





2. BDP's objections begin by siating that it reserves the right to suppiement,
revise, or modify the objections it served on October 1, 1997. By making this claim, BDP
seeks to unilaterally change Commission Order PSC-87-1071-PCO-T! issued September
12, 1997, which requires objections to be mede within 10 days of service of the discovery
request The order specifically stales that objections "shall” be made within this time
frame. BDP has no right to Unilsterally change the requirements of the order. The
Commission shouid reject BDP's ciaim that it can supplement, revise, or modify its
objections in contravention of the Commission's order.

3. BOP objects to the definition of the word “"document” in the request for
production of documents, claiming that the definition is overly broad, burdensome and
harassing. However, BDP does not explain how the definition is overly broad,
burdensome, and harassing, nor doss BDP provide a single example of the definition
being overly broad, burdensome, and herassing. Since BDP provided no analysis or
examples giving the reasoning or basis for ita objection, the objection shouid be denied.

4 Similarty, BDP states that the definition of the word "document” in the request
for production of documents seeks to impose requirements outside the scope of the Florida
Rules of Civil Procedure, Florida Administrative Code, snd applicadle law. Again, BDP
does not explain why this is 80, nor doss BDP provide any example. This objection shouid

be denied.






7. BDP next objected to every request and instruction to the extent thet the
instruction or request calied for information which is exempt from discovery by virtue of
various privileges. BDP identified no such documents and gave no specific examples of
where that privilege might apply. This abjection shouid be denied uniess and until BDP
can identify apecific documents (o which it spplies.  Once BDP specificeily identifies such
documents, the Attorney Generat and the Citizens will then decide whether to seek an in
camera inspeciion of those documents to determine the extent and validity of any claimed
privilege. The claim of a “seif-critical analysis privilege” should be rejecied in total, since
no such privilege exists under Fiorida law.

8. BDP cbjecied to every request on the grounds that BDP is not a party !0 this
proceeding. This matier was specifically discussed st the agenda conference when the

Commission took up the joint patition by the Attomney General and the Citizens for initiation
of formal proceedings pursusnt to section 120.57, Florida Statutes. The staff
recommended that the Commission’s undocketed rule proceeding dealing with siamming
be joined with the petition by the Attorney General and the Citizens of Florida. Since this
docket is now a nie proceeding, there sre no "parties” to the proceeding. At the agenda
conference dealing with the joint petition, the Atiorney General and the Citizens
specifically requested confirmation that all telecommunications companies with a certificate
from the Commission could be served with discovery requests in this proceeding. All such
companies are polantially affectad by a change in rules. The staff confirmed that it agreed
with this irterpretation, and the Commission questioned staff about this interpretation. No



disagresment was expressed by the Commission, siaff, or any other party at agenda
concerning this matter. Therefore, the Commission has already confirmed that any
company with & certificate from the Commission is subject to discovery requests in this
docket. Had this not been so, the Attorney General and the Citizens would not have
agread to joining the rule proceeding with our petition for an investigation into slamming.
BDP's objection shouid be denied.

9. BDP objected to sach requesi because it claims the requests are

burdensome and harassing, yst sgain BDP provide no analysis or examples showing a
basis for this claim. This objection should be denied.

10. BDP obiecied to sach and svery request insofar as the request was vague,
ambiguous, imprecise, or ulilized terms that are subject to multiple interpretations.
However, BDP provided no example whatsoever of sny case where such a request for
documents fell within that objection. This type of boilerpiaie objection is improper because
BDP does not identify any request to which the objection relates. The objection should be
denied.

11.  Similarty, BDP objected to every requesi insofar the request was not relevant
to its provision of intrastate telscommunications services in Florida. The Attorney General
and the Citizens do not object to BDP’s limitation as it reiates to specific customer

compiain. about slamming from customers outside of Florida. However, to the extent






14. BDP further objected to providing information to the exient that such
information is already in the public record before the Florida Public Service Commission.
The rules of discovery do not provide such an exemption from discovery. This invalid
objection must be denied.

15. BDP objected to each and every request (0 the extent that it sought
information that BDP is prohibited from disciosing pursuant to Section 384.24, Florida
Statutes, but BDP identified no such information. This statute, which deals with disclosing
customer account information, hes a specific exsmption for matters required by subpoena,
court order, other processes of court, or as otherwise al:>wed by law. Formal requests
for production of documents in a proceeding before the Florida Public Service Commission
qualify es "otharwise allowed by law.” Therefore, in any event, even if BDP had identified
any such documents, the documents would be exempt from Section 364.24, because they
are required as otherwise allowed by law. BDP's objection should be denied.

16. BDP sistes that each of its objections are "continuing” objections, but Florida
law does not aliow "continuing” objections. This objection must be denied.



17. BDP is due tv produce the requested documents on or before Oclober 16,
1997. Accordingly, the Attomey General and the Citizens request the Commiasion to rule
on this motion as 800N a8 possible in order to mitigate the delsy caused by BDP's untimely

filing of objections.
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