











5.  ATAT next objecied to avery request and instruction to the extent that the
instruction or request called for information which is exempt from discovery by virture of
various priviieges. AT&T identified no such documents and gave no specific examples of
where that priviedge might apply. This objection should be denied uniess and until ATAT
can identily specific documents 10 which it applies. Once ATAT specifically identifies such
documents, the Attormey General and the Citizens will then decide whether to seek an in
camera inspaction of those documents to determine the extent and validity of any claimed

privilege.

6. ATAT objecied io sach and every request insofar as the request was vague,
ambiguous, voluminous, overly broad, imprecise, or utilized terms thet are subject to
multiple interpretations, sic. However, ATAT provided no exampie whatsoever of any case
where such a request for documents feil within that objection. This type of boilerplate
objection is improper because ATAT does not identify any request to which the objection
relates. The objection shouid be denied.

7. Similarily, AT&T objected to every request insofar the request was not
reasonably caiculated io lead to the discovery of admissible evidenca, etc. However,
ATAT provided no exampie whatsoever of where this objection applied. Since AT&T could
provide no specific example where this objection might apply, it should be denied.









13. ATAT objecied to sach and every request to the extent that it sought
information that AT&T is prohibited from disclosing pursuant to Section 364.24, Florida
Statutes, but AT&T identified no such information. This sistute, which deals with
disclosing customer socount informetion, hes & specific exemplion for matters required by
subpoena, court order, aiher processes of court, or as otherwise sliowed by law. Formal
requesis for production of documents in a proceeding before the Fiorida Public Service
Commission qualify as "otherwise silowsd by law." Therefore, in any event, even if AT&T
had identified any such documents, the documents wouid be exempt from Section 364.24,
because they are required as otherwise aliowed by law. AT&T's objection shouid be
denied.

14.  Finally. AT&T states that it wouid limit its search of documents responsive
to the requests to those that couid be reasonably expecied to contain the requested
information requested by (sic) BeliSouth. Apparently AT&T lified this objection from a
response to some discovery request made by BeliSouth in another docket. Nonetheless,
the Attorney General and the Citizens do not object 1o limiting the search for documents
responsive to the requests for documents to those files that are reasonably expected to
contain the requested information,
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