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custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

total number of payphones that C~lainant had connected to Sprint

payphone access lines during each month and/or each year of the

time period fram ~987 through April 14, 1997.

a_SORlIe to Jleemeat liD, 40: Denied.

llequeat Ho. 41: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

date on which payphones owned and/or operated by Complainant in the

State of Pennsylvania during the time period from 1987 through

April 1~, 1997 were first connected to Sprint payphone a.ccess

lines.

:Re'P9Dse to bout. .0. 41: Admi t ted for the Complainant I s

ANIs that have been identified.

Request Bo. 42: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

date on which payphones owned and/or operated by Complainant in the

State of Pennsylvania during the time period from 1987 through

April ~4, ~997 were disconnected from Sprint payphone access lines

and/or last connected to Sprint payphone access lines.

aeggOPBe to Request Ho. 42; Admitted for the Complainant's

ANIs that have been identified.

aeqpu1;; ITo, 43: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

amounts that Complainant paid to Sprint in EUCL charges during the

t~ period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

aespoD..e to JWquest No. 43: Denied.
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Raquut 80. 44: Admit that New York City TeleCOIllllUnications

company. Inc., is a successor to the entity that filed a Complaint

against Sprint in this case, Millicom Services Company.

"BoDse U) Resme..~ 1R..a. •• : Denied. Millican Services

Company did not file a complaint against the Defendant in this

case.

llequelt 1o, .5: Admit that you are aware of no evidence that

shows or indicates that New York City Telecommunications Company,

Inc. is not a successor to the entity that filed the Comp1.aint

against Sprint in this case, Millicom Services Company.

R.earpoD3e to llequeJ!t No. 45: Denied. Mil1icom Services

Company did not file a complaint against the Defendant in this

case.

Beaest lfo. 46: Admit that at no time, during the period from

~987 through April 14, 1997, did Sprint ever adjust, for any

reason. any te1.ephone bill(s) sent to Complainant so as to remove

any BUCL charges fram the telephone bill(s).

ReepOD.. to B.eemest 50. 46: Denied.

R.equest. lIo. 47: Admit that the Rprevious balanceR entries on

the telephone bills sent out by Sprint during the time period from

1987 through April 14, 1997 reflect outstanding charges that remain

unpaid from previous telephone bills sent out by Sprint for the

same telephone lines.

a.BRgn.. to Bequest Bo. 47: Denied.

Bagpest Ho. 48: Admit that the amount of zero next to the

"previous balanceR entry in a Sprint telephone bill sent out at any
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time during the period from 1987 through April 14, 1997 means that

all charges reflected on previous bills sent out by Sprint for the

same telephone line have been paid.

legem.. to Reem.st Ho. 48: Denied.

l..aMt 110. 49: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through Apri.l 14, J.~~.' , it. was sprint I s policy or practice lou

require certain subscribers to pay a deposit to Sprint in

connection with Sprint's provision of service to those subscribers

based upon those subscribers' credit histories, credit scores, or

history of nonpayments or late payments to Sprint.

ReIpOll'. to ReQU.st Ho. 49: Generally admitted, but would not

always require a deposit, depending upon the circunstances.

R"9]1•• t Ie. 50: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint I s policy or practice to

require certain subscribers to pay a deposit to Sprint in

connection with Sprint's provision of service to those subscribers

based upon those sUbscribers' history of nonpayments or late

payments to Sprint.

"apoDl. to Requa,t Hg. 50: Generally admitted, but

implementation ~as based on the tariff provisions.

Bequest; )Ja. 51: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, you never required Complainant to pay a

deposit to Sprint in connection with Sprint's proviaion ot service

to Complainant because of Complainant I s credit history, credit

score, or history ot nonpayments or late payments to Sprint.
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18IPQR•• tg Regpa.t Ho. 51: Denied.

Respectfully submitted,
un!~.4 Telephcme CClllpllAy or

PeDQ.8yl'Valli.
Blooston, Mordkotsky, Dickens,
Dufty & Prendergast

2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20037
Tel: (202)659-0830

Dated: July 30, 2001
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Washington, D.C. 20554
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1200 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
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Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20005
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B.~or. the
PBDBDL CCJIIII1DIICATIORS COIIIIII.IOW

W.8hingt::on, D.C. 20554

In the "'ttc of )
)

C.P. C~J"1cations corp., et .1. ) 8S Docket: JlTo. 01~99

) File .0. B-93-45
ca.platcanta, )

)
v. )

)

Ceat:ury orelephoAe of WiscOILBin, )
I~c., et a1. )

)
Defeadents )

To: AdaiDistrative La.. JU4ge Art:hur I. SteiDberg
Ut1 Aacam CC"P"'NI1ieation., I~c. D/k/a ABeam Bolcl1J1g, IDC.

tmITBJ) 'rBLBPllmtB CCE'DT O. 'LOamA' S
RBS:PQ1iJ'S8 "toC~'S PIRST SBT OP UQDBS'1'S

PO. AP'ITSS:IOM OJ' PACTS »m TBI GJQTQDlpWSS or nnr;nvmrrs

United Telephone Company of Florida, the Defendant in File No.

E-93-45, by its attorneys and pursuant to Section 1.246 of the

Commission's Rules, hereby responds to the "Complainant's First Set

of Requests for Admission of Facts and Genuineness of Documents­

propounded by the Complainant, ABcam Communications, Inc. n/k/a

Ascam Holding, Inc., on July 18, 2001. The Defendant's responses

are as follows:

Iagpe.t Ro. 1: Admit that all of the ~s identified in your

response to Interrogatory Number 3 of Complainant's First Set of

Interrogatories to Defendant in the above referenced proceeding

were ·public" payphones under the commission definition during the

time period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

'aGOlla. tp '-a,at Ito. 1: Denied. In addition, Defendant

did not identify specific ANIs in its response to Interrogatory No.
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3 for the reasons stated in its answers dated July 6, 2001.

a.gg••t Mo. 2: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the ANIs identified in your

response to Interrogatory NUmber 3 of Complainant's First Set of

Interrogatories to Defenda.nt in the above referenced proceeding

were not "puDlic" payphones under che Comn1ss1on definition during

the time period from 198? through April 14, 1997.

ReIPOP•• to aequeat 1o. 2: Denied. In addition, Defendant

did not identify specific ANIs in its response to Interrogatory No.

3 for the reasons stated in its answers dated July 6. 2001.

a.ma.at 110. ;): Admit that none of the ANIs identified in your

response to Interrogatory Number 3 of Complainant's First Set of

Interrogatories to Defendant in the above referenced proceeding

subscribed to telephone service that was tariffed as "semi-public"

telephone service at any point during the time period fram 1987

through April 14, 1997.

R8~qp.e to I.qu.,~ Ho. 3: Denied. In addition, Defendant

did not identify specific ANIs in its response to Interrogatory No.

3 for the reasons stated in its answers dated July 6, 2001.

Request 80. 4: Admit that during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 i you imposed EUCL charges on payphones owned

and/or operated by independent payphone service providers that

obtained payphone access lines from Sprint, but did not impose EUCL

charges on payphones owned and/or operated by Sprint that were

tariffed as "publicn rather than "semi-public" telephone lines.

RegOD'. to lequest Ho. 4: Defendant admits that, during the
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time period stated, it imposed EUCL charges on payphones owned by

independent payphone providers that obtained payphone access lines

from Defendant. An obj ection is inte:rposed to the balance of

Request NO.4 hecause neither the classification of the Defendant's

payphones nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue

in thIs ~~~e, and, accor~1ngly, the admission requested is

irrelevant to the issues presented.

J4g»•• t 10. 5: Admit that the table attached as Exhibit A

accurately and completely reflects the amount of EUCL rates imposed

by Sprint per payphone access line per month in the State of

Florida during the time periods set forth in the table.

1a1JPOll" to Request No.5: Admitted.

Re,gye,t 110. 6; Admit that Complainant paid all EUCL charges

billed by Sprint on the payphone access lines subscribed to by

Complainant in the State of Florida during the period from 1987

through April 14, 1997.

R.ewpcma. to bgue.t 1 0 , 6; Denied.

Reque.t Mg, 7: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that Complainant never paid any of the EUCL

charges billed by Sprint on the payphone access lines subscribed

to by complainant in the State of Florida during the period from

1997 through April 14, 1997.

RellpQll.' to RH!I8It: Ho. 7: Denied.

Regp••t HO. 8: Admit that complainant paid all of the BUCL

charges billed by Sprint on the payphone access lines subscribed

to by Complainant in the state of Florida during the time period
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from 1997 through April 14, 1997 on or prior to the due date.

BIIapcm•• to Beqyest 110. 8; Deni~d.

Ilemaut Ro. ,: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that Complainant paid, after the due date,

any of the BUCL charges billed by Sprint on the payphone access

lines subscribea to by Complainant in tne state ot Florida during

the time period from 19B7 through April 14, 1997.

hGQp,. to ..ezuest. !to. ~: Denied.

baest No. 10: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Florida and connected to

Sprint phone lines were "semi-public" payphones under the

Commission definition during the time period from 1987 through

April 14, 1997.

ReGan•• tg 1.tIg:u••t Mo. 10: Denied.

atmM',t Jlo. 11: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Florida were "semi-public"

payphones under the Commission definition during the time period

from 19B7 through April 14, 1997.

lelDOll.. to JWm1•• t 1IJo. 11: Denied.

Req:u••t Mo. 12: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Florida and connected to

sprint payphone access lines were subscribed to telephone service

that was "semi-public" telephone service under the a.pplicable

tariff during the time period from 1997 through April 14, 1997.

aa«po:4,e to aeg;u,•• t. ITo. 1.2: Objection. The provisions of the
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Defendant's tariff speak for themselves, and the provisions of the

tariff are irrelevant to the issues presented in this case.

Begge.t Mo. 13: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Florida and connected to

Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 had extensions connected to them.

"QOIl.e to I,oest Ho. 13: Denied.

RIMlPN" Bo I 14: Admi t tha t you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the State of Florida and connected to

Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 had extensions connected to them.

aellPoD.e to lamselt .0. 11: Denied.

Request: 1'9. 15: Admit that none of the payphones owned and/or

operated Complainant in the State of Florida and connected to

Sprint payphone access lines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 had directory listings assigned to them.

aegem•• 1;0 'ea.,t Ho. 15: Denied.

JtecD1elt: ¥p, 16: Admit that you are not aware of any evidence

that shows or indicates that any of the payphones owned and/or

operated by Complainant in the Seate of Florida and connected to

Sprint payphone access 1 ines during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997 had directory listings assigned to them.

Regsmse 1:0 l.eqqe.t ITo. 16: Denied.

Jl....t He, 1'1: Admit that, during the time period fram 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that were
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both (a) located within buildings or premises closed to the public

for at least part of each day, and (b) subscribed to telephone

service that was tariffed as "public" telephone service.

Bo"PCJP" t.o Request Ro. 1., : Obj ection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphonea

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Racm9.t ITO, 18: Admit that, during the time period from 1.987

through April 14, 1.997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at gas stations that were subscribed to telephone service that was

tariffed as "pUblic" telephone service.

:ae.pop.. to Reque.t Ho. 18: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant'S payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

R.eque.t Ho. 19: Admit that, during the time periOd from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at pizza parlors that were subscribed to telephone service that was

tariffed as ·public" telephone service.".op.. to JLaquHt Ho. 19 : Obj ection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant'S payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Reo_at Mo. 20: Admit that, during the time period from 19B7

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

in airports that were sUbscribed to telephone service that was
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tariffed as "semi·puhlic" telephone service.

bGDDa. to hem.at _0. 20; Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provision's of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Ileqg.at Ho, 21; Admit that, during the time perioe! trom 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint allowed and/or did not prohibit

directory listings on phone lines to which Sprint-owned payphones

were connected, irrespective of whether such payphones were

subscribed to telephone service that was tariffed as "public" or

"semi-public" telephone service.

iN»9Dse to Reem.lt Ko, 21 : Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

199J1eat JIg, 22; Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14,1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had directory listings assigned to them and (b) were subscribed

to telephone service that was tariffed as "public n telephone

service.

"apPAl. t.o Requ.at Mo, 22: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case.

Requeat Rg. 23: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14; 1997, there were Sprint - cnmed payphones that both
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(a) had extensions connected to them and (b) were subscribed to

telephone service that was tariffed ap "Public" telephone service.

"eepcm.e to Re;:.uest JIo. 23 : Obj ection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendant's tariff are at issue in this

case .

......t 110. 24: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were never any sprint-owned payphones

that were subscribed to telephone service that was tariffed as

lIpublic" telephone service and for which the premises owner paid

Sprint a recurring fee.

""PRns. 1:0 aesm.st 110. 24: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because neither the Defendant's payphones

nor the provisions of the Defendantls tariff are at issue in this

case.

B.8Q.'U....t Hg. 25: Admit that, during the time period from 198?

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-o-ned payphones that were

both (a) located within buildings or premises closed to the public

for at least pa.rt of each day and (b) "publicQ payphones under the

Commission definition.

BeIlPOR'- to Request:. Mo. 25: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

ba-,t Ho. 26: AChnit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

at gas stations that were "public" payphones under the Commission
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definition.

Be'lDOP•• to Jleque.t Mo. 2': Objeot.ion. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defe~dant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

hrmut lIo. 27: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April ~4, 1987, ~here were Sprint-owned payphones located

at pizza parlors that were "public" payphones under the commission

definition.

Respon.e eo Reg;ue.t _0. 27: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Reoast Bp, 28: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones located

in airports that were "semi-public" payphones under the Commission

definition.

MspoDse to 1lIqUe'ti 110. 28: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

Ile.mw.t lfO. 39: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14 I 1997, Sprint allowed and/or did not prohibit

direotory listings on the phone lines to which sprint-owned

payphones were connected, irrespective of whether such payphones

were "public" or "semi-public" payphones under the Commission

definition.

RallpOns. to Ilegp.st 110. 29: Objection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not



07/31101 10:00 '6'2028285568 BLOOSTON, et al

- 10 -

l4J 015/023

at issue in this case.

Reemest Mo. 30: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint -owned payphones that both

(a) had directory listings assigned to them and (b) ~ere ftpublic n

payphones under the Commission definition.

118QMP. to "equu~ 1(0. 30: Objectiou. Tbe L'equesl;.ed

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

R.ogue,to 110. 3;1.: Admit that, during the time periOd from 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were Sprint-owned payphones that both

(a) had extensions connected to them and (b) were "pUblic"

payphones under the Commission definition.

a••pon.e to Reque.t: BO, U: Obj ection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

:Roque.to »0, 32: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April 14, 1997, there were never any Sprint-owned payphones

that were subscribed to telephone service that was "pUblic" under

the Commission definition and for which the premises owner paid

sprint a recurring tee.

BOGOY. tog aeemeat 110. 32: Ohjection. The requested

admission is irrelevant because the Defendant's payphones are not

at issue in this case.

"ecru.at JIg, 33: Admit that, during the time period 1987

through April 14, 1997, Sprint had a business practice or policy

regarding the termination and/or suspension of telephone service
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for nonpayment and/or late payment of charges billed by Sprint.

"'GOP.a to aaem.at Ho. 33: Admi t ted.

RlKmut 110, ~t: Admit that, during the time period from April

15, 1997 through the present, Sprint had a business practice or

policy regarding the termination and/or suspension of telephone

service for nonpayment and/or late payment of charges billed by

Sprint.

IaGQA" to 'eemeat No. 34: Admitted.

Rema.t 1'". ~5: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the termination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if a residential or

business line subscriber failed to pay the charges billed by

Sprint.

aelpOR'. to a.guelt lIo. 3S: Generally admitted, although

there are exceptions to the general rule .

......; 10. 36: ACbnit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or policy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in the

applicable legal or tariff provisions relating to the ter.mination

and/or suspension of service for non·paymene, if an independent

payphone service provider failed to pay the Charges billed by

Sprint.
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awGOP'W to Bequeat 10. ~6: Generally admitted, although

there are exceptions to the general rolle.

Bequeato 110. 37: Admit that, during the time period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's business practice or pOlicy

to terminate and/or suspend telephone service, upon appropriate

notice and the expiration of the time period referenced in the

appliCable legal or tariff provisions relating to the termination

and/or suspension of service for non-payment, if and independent

payphone service provider failed to pay the suct charges billed by

Sprint.

Rypsm.. To 'erm_,t No. ~7 ; Denied.

llegyest lfot 38: Admit that, during the time period fram 1987

through April 14, 1997, you authori2ed and/or agreed to the

placement in escrow of amounts assessed by Sprint against

Complainant for SUeL charges billed on payphones that Complainant

owned and/or operated in the State of Florida.

aOAl)QZlI' to Request Ho. 38: Denied.

Requ••t Mo. 39; Admit that you are aware of one or more

occasions, during the time period from 1987 through April 14, 1997,

when Complainant placed in escrow amounts that you assessed against

Complainant for EUCL charges on payphones that Complainant owned

and/or operated in the State of Florida.

-..pons. to Jlagl18.t Ho. 3!it: Denied.

legue.t .0. to: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

total number of payphones that Complainant had connected to Sprint
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payphone access lines during each month and/or each year of the

time period fram 1987 through April 14, 1997.

IlMPAIl.. tQ Itq»Mt; I'g, 40: Denied.

Reo.at Xo. 41: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

Uc:iL.;: 011 which payphones owned a11d/or operated by Comp1a.iZUUlt iu the

State of Florida during the time period from 1987 through April 14,

1997 were first connected to Sprint payphone access lines.

BeIDODse to BeQUest No. 41: Admitted for the Complainant's

ANls that have been identified.

Request 11'0. 42: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

date on which payphones owned and/or operated by complainant in the

State of Florida during the time period from 1987 through April 14,

1997 were disconnected from Sprint payphone access lines and/or

last connected to Sprint payphone access lines.

R.tpOD.e to Bagp.st Ho. 42: Admitted for the Complainant's

ANls that have been identified.

Repeat WQ. 43: Admit that you have in your possession,

custody, or control records that indicate, relate or refer to the

amounts that Complainant paid to Sprint in EUCL charges during the

time period from 1987 through April 14, 1997.

ReGan'. to 1I.oqu..,t 10, i3: Denied.

ReQ»9st Ko. it: Admit that New York City Telecommunications

Company, Inc., is a successor to the entity that filed a Complaint

against Sprint in this case, Millicom Services Company.
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ReggAe. ta Beau.st Ro. it: Denied. Millicom Services

Company did not file a complaint against the Defendant in this

case.

lleDest IlQ, t5; Admit that you are aware of no evidence that

Bho~s or indicates that New York City Telecommunications Company,

Inc. is not a successor to the entity that filed the complaint

against Sprint in this case, Millicom Services Company.

"lponS. to Request .a. 45; Denied. Millicom Services

Company did not file a complaint against the Defendant in this

case.

Ileque,tj 10. 46: Admit that at no time, during the period from

1987 through April 14, 1997, did Sprint ever adjust, for any

reason, any telephone bill(s) sent to Complainant so as to remove

any EUCL charges from the telephone bill(s).

R.eqOD" to -ecru.,t Mo. 46: Denied.

Request BP, 47; Admit that the "previous balance" entries on

the telephone billa sent out by Sprint during the time period fram

1987 through April 14, 1997 reflect outstanding charges that remain

unpaid from previous telephone bills sent out by Sprint for the

same telephone lines.

MnODSe to 'tiN.,t 10. i7: Denied.

Regpest Hg. 48: Admit that the amount of zero next to the

"previous balance" entry in a Sprint telephone bill sent out at any

time during the period from 1987 through April 14, 1997 means that

all charges reflected on previous bills sent out by Sprint for the

same telephone line have been paid.
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R8IpCp.1' to IegpAlt 10. 48: Denied.

Ragp.••t. WO. 49: Admit that:, during the period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint'a policy or practice to

require certain subscribers to pay a deposit to Sprint in

connection with Sprint's provision of service to those subscribers

based upon those subscribers' credit histories, credit scores, or

history of nonpayments or late payments to Sprint.

'allpOp,. to aeem_lt No. 41: Generally admitted. but would not

always require a deposit, depending upon the circumstances.

1Mm••t JIg. SO: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through April 14, 1997, it was Sprint's policy or practice to

require certain subscribers to pay a deposit to Sprint in

connection with Sprint's provision of service to those subscribers

based upon those subscribers' history of nonpaymentB or late

payments to Sprint.

Relpap.. to Request Ng, 50; Generally admitted. but

implementation was based on tariff provisions.

R.equ••t 1Tg. Sl: Admit that, during the period from 1987

through April 14. 1997. you never required Complainant to pay a

deposit to Sprint in connection with Sprint's provision of service

to Complainant because of Complainant I s credit history, credit

score, or history of nonpayments. or late payments to sprint.
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Regop•• to BlMmMt Mo, 51: Denied.

Blooston, Mordkofsky, Dickens,
Duffy & Prendergast

2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20037
Tel: (202}659-0830

Dated: July 30, 2001

Respectfully submitted,
UDited Tel.,pboDe Company of

1'1oZ'ida

By:~~~~~~!:e2::~
Benjami
Gerard J.
Rohert M.
Mary J. S
Its Attorneys
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2101 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Michael Thompson, Esquire
Wright & Talisman, P.C.
1200 G Street, N.W.
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