expiration of the parties' settlement agreement) to accept transit traffic from a third-party. 
Without waiving its objections, the Company states that the billing records supplied by 
BellSouth pursuant to the parties' CMRS settlement agreement have i~ot, historically, been 
accurate. 

Issue # 8: Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 5 51.703 and 51.709, what are the Parties' obligations to 
pay for the costs of establishing and using direct interconnection facilities? 

1.26 How do you propose to share facilities costs if one of the CMRS Providers 
directly conriects with you? 

ANSWER: The Company objects that the phrases "share facilities costs" and "directly 
connects" are vague and ambiguous. Without waiving its objection, the Company refers the 
CMRS Providers to the template interconnection agreement that was proposed riumerous times 
during the period prior to the filing of the arbitration petition. 

1.27 Do you currently share with BellSouth the cost of the facilities used for direct 
interconnection between BellSouth and you? 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is riot relevant to the subject matter 
of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Tlie Corripany further objects to any implication that it lias an obligation (after the 
expiration of the parties' settlement agreement) to accept transit traffic from a third-party. The 
Company Eurther objects that the word "share," and the plxases "cost of the facilities" and "direct 
interconnection" are vague and ambiguous. Without waiving its objections, the Company states 
that BellSouth purchases tnxnks pursuant to the Company's applicable state access tariff. 

1.28 If the answer to Interrogatory 1.27 is yes, describe the nature of the sharing 
arrangement, and provide copies of all documents explaining or describing that sllaring 
arrangement. 

ANSWER: Not applicable. 

Issue # 10: Is each RLEC required to develop a company-specific, TE1,RIC-based rate for 
transport and termination, what should that rate be for each RLEC, and what are the 
proper rate elements and inputs to derive that rate? 

1.29 Provide your most recent interstate and intrastate access cost studies. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company 
fixrther objects to any implication that it has ever been obligated under applicable federal law to 



perform cost studies in relation with the proposed interconnection. Without waiving its 
objections, the Company states that it has never performed TELRIC studies. 

1.30 If your rates are not reflected in NECA Tariff F.C.C. No. 5, please identify your 
interstate switched access rates for local switching, tandem switched facility, tandem switched 
termination, and tandem switching. 

ANSWER: Not applicable. 

1.31 Provide a copy of each "response to the RTCsY recent inquiries of available 
consultants" referenced in the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Steven E. Watkins. Provide a copy 
of any other inquiries of consultants since January of 2004 related to the preparation of network 
cost studies. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overly broad, unduly busdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of adrnissible evidence. The Company further objects that the phrases "inquires of 
consultants" and "preparation of network cost studies" are vague a~id  ambiguous. The Company 
further objects to any implication that communications are always written or documented in 
some manner. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that it made no such inquiries. 

1.32 With regard to page 5 of the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Steven E. Watkins in 
Case No. , provide a 
complete citation to any and all FCC Orders or court decisions that support Mr. Watkins' 
conclusion that "there is an equally evolving policy recognition that so-called 'TEL,RICY studies 
are problematic and should be abandoned." 

ANSWER: The Company objects that discovery is designed to pennit a pasty to discover the 
potential existence of adrnissible evidence, not to obtain legal research at the burden of the 
responding party, and this interrogatory is therefore not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that Mr. 
Watkins's testimony contains relevant citations. 

1.33 With regard to page 7 of the Prefiled Direct Testimo~~y of Steven E. Watkins, 
provide a complete citation to any and all FCC Orders or court decisions that support Mr. 
Watkins' conclusion that "the FCC also doubts, as a fundamental matter, the efficacy of the 
TELRIC study approach." 

ANSWER: The Company objects that discovery is designed to pennit a party to discover the 
potential existence of admissible evidence, not to obtain legal research at the burden of the 
responding party, and this interrogatory is therefore not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Coinpany states that Mr. 
Watkins's testimony contains relevant citations. 



1.34 Provide a listing and complete description of all network functionalities or 
elements that comprise "transport and termination" as that term is used in Mr. Watkins' 
testimony. If "transport and termination" can be comprised of more than one possible 
combination of network functionalities or elements, provide a description of all such 
combinations. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory and request for production is overly 
broad and unduly burdensome. The Colnpany further objects that the phrase "transport and 
termination" is widely utilized in the telecommunications industry, and Mr. Watltins' usage of 
that terminology in his testimony is consistent with that typical iiidustry usage. 

1.35 With regard to the answer to the question posed on page 13 of the Prefiled Direct 
Testimony of Steven E. Watkins, is it Mr. Watkiizs' position that the unit costs of interstate 
access are based on total minutes of use for a given network functionality (including botli access 
and non-access minutes)? If the answer is anything other than an unqualified "no," explain in 
detail the basis for Mr. Watkins' position. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that the phrase "unit costs of interstate access are based on 
total minutes of use for a given network functionality (including both access and non-access 
minutes)" is vague and ambiguous. Without waiving its objection, the Company states as 
follows. It is Mr. Watkins' understanding that interstate access rate elements are based on 
relative usage cost studies that separate and identify interstate access costs of the companies and 
that the rates are developed by dividing the interstate access costs by the interstate access usage 
for each element. Interstate usage is access usage. The total network costs of the ITCs are not 
considered in the development of intrastate and interstate rates because a portion of the ITCs' 
costs are allocated and recovered via Universal Service sources. If the total company network 
costs of a particular fi~nctional network element of an ITC (e.g., transport or end office 
switching) were divided by the total intrastate and interstate usage of that functional element, the 
answer would not be the same as the interstate access rate determination. 

1.36 With regard to any cost testimony you file on August 23 (in accordance with the 
Commission's August 18 Order), a) identify and provide all documents on which you rely to 
support any coilclusions drawn, b) identify and provide all documents reviewed by the witness in 
preparing the testimony, c) identify and provide all documents exchanged between you and the 
witness, and d) identify and provide all documents exchanged between yom attorneys or 
consultants and your witness. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that no cost testimony was filed on August 23. The 
Company further objects that this interrogatory and request for production is overbroad, unduly 
burdensome, and it seeks information and documentation subject to the attorney-client and 
attorney work product privileges. 



Issue # 12: Should the Interconnection Agreement provide both reciprocal and net billing 
options? 

1.37 Why do you oppose preparing and sending a net bill for intercarrier 
compensation? Provide the terms of any arrarigements whereby you currently "net bill" 
intercarrier compensation with any Telecommunications Carrier with whoin you exchange 
traffic? 

ANSWER: The Cornpany objects to the mischaracterization that CMRS negotiations ever 
progressed to a point where an issue such as this could have been negotiated. The Company 
further objects that the phrase "net bill" is vague and ambiguous. The Company hrther objects 
that this discovery request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 

Issue # 13: If a CMRS Provider does not measure intercarrier traffic for reciprocal 
compensation billing purposes, what intra-MTA traffic factors should apply? 

1.38 Identify any CMRS Provider that bills you for intraMTA traffic by the application 
of a percentage factor to your bill to the CMRS Provider. 

ANSWER: The Cornpany objects to this interrogatory as unduly burdensome and harassing 
insofar as it seeks information regarding the CMRS Providers' billing practices. Without 
waiving this objection, the Company states that the CMRS Providers should be in possession of 
information sufficient to answer this discovery request without the assistarice of the Company. 

1.39 If you have done studies to determine tlie number of minutes of (a) 
Telecommunicatioils Traffic (which term includes land-to-mobile intraMTA traffic routed via 
IXC) originated by your landline customers and delivered to a CMRS Provider and/or (b) 
Telecommunications Traffic originated by a CMRS Provider respectively and terminated to you, 
provide copies of all such studies, including the number of minutes, timeframe, arid supporting 
data. 

ANSWER: The Cornpany objects that this interrogatory is overly broad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
tlie discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that it 
has not conducted any such traffic studies. 

Issue # 15: What is the appropriate compensation for interMTA traffic? 

1.40 State how you propose the parties compensate each otlier for interMTA traffic 
that may exchanged under the Interconnection Agreement. 

ANSWER: The Cornpany refers the CMRS Providers to tlie template intercomiection 
agreement that was proposed nuinerous times during the period prior to the filing of the 
arbitration petition. 



1.41 Do you have the capability to determine whether any specific mobile-to-land or 
land-to-mobile call is originated and terminated in different MTAs? If so, explain how that 
determination would be made. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is not relevant to the subject matter 
of the present action and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. The Company fiirther objects that the terms "originated" and "terminated" are unduly 
vague and ambiguous as used herein. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that it 
is presently unable to determine the physical whereabouts of an end-user of the CMRS Providers 
when that end-user calls an end-user of the Company. 

Issue # 16: Are the WECs required to provide dialing parity (in terms of both numbers of 
digits dialed and rates charged) for land to mobile traffic? 

1.42 Identify the facilities that are used to carry traffic between your exchanges and the 
cassiers with numbers in associated EAS exchanges. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 
not relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence. The Company further objects that the word "facilities" is 
vague and ambiguous. Without waiving its objections, the Company refers the CMRS Providers 
to the charts attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

1.43 Identify any technical limitations on your ability to allow yous customers to dial a 
local CMRS Provider number (i.e. a number in your exchange or associated EAS exchange) 
without dialing more digits or paying more cliarges than if the call had been made to an ILEC 
customer with a number in the same exchange as the CMRS Provider number. 

ANSWER: The Company objects that the phrases "teclmical limitations" and "local CMRS 
Provider number" are vague and ambiguous. The Company furtl~er objects that this 
inten-ogatory seeks the mental impressions of counsel and other info~lnatio~l and advice that is 
subject to the attorney-client and attorney work product privileges. The Company fiirther 
objects to any implication that it is required or able to exchange traffic with a third-party 
intermediary. Without waiving its objections, the Company states that the ability of its end-users 
to place local calls to CMRS Provider end-users is dependent upon the existence of appropriate 
interconnectio~l terms, conditions, and facilities. Given the impending expiration of the CMRS 
settlement agreement arid the ongoing arbitration proceeding, tliis interrogatory does not provide 
enough information for the Company to answer. 

1.44 If a CMRS Provider lias not established direct i~lterconnection tni~lks with you, 
will you allow your custorners to make a local call to a CMRS Provider number assigned in the 
originating exchange or EAS area? 



ANSWER: The Company objects that the phrase "direct interconnection tninks" is vague and 
ambiguous. The Company fiirther objects that this interrogatory seelcs tlie mental impressions 
of counsel and other information and advice that is subject to the attol-riey-client and attonley 
work product privileges. The Company further objects to any implication that it is required or 
able to exchange traffic with a third-party intesmediary. Without waiving its objections, the 
Company states that the interrogatory does not provide enough information for the Company to 
answer. 

1.45 Do you perform an N-1 LRN query? If yes, is it fsom the end office or the 
tandem? If no, does another camer perfosm the N-1 query for you? 

ANSWER: The Company objects that this interrogatory is iiot relevant to the subject matter 
of the pending action, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Without waiving its objection, the Cornpany states that it perforrnes N-1 LRN queries 
from the tandem. 

1.46 If your company does not perfonn the N-1 L,RN query, how does it detesmine 
which calls to place on direct trunks? 

ANSWER: Not applicable. 

Issue # 18: Should RLEC tariff provisions be incorporated into the contract? 

1.47 Identify all tariff provisions you propose be incolporated into the hitercom~ection 
Agreement. 

ANSWER: The Company refers the CMRS Providers to the template iriterconnection 
agreement that was proposed numerous times during the period prior to the filing of the 
arbitration petition. 

Issue # 19: Under what circumstances should a Party be permitted to block traffic or 
terminate the Interconnection Agreement? 

1.48 If a CMRS Provider does not establish direct interconnection trunks with you, do 
you intend to block inbound or outbound CMRS Provider traffic? 

ANSWER: The Company objects that the phrase "direct intercoimection trunks" and the word 
"block" are vague and ambiguous. The Company further objects that this interrogatory seeks 
the mental iinpressions of counsel and other information and advice that is subject to the 
attorney-client and attorney work product privileges. The Company further objects to any 
implicatiorl that it is required or able to exchange traffic with a third-party intennediary. Without 
waiving its objections, the Company states that the interrogatory does iiot provide enough 
infonnation for the Company to answer. 



1.49 Identify the circumstances, if any, in which you believe traffic blocking is 
appropriate. 

ANSWER: The Company incorporates by reference, as if fully set forth herein, its answer to 
Interrogatory 1.48. 

Issue # 24: Should the CMRS Providers be required to provide "rolling" six months' 
forecasts of "traffic and volume" requirements? 

1.50 Identify why traffic and volume forecasts are necessary, what they would include, 
and why they need to be provided on a "rolling" six months' basis? 

ANSWER: The Company refers the CMRS Providers to the template interconnection 
agreement that was proposed numerous times during the period prior to the filing of the 
arbitration petition. The Company further states that forecasts are a typical component of 
network planning and, as the CMRS Providers should be aware, a typical component of 
interconnection agreements. Rolling forecasts provide the most accurate picture of anticipated 
network needs. 
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BellSouth Telecommunicatiens, Inc. 
600 North 19th Street 
8th Floor 
Birmingham, AL 35203 

December 7.2005 

(;re9 Hale - Cjenelal Managci 
Logan releplione Cooperative 
10725 Bowlin9 (heen Road 
P. 0 Box 07 
Auburn, K'L' 42206-0097 

Dear Mr. I-lale: 

111 a ~ ~ o r d i l ~ l ~ t '  will1 Section 3.01 of the CMRS transit traffic Settlement Agreement, approved by tllc 
Kenlucky Public Service Cotnmissiou in Case No. 2003-00045, and effective May 1, 2004, BellSouth and 
the Rural L.E.C's are to begin by January 1. 2006, negotiations necessary to govern BellSouth's pro\ision 
o f  transit service with respect to any CMRS Provider tt.aftir: terminated to the Rulxl L.ECs after thc 
expiration of the Settlen~ent Agreement. The Agreement further states that in the event that any Signatory 
CMRS Provider desires to continue to route CMRS Provider traffic destined for the Ku~.al L.EC''s through 
BellSouth's network aftel. the expiration of the Agreement on Decen~be~  3 1 ,  2006, the Signatory CMRS 
Provider must initiate interconnection negotiations with !he Rural L,EC's consistent with Section 25 1 and 
Section 252 of the Act by no later than January 1, 2006. 

Agrcenients reached between the Rural 1-ECs and Signatory CMRS Providers as a result ofthe 
negotiations scheduled to commence on the earlier of the date of request by the Signatory CMRS 
Psovidet-s or Ja~iuary 1 .  2006, will govern the e?tchatlge of traffic hetween the Sig~ratory CMRS P1,ovidels 
and the Rural I ECs through BellSouth's network Because those negotiations will be deemed to have 
commenced n o  later than January 1 ,  2000. negotiations and any potential arbitrations should be complete 
by Ilecember 3 1,2006. However, i n  accordance nith Section 3.0 1 o!' the Settlement Asreement, 
HellSouth is also williltg to negotiate transit traffic arrange~nents with the Kul*al L,ECs. Any such 
negotiations should address any trat'tic between a third party carrier and  he Rural l..EC that utilizes 
BellSouth's network. regardless of \\;l~o originates or tern~inatzs the call. 

Please Jeel tiec to call me on 205-32 1-201 3 to schedule an  initial meeting regarding the negotiations. 

Sincerely. 

Gene Luncetbrd 
Account Manager 
DellSouth 'I'elecommunications 



July 14, 2006 

To: All Kentucky IC07s 
From: Gene Lunceford, BellSouth Telecommunications 
Subject: Transit Traffic in Kentucky 

On December 7,2005, I wrote to you concerning the CMRS transit traffic Settlement 
Agreement. I appreciate the response from many of you that indicated your intent to 
negotiate new agreements with the CMRS providers in Kentucky. Hopefully, these 
negotiations are progressing successfully. 

Several of the letters I received trom you expressed the expectation that BellSouth would 
inform the CMRS providers that BellSouth would no longer provide intermediary 
services unless contracts were in place between the CMRS providers and independent 
companies after December 3 1 ,  2006. To ensure that traffic will flow between carriers as 
intended for the benefit of all end user customers, BellSouth will not block traffic unless 
ordered by a state Public Service Commission to do so. 

In addition, there are no provisions for BellSouth to pay for the termination of traffic 
between CMRS providers ar~d independent companies after December 3 1,2006, the 
termination date for the existing agreement. Provisions for the payment of this 
terminating traffic should be negotiated between the carriers who o~iginate and terminate 
the traffic in question. The Settlement Agree~nent provides verbiage on an arbitration 
process if negotiations with the CMRS providers prove to be unsuccessful. 

We would like to propose a meeting with the independent companies in Kentucky to 
discuss and negotiate CMRS transit traffic and related transit traffic isbues. We are open 
to an industly meeting, meeting with a representative group of 1CO's or meeting with an 
ICO representative. Please let me know by July 28,2006 how you would like to proceed 
and when would be a convenient time for a meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Gene L,unceford 
Account Manager 
BellSouth Teleconlmunications 
205-32 1-20 1 3 



BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc. 
Interconnection 
600 North 19th Street 
8th Floor 
Birmingham. A 1  35203 

August 18,2006 

Greg Male - General Manager 
L.ogan Telephone Cooperative 
10725 Bowling Green Road 
Auburn, Kentucky 42206 

Dear Mr. Hale: 

Thank you for your response to the letter I sent to you on July 14,2006, a copy of which I enclose for your 
convenience. 

As I indicated in that letter, there are no provisions for BellSouth to pay for the termination of traffic between 
CMRS providers and independent companies after December 3 1,2006, the termination date for the existing 
agreement. While we remain hopeful that negotiations and/or arbitration with the CMRS providers will result 
in a satisfactory compensation arrangement, the existing agreement also calls far BellSouth and the 
independent companies to negotiate a transit arrangement. Therefore: as J have previously requested, we need 
to discuss and negotiate the transit traffic issues we have before the end of the year. 

In a good faith eftorr to get these negotiations started, I am enclosing a drafi Third Party Traffic Agreement 
relating to transit traffic issues for your review and consideration. Please send me any comments you have on 
the agreement. Additionally, in a hrther attempt to get our negotiations started, I am offering to host a 
meeting in L.ouisville, Kentucky at 10:00 AM EST on October 1 I ,  2006 with the independent companies in 
Kentucky to discuss the enclosed agreement. If this time is not convenient for you, please provide me with an 
alternative date and time If you would like me to negotiate with a representative on your behalf, please 
provide me with the name and contact information for that individual, and I will contact him or her directly. 

Please confirm by September 15 that you or your representative will be available on October 1 1 for these 
discussions or provide me with further information on how you would like to proceed. Upon receiving 
confirmation from you that you or your representative will be able to meet on October 11, I will finalize the 
meeting arrangements. 

I look forward to our disc~rssions and to our successfbl negotiation of these matters. 

Sincerely, 

< & c y ~  

Gene Lunceford 
Account Manager 
BellSouth Telecommunications 
205-32 1-2013 

Enclosures 





Ballard Rural Teleplt one Cooperative Coorporation 

Type of 
Service? 

I 

EAS 

EAS 

Exchange? 

Heath 

Kevil 

If EAS, 
has EAS 
to.. .? 
(identify 
exchange) 

488- 
Paducah 

462- 
Paducah 

Name of 
Company? 

BellSouth& 
Cinergy 

BellSouth 
& Cinergy 

Written 
Agreement? 

I 

Yes - 
BellSouth & 
Cinergy 
Yes - 

BellSouth & 
Cinergy 

CLLI? 
(originating) 

HETHKYXARS 1 

KEVLKYXARS 1 

One- 
way, 
or 
two- 
way? 

Two- 
way 

Two- 
way 

Filed 
with 
PSC? 
(if 
written 
and not 
filed, 
provide 
a COPY) 
Yes 

Yes 

Connecting 
CLLI? (if 
different, i.e. 
tandem) 
(terminating) 

LACTKYXA02T 

LACTKYXAO2T 

Bill 
and 
Keep? 

Yes 

Yes 

If not Bill 
and Keep, 
what is the 
transport 
and 
termination 
rate? 

$.OO 

$.OO 





Ballard Rural Telepltone Cooperative Coorporation 

End Office 
Exchange 
(or, if 
tandem, 
"Tandem") 
LaCenter 
LaCenter 
Kevil 

Wickliffe 

Heath 

CLLI 

LACTKYXA02T 
LACTKYXADSO 
KEVLKYXARS 1 

WCKLKYXARS 1 

HETHKYXARS 1 

Switch 
Type 

EWSD 
EWSD 
EWSD 

EWSD 

EWSD 

HosV'RemoteITandem 

HosV'Tandem 
HosV'Tandem 
Remote 

Remote 

Remote 

Host CLLI (if a 
remote) 

LACTKYXADSO 

LACTKYXADSO 

LACTKYXADSO 

Bell Tandem 
Connection? 
(Yes/No) 

YES 
YES 
NO 

NO 

NO 

If "Yes," Bell 
CLLI 

Serving 
Tandem 

PDCHKYMA04T 
PDCHKYMA04T 
NIA 

NI A 

NIA 

Paducah 
Paducah 
NIA 

NI A 

NIA 


