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AFFIDAVIT OF SONYA THORNTON 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA > 
> ss 

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX 1 

Sonya Thornton, being first duly sworn, states as follows: 

I .  My name is Sonya Thornton. I am employed by SprintIUnited Management 

Company, and my title is Manager, Legal DiscoveryICompliance. My responsibilities include 

management and coordination of e-discovery for Sprint. Within my role, I implement policies 

and procedures using tools to ensure compliance with Federal and State laws and regulations. I 

assist in the preservation, processing, review and production of documents and data including 

electronically stored information. I also interface with Sprint's litigation suppoi-t vendor, Kroll, 

and its national e-discovery counsel, Hunton and Williams. 

2. I make this affidavit in support of Sprint's Response to Northern Valley's Motion 

to Compel. The statements herein are true and correct and are based on my personal knowledge, 

records available to me as they are kept in the ordinary course of business, information obtained 
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8. This production was not made in the initial federal court case because the case 

was stayed. I understand that in early 2010, the parties agreed ill this case to cxchange the 

federal document productions that had been prepared but not produced. '1'0 do this Sprint sinlply 

finalized the process described above consistent with the protocols employed for the f-edcral 

court case. 

9. I understand that in September of 201 1, the Comlliission approved a procedural 

schedule that indicated Sprint should produce spreadsheets in unredacted native f'orii~. At that 

time, Kroll was directed to go back and provide to Sprint uilredacted spreadsheets in native l'orm. 

After Sprint produced those additional native documents, Northern Vallcy pointed out tl~erc were 

additional spreadsheets that were not included in that further production. Sprint went back to 

Kroll and it was determined that there was an error in the searcl~ protocol used by Kroll that 

caused certain file extensions to be left out of the search, resulting in an incomplete suppleinental 

production. That error was fixed and spreadsheets within that prior production have now been 

produced in unsedacted form. 

10. I understand Northern Valley has now asked that all redactions (other than 

privilege) be removed from non-spreadsheets within Sprint's prior production. These 

confidential redactions were made to protect the disclosure of irrelevant and non-responsive 

documents and information, as contemplated by the parties' ESI Agreement in the federal court 

case. If Sprint were required to redo its federal court production without those redactions, that 

would result in disclosure of information Sprint had previously determined was neither 

responsive nor relevant. 

11. In addition, if Sprint were required to redo its entire production without 

confidential redactions, it would still be required to manually review all of the newly unsedacted 
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information in the event Northern Valley seeks to expand the custodian list beyond the 

individuals identified above. 

AFFIANT SAYS NOTHING FURTHER. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this ?f/fkday of March, 20 12. 




