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ORIGINAL 
BEFORE THE fLORIDA PUBLIC SE:RVICE: COI~MISSION 

In re : 

Deter mination of th~ cost of 
basic local teleco~ountcatlons 
service pursuant to Section 
364. 025, Florida Statutes 

) 
) 

) 
) 
) 

I 
) 

C'ockct tlo . 980696-TI. 
Filed : October 9. l99a 

A'UT' S YO'l'ION TO f.CCJ:P'l' SUPPLDCENTAL REBUTTAL T£llTINONY 

AT&T Communication~ o i the Southern States, Inc. 

thereinaf t er "AT&T" ) hereby move~ the Florida Public 

Service Commission to accept the supplemental rebuttal 

testimony and accompanying exhibits o! Catherine !:. 

Potz~ngor. ln support ther~of, AThT stat~s ~s ! o lloW5! 

1. The direct testimony was tiled in this proccedlnq 

on 3, 1998. After receiving Lhu direct testimony and 

exhibits of bellSouth, AT&T commenced its review ot 

BellSovth' s filing . 

2 • In the course of its review of the BCPM model 

proposed by Bel l South, AT'T pt opounded Lt~ ~econd set ot 

lntor rogatoriea and third requc~t !or production of 

documents to Bel l South . Certain ~ r the intcrroqntorte~ ~nd 

t~quests f r production were directed to discovery ot 

BellSo~th ' s switchin9 costs both as to its existing 

0• swl tchcs in its nocwork and Lhu d"vvlopmont of its 
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switching costs for use in the RCPH model . This discovery 

was hand-delivered to BellSoutn on ~ugust S, 1998 . 

BellSouth's responses were provided on August 28, 1998 . 

3 . Be11South'1 responses indicated thal certain of 

the documents involving the SCIS model and the switching 

vendor pricing inrorma~ion would be provided subject to a 

second proprietary agreement that is specific to 

BellSouth's SCIS model and swi~ching vendor information. 

Further, BellSouth indicated that the switch vendor 

1nlormation could only be made avallablc to AT&T at 

BellSouth's premises in Atlanta . 

4. Hs. Petzinger is AT&T ' s sw1tcning cost expert. 

She tiled rebuttal testimony on September 2, 1998, based on 

the information that she had available at tne time . As 

acknowledged in Ms. Petzingcr ' s rebuttal testimony, thoro 

was insufficient time to obtain and analyzo oll tho 

necess11ry in(ormation be~ore the time rebuttal had to be 

filed. In addition, it was simply not possible lor Ms. 

Petz!nger to travel to Atlanta and review the swi•ch vendor 

contcrarts, diqest the information .:1nd Include the 

ir.tormation in the time availablt' before rebuttal was due. 

~~~. Petzinger was finally able to review BellSouth's 

switching vendor contracts on October 5, 199a. The natutc 
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ot the information obtained necessitated the !1ling o! "'"· 

Pet:zinger's supplemcnta. rebuttal testimony. 

5 . The time con:~traints necessitated by this 

proceeding arc a heavy burden on all parties. In an ideal 

world, there would be sufficient time to conduct full and 

complete discovery regarding the direct testimony bufore 

the Ciling of rebutt~: testi~~ny. Thu expedited process in 

this case precludes that opportunity. There was 30 days 

betwden the filing of d1rect tcatlmony and the flling of 

rebuttal testimony. There wos a twenty- day response ti~e 

for discovery . This leaves precious little time to 

adequately analyze the filing, s eek appropriate discovery, 

analyze the re~ults of dlscovery and prepare rebuttal 

testimony. 

6. AT&T clearly acknowledges th4t All partie~ ate 1n 

the some ~boatN regarding the problem:~ wlth discovery. 

AT&T sought the discovery as soon ae ll cou ld. Further, 

AT&T does not critic!:~ BollSouth In thi~ inGl~nce tor Lh~ 

manner ln which it responded to discovery. Base on the 

nature of the :~wltchin9 co:st. 1nft>rmnt.ion, lt mu:.t b.: 

treated differently than typical discovery. It •.s rot 

surplled to parties on tho same terms as other contldentlal 

in!o~tion can be. 
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7 . Notwithstandinq that the discovery ~as actually 

accomplished beyond the tlme lor rebuttal testimony, the 

nature of the 1n!ortt\ll t1on acq•Jired !rom BellSouth regarding 

its actual swltchinq costs would tremendously ir .. pact not 

only the sw1tch pric~ inputs used 1n the BCPM, but the 

underlying cost structure of the BCPH s wi t ch module 

methodology as well. AT'T !JUb:olt• that the m.Jgnitude ot 

this information' s impact on thi!J proceeding necessitate~ 

that the Commission accept tho profiled supplemental 

rebuttal testimony ot Ms. Pctzinger. 

wHEREfOR£, AT'T requests that the Supplemental 

Rebuttal Testimony of Catherine E. Petz!nger be allowed in 

•his proceeding . 

Respect!ully submitted this 9'" day of October, 1998 . 

JD;~ ~~ 
Tracy tltHr:{tj 
AT'T \1 
Suite 700 
101 North Monroe Street 
Tallahassee , FL J230l 
(850) 425-63€4 
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Davl.t 11. Erwin 
121 Piv~r3tltk Pood 
''"'"tonJvtllc , fl. 32321 

Rob~tt !-L Postf 
l'OO t Ot f iC() 80>< 
l nd i l\ntown# t"L 

Hark Ellmer 

Jr . 
2i1 
3 49!>6 

Poat O!flCO Box 220 
'•02 ru <h streH 
~'ort St . Joo # fL 32:456 
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Post Office Box !Oleo 
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Lynn~ C. lJrt•wt-r 
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Co. 
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