September 8, 1998

Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo, Director
[iivision of Records and Reporting
Flerida Public Service Cummission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 980696-TP

Dear Mrs. Bayo:

and Fourth Request for Production of Documents
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Enclosed for filing please find an original and fifteen (15) copics cach of AT&T"s
Notice of Serving Its Objections to GTE Florida, Incorporated's Third Set of Interrogatories

Copies of the foregoing are being served on the parties of recor in accordance with the
attached certificate of service.

Thank you for your assistance with this matter
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Yours truly,
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Tracy Hatch
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OR’GINAL

PEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re:

Determination of the cost of
basic local telecommunications
service pursuant to Section
364.025, Florida Statutes

Docket No. 980696-TL
Filed: September 8, 1998

T T T o T Tl it

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, INC.'S
NOTICE OF BERVING ITS OSJECTIONS TO GTE FLORIDA,
INCORPORATED'S THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND

_FOURTH REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc.
(hereinafter "AT&T"), by and through its undersigred
attornay, hereby files this Notice of Serving its Objections
Lo GTE Florida, Incorporated's Third SBet of Interrogatories
and Fourth Request for Production of Documents on this B8th
day of September, 1998.

Respectfully submitted,

-—-"_'_-_._._-'

Tracy Hatch/ (

101 North Monroe Btreel
Suice 700

Tallahassee, FL 32301
(850) <25-6364 (phone)
(B50) 425-6361 (fax)

ATTORNEY FOR ATET
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE
SOUTHERN STATES, INC.

|




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICZ
DOCKET 980696-TP

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing

was furnished via *hand delivery/**Federal Express and U.S. Mail

to the following parties of record on this 8th day of September, 1998:

William Cox

Florida Public Service
Cemiission

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Richard Melson
Hopping Law Firm

Post Office Box 6526
Tallahassee, FL 32314

Jack Shreve

Office of Public Counsel
c/o The Florida Legislature
111 West Madison Street
Room B12

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

**Kimberly Caswell

GTE Service Incorporated
1 Tampa City Center

201 N. Franklin Street

Carolyn Marek

VP of Regulatory Affairs
Southeast Region

Time Warner Communications
Nashville, TN 37221

Joseph A. McGlothlin

Vicki Gordon Kaufman
HMcWhirter, Reeves,
McGlothlin, Davidacn, Rief &
Bakas, P.A.

117 8. Gadsdan Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Floyd K. Self

Messer, Caparelloc & Self,
P.A.

21_. 5. Monroe Street

Suite 701

Tallahassee, FL 32301-187&

Brian Sulmonetti
WorldCom, Inc.

1515 8., Federal Highway
Suite 400

Boca Raton, FL 33432

Nancy B. White

Robert G. Beatty

c/o Nancy Sims

150 5. Monroe Street
Suite 400

Tallahassee, FL 32301

H'rman H. Hor.on, Jr.
Messer, Caparello & Self,
P.A.

215 5. 'sonroe Street
Suite 701

Talluhassee, FL 32301-1876
James T. Falvey

e.apire Communications,
Inc.

133 Naticnal Buainess
Parkway

Suite 200

Annapolis Junction, MD
20701



Laura L. Gallagher

Vice President-Regulatory
Affaira

Florida Cable
Telecommunicationa
Association

310 N. Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Harriet Eudy

ALLTEWL Florida, Inc.
Post Office Box 550
Live Qak, FL 32060

John P. Fons

J. Jeffrey Wahlen
Ausley & McMullen

227 South Calhoun Street
Tallahassee, FL 32302

David B. Erwin
127 Riversink Road
Crawfordville, FL 32327

Robert H. Post, Jr.
Poat Office Box 277
Indiantown, FL 34956

Mark Ellmer

Poat Office Box 220

502 Fifth Street

Port St. Joe, FL 32456

Tom McCabe
Post Office Box 185
Quincy, FL 32353-0189

Lynn B. Hall

Vista-United
Telecommunications

Post Office Box 10180

Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830

Lynne G. Brewer

Northeast Florida Telephone
Co.

Post Office Box 485
Macclenny, FL 32063-0485

Kelly Goodnight
Frontier Communications
180 5. Clinton Avenus
Rochester, MY 14646

Patrick Knight Wiggins
Donna L. Canzano

Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A.
Poat Office Drawer 1657
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Steve 3rown

Intermedia Communications
Inc.

3625 Queen Falm Drive
Tamp., FL 33619-1309

Michael A. Groas

Assiatant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney
General

PL-01, the Capitol
Tallahassee, 7L 32399-1050

Charles J. Rehwinkel
Sprint-Florida, Inc.
1313 Blairstone Rd.
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Kenneth A. Hoffman

John R. Ellis

Rutledge, Ecenlia, Undervood
Purne'l & Hoffman

Post Office Box 551
Tallahassee, F. 32301

Paul EKour.upas

Michael McHae

Teleport Communications
Group, Inc.

2 Lafayette Centre

1133 21" Street, NW
Sulte 400

Washington, DC 20036

Suzanne F. Summerlin
1311-B Paul Rusaell Roa
Bulte 201

Tallahassse, FL 32301

Peter M. Dunbar

Barbara D. Auger
Pennington, Moore,
Wilkinson, Bell & Dunbar
P.O. Box 10095
Tallahassee, FL 32302
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA FUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Determination of the DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

)
cost of basic local )
telecommunications service, ) DATED: September 8, 1998
)
)

pursuant to Section 364 025,
Florida Statutes.

AT&T'S OBJECTIONS TO GTE FLORIDA, INCORPATED’S
THIRD SET OF INTSRROGATORIES

AT&T Communications of the SBouthern States, Inc.
(hereinafter "AT&T"), pursuant to Rules 25-22.034 and 25-
22.035, Florida Administrative Code and Rules 1.340 and
1.280(b), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, hereby submits
the following Objections to GTE Florida, Incorporated's
{hereinafter "GTEFL") Third Set of Interrogatories to ATAT
Communications of the Southern States, Inc.

The Objections rstated herein cre preliminary in nature
and are made at this time for the purpcs: of complying with
the five-day requirement set forth in Order No. PEC-9B8-0813-
PCO-TP issued by the Florida Public Bervice Commissicn
(hereinafter the "Comaission®) in the above-referenced
docket on June 1%, 199%8. BShould additional grounds for
objection be discovered as ATLT prep.res its Answers to the

above-referenced set of interrogatories, AT&LT reserves the

right to supplement, revise, or modify its nhj*&éi;ui at the _
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time that it serves its Answers on GTEFL. Moreover, should
AT&T determine that a Protective Order is necessary with
respect to any of the material requested by GTEFL, AT&T
reserves the right to file a motion with the Commission
seeking such an order at the tims that it serves its Answers

on GTEFL.

General Objections
AT&T makes the following General Objections to GTEFL's

Third Set of Interrogatories which will be incorporated by
reference into AT&T's specific responses when its Answers
are served on GTEFL.

1. ATLT objects to the definitions of "AT&T" to the
extent that such definitions seek to impose an obligation on
AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. to respond
on behalf of subsidiaries, affiiiates, or other persons that
are not parties to this case on the crounds that such
definition is overly broad, unduly burdensome, oppressive,
and not permitted by applicable disccvery rules. In
particular, AT&T objects to including HAI Consulting, Inc.
within the definition of AT&T. HAI is not related to ATET
in any way. Neither is HAI a party to this proceeding.
GTEFL's attempt to conduct discovery on an unrelated third
party that is not a party to this proceeding il
inappropriate and not allowed by the rules of civil

procedure. Without waiver of ites general objection, and




subject to other general and specific cbjections, Answers
will be provided on behalf of AT&T Communications of the
Southern States, Inc. which is the entity certificated to
provide regulated telecommunicaticns services in Florida and
which is a party to this docket. All references to "AT&T*"
in responding to GTEFL's interrogatories should be taken to
mean ATET.

2. Unless otherwise indicated, AT&T has interpreted
GTEFL's interrogatories to apply to ATET's regulated
intrastate operations in Florida and will limit its Answers
accordingly. To the extent that any interrogatory is
intended to apply to mattere other than Florida intrastate
operations subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission,
AT&LT objects to such interrogatory as irrelevant, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, and oppressive.

3. AT&T objects to each and every !nterrogatory and
instruction to the extent that such interrogatory or
instruction calle for information which is exempt from
discovery by virtue of the attorney-client privilere, work
product privilege, or cther applicable privilege.

4. AT&T objects to each and every interrogatory
inscfar as the request ie vague, ambiguous, overly broad,
imprecise, or utilizes terms that are subject to multiple
interpretations but are not properly defined or explained
for purposes of these interrogatories. Any Answers provided
by AT&T in response to GTEFL's interrogatories will be




provided subject to, and without waiver of, the foregoing
cbjection.

5. AT&T objects to each and every interrogatory
insofar as the request is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence and is not relevant
to the subject matter of this action. ATLT will attempt to
note each instance where this objection applies.

6. AT&T cbjects to GTEFL's general instructions,
definitions or specific discovery requests insofar as they
seek to impose obligations on AT&T which exceed the
requirements of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure or
Florida law.

7. AT&T objects to providing information to the extent
that such information is already in the public record before
the Florida Public Service Commission.

8. AT&T objects to each and every interrogatory,
general instruction, or definition inscfar as it is unduly
burdensome, expensive, oppressive, or excessively time
consuming as written.

9. ATAT objects to each and every interrogatory to the
extent that the information requested conatitutes "trade
secrets® which are privileged pursuant to Section %0.506,
Florida Statutes. To the extent that GTEFL's
interrogatories request proprietary confidential businues
information which is not subject to the "trade secrets"”
privilege, AT&T will make suchh information available to

counsel for GTEFL pursuant to an appropriate Protective




Agreement, subject to any other general or specific
cbjections contained herein.

Objections to Specific Interrcgatories
Subject to, and without waiver of, the foregoing

general objectiona, AT&T enters the following specific
objections with respect to GTEFL's interrogatories:

INTERROGATORY NO. 34: Without waiver, AT&T will provide the

requested information in its possession custody or control
subject to a determination of confidentiality by AT&T and

the execution of an appropriate protective agreement.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3%: AT&T objects to this request on the

grounds that the information sought is not relevant to the
scope of this proceeding nor reasonabl,; calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence., The scope of the
instant proceeding is to determine an appiopriate cost nroxy
model for the provision of basic local exchange service to
be recommended to the Florida Lrgislature for purposes of
funding a Universal Service Mechanism. AT&T has not yet
been able to provide more than a token amount of basic local
telecommunications service. Further, AT&T’s current plant
is designed and operated to provide interstate and
intrastate toll service. AT&T's toll service is provided in
a highly competitive toll market with numerous facilicies

based competitors. The design and cperation of AT&T’'s toll




network is not comrarable to the design and operation of
GTEFL's or any other ILEC’s local network which continues to
be operated as a defacto monopoly. The depreciation lives
that AT&T uses in a competitive toll market for its toll
network are not relevant or reasonably calculated to the
discovery of admissible evidence. This document request is
a blatant fishing expedition by GTEFL having no purpose
other than to obtain highly confidential business
information of AT&T. This information is in no way relevant

to the determination of a USF cost proxy model.

Interrogatory No. 36: The depreciation salvage values that

AT&T currently uses for each category of property, plant,
and equipment are not relevant to the scope of this

proceeding. BSee objection to Interrogatory No. 35.

Interrogatory No. 37: The depreciation ratrs that ATET

currently uses for each category of property. plant, and
egquipment are not relevant to the scope of this proceeding.

See also cbjections to Interrogatory No. 35.

Interrogatory No. 38: The plant investmeit, accumulated

regarve, and reserve ratio of ATET's toll network are not
relevant to the scope of this proceeding. BGee also

objections to Interrcgatory No. 35.




Interrogatory No. 39: ATET objects to this request on the

grounds that the information sought is not relevant to the
scope of this proceeding nor reascnably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The scope of the
instant proceeding is to determine an appropriate cost proxy
model for the provision of basic local exchange service to
be recommended to the Florida Legislature for purposes of
funding a Universal Service Mechanism. The acquisition of
TCI by ATGT is not yet complete and may never be complete;
to this extent, GTEFL’s request is premature. Moreover,
assuming the acquisition of TCI by AT&T comes to fruition,
AT&T's plans, if any, to upgrade any cable systems acquired
is in no way relevant to the determination of a cost proxy
model for basic local exchange service; ncither are any
plans to enter the local market via cable facilities or the
depreciation lives and salvages TCI uses for its property,
plant, and equipment relevant to the scope cf this
proceeding. This request for information is another blatant
fishing expedition by GTEFL having no purpose other than to
aobtain highly confidential potential market entry
information of AT&T. This information is in no way relevant

to the determination of a USF cost proxy nodel.

Interrotatory No., 40: AT&T objects to this request on the

grounds that the information sought is not relevant to tne




scope of this proceeding nor reasonably calculated tc lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. Th~ scope of the
instant proceeding is to determine an appropriate cost proxy
model for the provision of basic lccal exchange service to
be recommended to the Florida Legislature for purposes of
funding a Universal Service Mechanism. The locations and
types of TCG's facilities is not relerant. TCG has not yet
begur to provide basic local telecommunications service in
Florida. 1Its network has not been desigred or built to
provide basic local telecommunications service on any wide
spread scale. This request is another blatant fishing
expedition b'* GTEFL having no purpose other than to cbtain
highly confidential competitive market information of AT&T.
This information is in no way relevant to the determination

of a USF cost proxy model.

INTERROGATORY Mo. 41: ATE1 objects to this request on the

grounds that the information sought is not relevant to the
scope of this proceeding nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. The scope of the
instant proceeding is to determine an appropriate cost proxy
model for the provision of basic local exchange ser ice to
be recommended to the Florida Legislature for purposes of
funding a Universal Service Mechanism. In addition, any

choice of technology for market entry, including “Project




Angel”, is not relevant to the scope of this proceeding.
The locations and results of any trials of wireless
technology are not relevant. This document request is yet
ancther blatant fishing expedition by GTEFL having no
purpose other than to obtain highly confidential market
entry information of AT&T. This information is in no way

relevant to the determination of a USF cost proxy model.

Interrogatory No. 42: ATET objects to *his request on the
grounds that the information socught is not relevant to the
scope of this proceeding nor reasonably calculated to lead
tc the discovery of admissible evidence. The scope of the
instant proceeding is to determine an appropriate cost proxy
model for the provision of basic local exchange service to
be recommended to the Florida Legislat.re for purposes of
funding a Universal Service Mechanism. AT&T and Time Warner
have no agreement to allow ATET to provide local service
over Time Warner’'s facilities. Moreover, acsuming Time
Warner and AT&T conclude some sort of agreement that will
allow ATET to provide local service over Time Warner’'s cable
facilities, ATET's plans, if any, to provide local service
over cable facilities is in no way relevant to the
determination of a cost proxy model for basic local exchange
service. This request for information is another blatant

fishing expeditior by GTEFL having no purpose other than to




cbtain highly confidential potential market entry
information of AT&T. This information is in no way relevant

to the determination of a USF cost proxy model.

SUBMITTED this 8th day of September, 199%0.
e

acy llatc
101 H. Monroe St.
Suite 700
Tallahassee, FL 32301
(904) 425-6364

ATTORNEY FOR ATET
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE
SOUTHERN STATES, INC.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Determination of the DOCKIT NO. 9B8069%6-TP
cost of basic local
telecommunications service, DATE! : September 8, 1998

pursuant to Section 364.025,
Florida Statutes.

ATET'S ONE TO GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED'S
FOURTH REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

AT&T Communications of the Southe.n States, Inc.
(hereinafter "AT&T"), pursuant to Rules 25-22.034 and 25-
22.035, Florida Administrative Code and Rules 1.350 and
1.280(b), Florida Rules of Civil Procecure, hereby submits
the following Objections to GTE Florida Incorporated's
(hereinafter GTEFL) Fourth Request for Production of
Documents to AT&L&T Communications of the Southern States,
Inc.

The Objections stated herein are prelim.nary in nature
and are made at this tims for the purpose of comglying with
the five-day requirement set forth in Craer No. PBC-96-0813-
PCO-TP issued by the Ilorida Public Service Commission
(hereinafter the "Commission®) in the above-referenced
docket on June 19, 1598. BShould additional grounds for
objection be discovered as ATAT prepares its Responses to

the above-referanced set of requests, ATET reserves the




right to supplemsnt, revise, or modify it~ cbjections at the
time that it serves its Responses on GTEFL. Moreover,

should ATAT determine that a Protective Order is necessary
with respect to any of the material requested by GTEFL, AT&T

reserves the right to file a motion with the Commission
seeking such an order at the time that it serves its

Responses on GTEFL.

Ganexal Objectiona
AT&T makes the fcllowing General Objections to GTEFL's

Fourth Set of Requests for Production of Documents which
will be incorporated by reference into AT&T's specific
responses when its Responses are served on GTEFL.

1. ATAT objects to GTEFL's Fourth Set of Requests for
Production of Documents to the extent that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, oppress’ve, not permitted by
applicable discovery rules, and would requ.re AT&T to
disclose information which is privileced.

2. ATAT has interpreted GTEFL's equests to apply to
AT&T's regulated intrastate operations in Florida and will
limit its Responses accordingly. To the extent that any
request ie intended to apply to matters other than Florida
intrastate operations subject to the juriediction of the
Commigsion, ATAT objects to such request as irrelevant,

overly broad, unduly burdensome, and oppressive.




3. AT&LT cbjecte to each and every request and
instruction to the extent that such request or inetruction
calls for information which is exempt from discovery by
virtue of the attorney-client privilege, work product
privilege or other applicable privilege.

4. AT&T objecte to each and every request insofar as
the request is vague, ambigucus, overly broad, imprecise, or
utilizes terms that are subject to multiple interpretations
but are not properly defined or explained for purposes of
these requests. Any Responses provided by AT&T in response
to GTEFL's requests will be provided subject to, and without
waiver of, the foregoing objection.

5. ATAGT objects to each and every request inscfar as
the request is not reascnably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence and is not relevant to the
subject matter of this action. ATET wil] attempt to note
each instance where this objection applies.

6. AT&LT objects to GTEFL's general instructions,
definitions or specific discovery requests insofar as they
seek to impose obligations on AT&T which exceed the
requirements of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure or
Florida law.

7. AT&T objects to providing information to the extent
that such information is already in the public record before
the Florida Public Service Commission.

8. AT&T cbjects to each and every request, general

instruction, or definition inscfar as it is unduly
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burdensome, expensive, oppresesive, or excessively time
consuming as written.

9. ATAT objecte to each and every request to the
extent that the iﬁiﬂrﬂltinn requested constitutes "trade
secrets” which are privileged pursuant to Section 5%0.506,
Florida Statutes. To the extent that GTEFL's reguests seek
proprietary confidential business information which is not
the subject of the "trade secrete" privilege, AT&T will make
such information available to counsel for GTEFL pursuant to
an appropriate Protective Agreement, subject to any other
general or specific objections contained herein.

10. ATAT is a large corporation with employees located
in many different locations in Florida and in other states.
In the couree of its business, AT&LT creates countless
documents that are not subject to Florida Public Service
Commission or FCC retention of records requirements. These
documents are kept in numerous locations and are frequently
moved from site to site as employees change obe or as the
business is reorganized. Rather, these responses will
provide all of the information cobtained by AT&T after a
reasonable and diligent search conducted in connectior with
this discovery request. AT&T will comply with GTEFL's
requeat that a search be conducted of those files that are
reascnably expected to contain the requested information.

To the extent that the discovery reguest purports to reguire
more, AT&T objects on the grounds that compliance would
impose an undue burden or expenss.




11. AT&T objects to the definitions of "AT&T" to the
extent that such definitions seek to impose an obligation on
AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. to respond
on behalf of subsidiaries, affiliates, or other persons thac
are not parties to this case on the grounds that such
definition is overly bread, unduly burdensome, oppressive,
and not permitted by applicable discovery rules. In
particular, AT&T objects to including HAI Consulting, Inc.
within the definition of AT&T. HAI is not related to ATET
in any way. Neither is HAI a party to this proceeding.
GTEFL's attempt to conduct discovery on an unrelated third
party that is not a party to this proceeding is
inappropriate and not allowed by the rules of civil
procedure. Without waiver of its general object..n, and
subject to other general and specific objections, answers
will be provided on behalf of AT&T Com unicatione of the
Southern SBtates, Inc. which is the entity cercificated to
provide regulated telecommunications services in Florida and
which is a party to this docket. All references to "AT&T"
in responding to GTEFL'®s requests should be taken to mean
AT&T Communications of the Bouthern States, Inc.

Objectiona to Spacific Requeats

Subject to, and without waiver of, rhe foregoing

general objections, AT&T enters the following specific

objections with respect to OTEFL'®s requests:

Regquest No. 39: Without waiver, ATAT will produce the

requested documents in its possession custody or control




subject to a determination of confidentiality by AT&T and

the execution of an appropriate protective agreement.

Request 40: AT&T objects to this request on the grounds
that the information sought is not relevant to the scope of
this proceeding nor reasonably calculated to lead to the
diacovnry.q! admissible evidence. The scope of the instant
prncuadinﬁ is to determine an appropriate cost proxy model
for the provision of basic local exchange service to be
recommended to the Florida Legislature for purposes of
funding a Universal Service Mechanism. The acquisition of
TCI by AT&T is not yet complete and may never be complete;
to this extent, GTEFL's request is premature. Moreover,
assuming the acquisition of TCI by AT&T comes to fruition,
AT&T's plans, if any, to upgrade any cable systems acquired
is in no way relevant to the determination of a cost proxy
model for basic local exchange service. This document
request is a blatant fishing expedition by GTEFL having no
purpose other than to obtain highly confidential market
entry information of AT&T. This information is in no way

relevant to the determination of a USF cost proxy model.

Request No. #1: BSee response to 40.




Request No. 42: See response to 40. In addition, any
cholce of technology for market entry is not relavant to
the scope of this proceeding. This document request is yet
another blatant fishing expedition by GTEFL having no
purpose other than to obtain highly confidential market
entry information of AT&T. This information is in no way

relevant to the determination of a USF cost proxy model.

SUBMITTED this 8th day of September, 1998.

Euite'7un
Tallahassee, FL 32301
(904) 425-63264

ATTORNEY FOR AT&T
COMMUNTCATIONS OF THE
SOUTHERN STATES INC,.
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