
Matilda Sanders 

From: Griffin, Kecia (CAO) [KGRIFFIN@miamidade.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2006 4:24 PM 

To : Filings@psc.state.fl.us 

cc: Adam Teitzman; Lee, Cynji (Airport); Danielle C. Burt; Hope, David (Airport); Dorian S. Denburg; Douglas E. 
Starcher; E. Earl Edenfield, Jr.; Griffin, Kecia (Airport); Griffin, Kecia (CAO); James Meza; Jean L. Kiddoo; 
Martin B. Goldberg; Sharon Liebman; Hernandez, Diana (Airport) 

MDC Response in Opposition to Motion for Extension of the Discovery Period Subject: 
Attachments: Miami Dade County's Response in Opposition to Motion for Extension of the Discovery Period.pdf 

July 20,2006 

Mrs. Blanca S. Bay6 
Director, Division of the Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Re: Complaint by BellSouth Telecommunication, Inc., Regarding the 
Operation of a Telecommunication Company by Miami-Dade County 
in Violation of Florida Statutes and Commission Rules 

(Docket No. 050257) 

Dear Mrs. Bayd: 

Enclosed is an original Miami-Dade County's Response in Opposition to Motion for Extension of the 
Discovery Period. 

Copies have been served to the parties shown on the attached Certificate of Service. 

cc: All Parties of Record 
David Stephen Hope 
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Third, one central question to be addressed by the PSC in this promeding is the 
applicability of the airport exemption rute to the current offering of telewmmunications services 



by the County at *the Mlaml International Airport and other county-owned airports. The text of 
the airport exemption rule and its history make clearly relevant the type. nature and function of 
the entities to which the County is offering and providing telecommunications services. In light 
of the foregoing, by daimhg trada secret privflege to withhold the current customer fist, the 
County is intentionally attempting to undermine the Commission's right to fully and mmpetsntsy 
evaluate the nature and scope of the County's telecommunications systems. 

Finally, sirice you previously argued to the State Court that the disclosure of your 
customer names to BellSouth would place the County at I competitive disadvantage for 
business at the airpom, please know that BellSouth is amenable to entering into a 
conflden~alfty agreement that would limit the use of such itrformatim to this proceeding. 
BellSouth would agree to keep the information in an 'attorney-eyes only" capacity so as to not 
provide any such mformation to the business portion of the company. Of course, w% are MtAtling 
to provide you with this protection as our only goal is to obtain this InfomaUon far the Public 
Service Commission's use and evatuatlon mceming the issues raised in this ptoceedlrtg. 

Given the foregoing, we respectfully mquest that the County reconsider its position. 
Such reconsfderaar.fon would save the Commission Staff and the Hearing Officer considerable 
time end emit F'iease let us know your position by Wednesday, July 12, 2000, and we took 
forward to your anticipated cooperation with us and the Commission. Of cuurse, in all olher 
respecb BST res~wes all of its rights concemlng this matter, including We right to bring this 
issue before the Hearing Officer as a discovery dispute pursuant to the Scheduling Order. 
Thank you. 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

BELLSOUTH TELSCOMMUNlCATIONS, INC’S NOTICE OF FILING CONCERNING 
GOUNV’S ASSERTION OF FLORIDA’S TRADE SECRET PRIVILEGE 

BellSouth Teiecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”) hereby submits -tS Notice 

C ” m i n g  Miami-Dade County’s Assertion of the Florida Trade Secret Pdvjlege wlthln 

Its Response to BSTs First Request for Production of Documents. 

I. On June 27, 2008, MTambDade County (“County”) filed its Responses to 

BellSouth’s First Request for Production of Documents. Therein, the County asserted 

Florlda’s Trade Secret Privilege pursuant to Section 812.081, Fla. Stat (2002), in 

support of its contention that the County need not dlsclose a list of its current customers 

for telecommunications services. 

2. BellSouth disagrees and contests the applicability of the trade secret privilege 

and has written the County in an attempt to r8sooVs the matter without the intervention 

of the Hearing Officer or Commission Staft A copy of BellSouth’s correspondence In 

this regard is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

3. Accordingly, BeflSauth will attempt in good faith to resolve the matter with the 

County. Should these efforts fail, BellSouth reserves all of its rights to bring this 

discovery dispute before the Hearing Officer for resoluflon as contemplated by the 

Scheduiing Order in this matter. 
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-I -. --_ u.uJ, a r x c y ~ ~ . , ~ ~ ~ r  rruulic~tun t, 3. 1 ne Y Y L  has the 
information to “fully and competently evaluate the nature and scope of the County’s 
telecommunications systems.” What continues to be perplexing is why BellSoutb needs the 
County’s current Iist of customers, given BellSouth already knows the types of customers to which . .I. I thp  pmInt\, f i r ~ t i A a o  -h.-.--..l A--- -I - - ‘ 


