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August 12, 1996 

Ms . Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Docket No?]6o33a;P 
Dear Ms. Bayo: 

-........._ • EncloSJed for filing in the above-styled docket are t he 
ACK "-J original and fifteen (15) copies of Central Telephone Company of 

----~~~iorida and United Telephone Company of Florida's Objections to 
AFA MFS's First set of Interroqatories and First Request to Produce and 
APP Motion for Protective Order. 

CAF Please a cknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping 
duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to this 
er . 

CTR 
EAG Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 
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BE~RS THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of 

MFS COMMONICATIONS COMPANY I 
INC. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Petition for Arbitration ) 
Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. S 252 (b) ) 
of Interconnection Rates, l 
Terms, and Conditions with ) 

SPRINT URITBD-CBNTBL OF 
P.LORIDA, INC. (alao known as 
CBHTRAL TELEPHOHB COMPANY OF 
FLORIDA AND CNITBD TELEPHONE 
COMPANY OF FLORIDA) 

) 
) 
) 
l 
) 
) 

--------------------~---) 

DOCKET NO. 960838-TP 
Piled ; August 12, 1996 

CJIIft'IAL 'l'&l&PBOHJI C<*PAIIY 01' PLORIDA »10 
o•nao 'I'KLDBOml <X*P.urr ol' FLolitiDA' s 
~c.a '1'0 1111'8' 0 I'DB'1' 8ft 

OJ' IWtDJtO!a'l'OUU AXD I'IU'f JtaQtJUT '1'0 PJtotrtJO 
''P WfriQR roa raon:s:txya QI!)IR 

united telephone Col!IPany of Florida ( •sprint/United•) and 

central Telephone Company of Florida (•Sprint/Centel ) (collective­

ly •sprint• or the •companies•), pursuant to Rule 25-22.034, 

Florida Mminiatrative COde, Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1. 350 , 

and Order No. PSC-96-0964-POO-TP, issued on July 26, 1996, hereby 

submit the following Objections and Motion for Protective Order 

with respect l:o MPS COmmunications Company, Inc.'s ("MFS") First 

Set of Interrogatories (•Firat IRR•) and First Request to Produce 

("Firat POD•) to Sprint served on July 31, · 1996 (together, "MPS's 

Pirat Set•) . 

OOCUHEHT IIUMSE.R -0/>.TE 

08 4 25 AUG 12~ 
FPSC-R(COROS/REPORTI~G 
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I . 

Prefagt 

The objections are being made for the purpose of complying 

with the order on Prehearing Procedure in this docket. The 

Companie• have made a good faith effort to identify any and all . 
objections they may have to MPS's First Set, but reserve the right 

to ~~e additional objections up to the t~me of their answers or 

response if the need f or additional: objections becomes apparen t 

while p,:eparing the answer s . I! it becomes neceosary to raise 

additional objections, the Companies will promptly file those 

objections and notify counsel for MPS of the basis for the 

objection. 

II. 

Qu.t-ral Ob1tgtlsma 

The companies make the following general objections to MFS's 

First Set. These general objections apply to each of the indivi du­

al interrogatories and document requests in MPS ' s First Set , 

whethe r or not a specific: objection is rai.sed, and to MPS' s First 

Set in its entirety, and are incorporated in the specific objec­

tions below as though fully set forth therein. 

1 . The Companies have interpreted MPS's First Set to apply 

to the Coalpauiee' intrastate operations i n Florida and will limit 

their responses accordingly. To the extent that any interrogatory 

or document reque&t is intended to apply to matters other than the 

Florida intrastate operations subject to the jurisdiction of the 
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Commission, the Companies object on the basis t hat s uch are 

irrelevant, overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive. 

2 . The Cnoapeni es object to each and every i nt errogatory and 

doc:ullleDt request to the extent that such requests call f or 

info~tion whicb i s exempt from discovery by virtu.e of the 

attqr.ne~·client privilege, work product privilege or other 

applicable pri~lege . To the extent that t he Companies ident ify 

privileged. information during the preparatio.n of the answers and 

rasponaes to MPS's First Set, t hey will , without waiving any 

applicable privilege, disclose the nature o f t he information and 

the ba8is for the claim of privilege to counsel for HPS. 

3 . Tbe Companies objact to each and every i nterrogatory and 

doclment request insofar as t hey are vague, ambiguou.s, overly 

broad, duplicat1ve, imprecise o r utilize terms that are subject to 

111Ultiple i nterpre t a t ions but are not properly defined or explained 

for purposes of the interrogatories or document request. Any 

answer or response provided by the Companies will be provide d 

subject t o 1 and without waiver of, the foregoing objection. 

4. The COIIIPanies object to each and every interrogatory and 

document request insofar as they are not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, are not relevant t u 

the subject matter of this action, and are beyond the scope o f 

discovery as described in Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1 .280. 

The Companies will attempt to nC'Ite each instance where this 

obje~tion applies. 
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5 . The COCDpanies object to producing 3D8wers, documents, 

recorcbl and information to the extent that such information is 

already in the public record before the Florida Public Service 

Qommtasion, or is equally available to MPS from some other source. 

6. The C6alpanies object to eilch and every interrogatory and 

docwlient reque•t, and al.l of the interrogatories and document 

requests taken together, ineofar as they ' are unduly burdensome , 

expenej..v:e, oppressive, or excessively time-consuming to answer or 

respond to as written. 

7. The Companies object to each and every interrogatory and 

document to the extent that the information requested constitutes 

•trade secreta• which are privileged pursuant to Se~tion 90 . 506, 

Florida Statu tea. To the extent that the interrogatories or 

document requeata seek proprietary confidential busin.eaa informa­

tion which ia not subject to the •trade secreta• privilege, the 

Companies will make such information available to counsel for MPS 

pursuant to a mutually acceptable Protective Agreement, subject to 

any other general or specific objections .contained herein. The 

Companies have attempted to id.entify all instances where confiden­

tial informaLion has been requested, but reserve the r i ght to claim 

a:d~itional information as confidential if the need to do so becomes 

apparent while preparing the answers o r responses to MPS' s First 

Set. 

8. The COmp&l'l.iea object to the definition of •you,• •your• 

and •sprint• on gro unds that the definition of these terms is 
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overbroad and would cause the Companies' to search for the 

information requested to be burdenscme. 
~ 

l.O. 'l'be Companies object to each of the interrogatories to 

the extent that they are present.!d as a request for production of 

• documents, not an inteErOgatory, and cannot be answered under oath 

aa required by Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.340 . 
• 

11. The Companies object to the place designated for 

inspection and copying in the First POD on grounds that producing 

documents at the place designat.ed would be burdensome. To the 

extent the Companies will be prcducing documents, they wi ll d o s o 

for inspection and copying at the offices of Ausley & McMullen , 227 

South Calhoun Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32301. 

III. 

lpegifiq Ob1egtiqplt Iottrroqatoritt 

1. I~utify all cSoC'UIMDta that aupport your podtion with 
respect to each Unreaolv.d Iaaue and lh.ah Unidentified 
UDreaolved Iaaue. 

Qbiection: In addition to th.e general objections, which are 

-incorporated herein by reference, the Companies object to this 

interrogatory on grounds that it is vague, overbroad and ambiguous, 

and does not describe the documents to be identified with the 

apecificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure. A8 noted in United States v. A!Derican Optical Co . , 2 

P .R.D. 534, S:l6 (D.C.N.Y. 1942), the description of a document that 

i• au.bject to a discovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the diacOVIU"ee to go t o his or her files and, without 

difficulty, pick up the document or other item and say: "Here it 
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is.• 2 P.R.D. at 536. This request is similar to the request for 

•all pertinent books and records• that was condemned in City of 

Miami y . Florid& pyblic Seryice Commission, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Fla. 1969), and is improper in this case. 

2. IcleDtify any coat atu4iea that •~pport your podtion with 
re~at to .. ah unresolved Issue and eaoh unident ified 
UDre.alved Ia.ue. 

Ob1ectigp : In addition to the general objections , which are 

incorporated herein by reference, the Companies objec t to t his 

interrogatory on grounde that it i s vague, overbroad a.nd ambiguous, 

and does not describe the dO< uments to be identified wi t h the 

specificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules of Ci vil 

Procedure. Aa noted in Qnited States y. American Optical Co., 2 

P . R.D. 534, 536 (D.C.N . Y. 1942), the descri ption of a document that 

i s subject to a discovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the discoveree to go to his or her files and, without 

difficulty, pick up the document or other item and s ay: "Here it 

is.• 2 F .R.D. at 536. This request is similar to the request for 

"all pert inent books and records" that was condemned in City of 

Miami. y . Florid& Public Seryice Commission , 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Fla. 1969), and is improper in thi s case. Notwithstanding this 

objection, the Companies will work with MPS to identify and produce 

relevant cost illformation. 

3. Idaltify my cost studies that s~pport any oonteDtion you 
iAtad to z;aiae in opposition to the Cc:apreh&DSive 
:tat:erconneation Agre-.nt. 

ObjoctiQD t In addition to the general objections , which are 

incorporated herein by reference, the Companies object to this 
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interrogatory on grounds that it is vague, overbroad and ambiguous, 

and does n.ot ~escribe the documents t o be identified with the 

specificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure. As noted in united States y. American Optical Co., 2 

F.R.D. 534 , 536 (D.C.N.Y. 1942), the description of a document that 

is subject to a d.iscovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the discoveree to go to his or her files and, wi thout 

difficulty, pick up the document or other item and say: "Here it 

is.~ 2 F . R.D. at 536. This request is similar t o the request for 

•all pertinen t books and records• that was condemned in City of 

Miam.i y. Florid& Public Seryice Commission, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Fla. 1969), and is improper in this case, Notwithstanding this 

objection, ·the Companies will work with MPS to identify and produce 

relevant cost information. 

5. Ictbtify &11 4oc\dM!DtD th&t you intend to int roduc e o r 
o~se rely on in the a rbi tration he•ri ng on this 
-tter. 

Qb1ection: I n addition to the general objections, which are 

incorporated herein by reference, the Companies object to this 

interrogatory on grounds that it is vague, overbroad and ambiguous, 

and does not describe t .he documents to be identified with the 

specificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedu,ril. ,.. n.oted in United States y . American Optical Co., 2 

P.R.D. 534 , 536 (D.C.N.Y. 1942), the description of a document tha t 

is subject to a discovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the discoveree to go to his or her files and, without 

difficulty, pick up t .he document or other item and say: "Here it 



is.• 2 P.R.D . at 536. This request is similar to the request for 

•all pertinent books and records• that was condemned in City of 

Miami y. Florida pyblic Seryice Commission, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Fla. 19$9), and is improper in this case. 

IV . 

Spec iCio Ob1ec tiopa• Docuaep\ Requeato 

1 . All docWDaDts identi fied in respcnu~e t o MPS' • Pir st Set 
of Inte rrogator i es. 

Ob1egtion: In addition to the general objections set f orth above, 

which are incorporated h11rein by reference, Sprint-United/Centel 

obj ects to this request f~r the reasons set forth in the specific 

objections to Interrogatory number 1, 2, 3 and 5, which specific 

object ions are hereby incorporat~d he rein by reference. 

2. All c!ocwMDta that auppor t Sprint' • posi t i on on each 
UDreaolv.d Is.ue aDd -ch ODident ified OD.resolv ed I ssue . 

ObiectiQD: In addition to the general obj ections, which are 

incorporated herein by reference, tlte Companies object to this 

interrogatory on grounds that i t is vague, C?verbr oad and ambiguous, 

and does not describe the documents to be identified with the 

specificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure. As noted in United States y. Affierican Optical Co., 2 

P.R.O. 534 , 536 (D.C.N.Y. 1942), the description of a document that 

is subject to a discovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the discoveree to go to his or her files and, without 

difficulty, pick up the document or other item and say: "Here it 

is.• 2 F.R.D. at 536. Thi s request is similar to the request for 

•all pertinent books and records• that was condemned in City of 
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Miami y. Ploridl fublic Seryicc Commission, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Pla. 1969), and is !~roper in this case. 

3. All. co•t studie• which conco rn or relate to each t7nre­
solve4 Is.ue and Sach unidentified tlnresolved X..ue, 
iDclndh\g .. oh eo•t study you intand to rely upon in 
opposition to the Ca.prehtmsive Interacmneotion Agree­-t. 

Obiecti¢D : I n addition to the general objections, which are 

incorporated herein by reference , the Companies object to this 

interrogatory on grounds that it is vague , overbroad and ambiguous , 

' 
and does not describe the documents to be identified with the 

specificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure. As noted in United St.ates y. american Optical Co. , 2 

P.R.D. 534, 536 (O. C. N. Y. 1942), the description of a document that 

is subject to a discovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the diacoveree to go to his o r her files and, without 

difficulty, pick up the document or other item and say : •Here it 

is.• 2 P.R.D. at 536. This r equest is similar to the request f o r 

•all pertinent books and records• that was condemned in City of 

Miami y . Florida fublic Service Cougnission, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Pla . 1969), and is improper in this case. Notwithstanding t his 

decision, ~e Companies will work with MFS to identify and produce 

cost i nformation. 

6. ~1 clocnmelnts you intand to introduce or otherwise rely 
on in the arbitration hearing OD' this aatter. 

QbiectiQD: In add.ition to the general objections, which are 

incorporated herein by reference, the Companies object to this 

interrogatory on grounds that it ia vague, overbroad and ambiguous, 

and does not describe the documents t o be identified with the 
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specificity requ.ired by the Federal and Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure. As doted in united States y . american Optical Co., 2 

P.R.D . 534, 536 (D.C.N.Y. 1942) I the description of a document that 

is subject to a ~covery request muat be sufficiently precise to 

allow th~ di8coveree to go to his or her files and, without 
~ 

di:ffic:ulty, pick up the document or other · item and &ily; •sere it 

is. • 2 P.R.D. at 536. Th.is request is similar to the reques t for 

•all pertinent books and records• that was condemned in Ci ty o f 

Mi•mi y. Florida Public Seryice ConmiBiion, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

(Pla. 1969) I and is improper in thil• caoe. 

13. ADy other c!oouiMDt vbicb supports any ooutantiou, 
:reeponae, or allegation vbicb Sprint -y ~. in reapo118e 
or oppoaitiOD to the Petitiou or llDY poaition edvocated 
.,. 111'1 in this Petitiou. 

Obiection: In addition to the general objections, which are 

inco rporated herei.n by reference, the Companies object t o this 

interrogatory on grounds that it is vague, overbroad and ambiguous , 

and doea not descri be the documents t o be identified with the 

specificity required by the Federal and Florida Rules ot Civil 

Procedure. A8 noted in Qnited States y . american Optical Co . , 2 

P.R.D. 534, 536 (D.C.N.Y. 1942), the description of a document that 

is subject to a discovery request must be sufficiently precise to 

allow the disc::overee to go to his or her files and, without 

difficulty, pick up t he document or other item and say; "Here it 

is . • 2 P.R.O. at 536. This request is similar to the request for 

•all pertinent books and records• that was condemned in City of 

Miami y. Florida Public Beryice eommission, 226 So. 2d 217, 219 

<.Pla. 1969), and is il\1l)roper in this case. 
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v. 

lotion for rroteqtin Ordtr 

The COmpanies submit their objections to MFS's First Set 

purs uant to the authority contained in Slatnik y. Leadership 

Housing Syttemg of Florida. Inc., 368 So.2d 79 (Fla. 3d DCA 

1979 ) , To the extent that a Motion for Protec tive Order iu 

required, the objections set forth herein are to be construed as 

a request for protective order . 

Dated this 12th day of Augu rt 

LB L. 
JO P. PONS 
J I FRY WAHLEN 
Aus ey & M.cMullen 
P. o. Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 
(904 ) 224-9l.l5 

32302 

ATTORNEYS FOR CENTRAL TELEPHONE 
COMPANY OF FLORIDA AND UNITED 
TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA 
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CIHilJQD or QBYJCI 

I RBRBBY CERTIFY t .hat a true and correct copy of the forego­

ing baa been furnished by 0. s. Mail , hand delivery (• ) or 

overnight express (•*) this 12th day of August, 199S, to the 

following: 

Michael Billmeier * 
Division of Lega~ Services 
Plortda Public Service Comm. 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, PL 32399-0850 
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Andrew o. Lipman •• 
Russell M. Blau 
Lawrence R. Freedman 
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered 
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007-5116 
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