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Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Re: Docket Nos. 'S1834-TP and 990321-TP (Generic Collocation) 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed is an original and fifteen copies of Verizon Florida Inc.' s Response to AT&T's 
Motion for Modification of the Procedural Schedule, which we ask that you file in the captioned 
docket. 

A copy of this letter is enclosed. Please mark it to indicate that the original was filed and 
return the copy to me. Copies have been served to the parties shown on the attached Certificate 
of Service. 

s~[~ 

Catherine Kane Ronis 

cc: All Parties ofRecord 
Charles Schubart 
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BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition of Competitive Carriers for 
Commission action to support local 
Competition in BellSouth Telecommunications 
hc.’s service territory 

In re: Petition of ACI Corp. d/b/a Accelerated 
Connections, Inc. for generic investigation to 
ensure that BellSouth Telecommunications, 
Inc., Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, and GTE 
Florida Incorporated comply with obligation to 
provide alternative local exchange carriers 
with flexible, timely, and cost-efficient physical 
collocation. 
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) Docket No. 981834-TP 
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) Docket No. 99032LTP 
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VERIZON FLORIDA INC.’S RESPONSE TO 
AT&T’S MOTION FOR MODIFICATION OF THE PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE 

Verizon Florida Inc. (“Verizon”) hereby submits its Response to AT&T’s Motion for 

Modification of the Procedural Schedule (“AT&T Modification Motion”), which was sent to 

Verizon via regular mail on July 24,2003: 

1. Verizon does not oppose AT&T’s request to consolidate the briefing of this 

proceeding into a single round of briefs to be filed following the conclusion of the November 

hearingL’ But AT&T’s motion does not go far enough: the DC power metering issue is not ripe 

for consideration and should therefore be removed from the August hearing. The Commission 

As an initial matter, AT&T only has itself to blame for the fact that the power billing 
issue is now bifurcated from the cost phase of the proceeding. These issues were bifurcated by 
the Commission to mitigate the effects of AT&T’s filing of an untimely affirmative cost proposal 
to impose BellSouth’s collocation provisioning, accounting, and cost recovery methods on 
Verizon and Sprint. See Emergency Joint Motion to Strike, or in the Alternative, for an 
Extension of Time, filed in this docket on May 15,2003. 



should instead institute a technical collaborative proceeding to address the question so that the 

parties’ subject matter experts will have an open forum to discuss all of the issues involving DC 

power metering. 

2. It is beyond dispute that the current record lacks any specific proposal from 

AT&T regarding the rates, terms, or conditions for DC power metering. Indeed, a number of 

critical issues simply have not been addressed at all, including: (1) whether metering would 

reduce the CLECs’ power costs, as the CLECs presume, given the high fixed costs ILECs incur 

to provision DC power and the additional labor and materials that would be necessary to measure 

usage; (2) what equipment would be required to meter DC power; and (3) how the various 

ILECs’ cost models would be affected by a metering structure. Although Staff recently issued 

data requests intending to develop some of these facts, responses are not due until the first day of I 

i 
the hearings -- August 11,2003.” Verizon likewise recently sought discovery from AT&T in an / 

attempt to nail down what AT&T’s metering proposal actually is,31 but it is unlikely that AT&T 

will respond to Verizon’s requests before the August 11, 2003 hearing. 

1’ 

3. No other party has developed a record on DC power metering because of AT&T’s 

actions and prior testimony on the issue. As explained in the Joint Motion of Verizon Florida 

Inc. and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated to Strike the Revised Testimony of Steven E. Turner and 

the Surrebuttal Testimony of Jeffrey A. King (“Joint Motion to Strike”), after stating in its 

2’ See Staff’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories and Ninth Request for Production of Documents 
to Sprint; Staff’s Tenth Set of Interrogatories and Tenth Request for Production of Documents to 
Verizon; Staff’s Eighth Set of Interrogatories and Ninth Request for Production of Documents to 
BellSouth; Staff’s Fifth Set of Interrogatories and Third Request for Production of Documents to 
AT&T (all served electronically on July 22, 2003). Because ‘Staff’s requests raise complex 
technical and costs questions, Verizon likely will seek more time to respond to those requests. 

See Verizon’s Fourth Set of Interrogatories and Third Request for Production of 
Documents to AT&T (served electronically on July 30, 2003). 
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rebuttal testimony that Verizon’s and Sprint’s methods of billing for DC power are appropriate,4’ 

AT&T abruptly reversed its position on the issue late in this proceeding by filing untimely and 

unauthorized revised testimony and surrebuttal testimony. Specifically, AT&T revised Mr. 

, Turner’s Rebuttal Testimony to substitute “actual usage,” which would somehow be determined 

by metering, for “List 1 Drain” as the standard by which CLECs should be billed for DC power. 

AT&T also submitted unscheduled Surrebuttal Testimony by Mr. King, which, contrary to his 

initial filings, stated that List 1 Drain is not an appropriate proxy for actual usage and that the 

List 1 Drain number should instead be reduced by at least 50%? Thus, because of AT&T7s 

missteps, the parties must now, late in this proceeding, develop a full record on the issue of DC 

power metering so that the Commission may consider facts and concrete proposals rather than 

abstract concepts. Indeed, it appears that even Staff is hurrying to create a record on the issue, 

recently issuing detailed sets of data requests to all parties.6/ Clearly, the power metering issue is 

not ready to be addressed at the August hearing. 
I 

4. In addition, AT&T has now made it clear that it intends to turn Mr. Turner into a 

technical metering witness at the November hearing, even though he failed to submit technical 

testimony in either the December direct round or the January rebuttal round, and even though the 

November hearing is currently supposed to address only cost issues. In its Modification Motion, 

$’ 

proposals regarding DC power charges and “not[ing] that this is the methodology used by Sprint- 
Florida as well as Verizon Florida.”). 

See King Rebuttal Testimony at page 22, lines 15-16 (discussing one of AT&T’s two 

51 

Testimony at the Prehearing Conference, it made it clear at that time that it nonetheless intends 
to advocate Mr. King’s new position at the hearings and in subsequent filings. Verizon should 
not be forced to respond on-the-fly to a detailed proposal first put forth by AT&T at the hearings. 

See Joint Motion to Strike at 5-7. Although AT&T withdrew Mr. King’s Surrebuttal 

6/ 

AT&T). 
See supra note 2. See also supra note 3 (Verizon’s first round of Issue 6B discovery on 
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AT&T asserts: “The rebuttal testimony of AT&T’s witness Steven E. Turner, while directed 

principally at the cost issues, also contains testimony relevant to other issues in the proceeding, 

specifically Issues 6A-C regarding in what manner the lLECs will be allowed to charge for the 

consumption of electrical power in their collocation arrangements.”” AT&T further argues that 

not allowing Issue 6 to be addressed by both Mr. Qng in August and Mr. Turner in November 

would be “inappropriate and prejudicial to AT&T and would constitute a denial of due 

process.””/ AT&T is thus seeking to present testimony on the same issue at both hearings. 

I’ 
5. The Commission should therefore remove Issue 4B (where DC power metering 

would be considered) entirely from the August and November hearings.’’ The power metering 

questions associated costs should be addressed in the first instance in a focused and time-limited 

technical collaborative on the following three basic issues: (1) whether, given that the majority 
, I  

of DC power plant costs are fixed and do not vary by usage, DC power metering is even i 
warranted; (2) if so, how such metering should be implemented; and (3) if implemented, how the 

necessary additional materials and labor costs should be added to the ILECs’ current studies, and 

how the ILECs’ current rate structures should be altered, to ensure that they recover their costs 

under any new system. Once the collaborative is completed, the Commission should then set a 

schedule for submitting further cost studies (if appropriate), testimony and briefs. 

AT&T Modification Motion at 4[ 5. 

Issue K, which addresses when an CLEC should begin paying for DC power, should 
remain in the August hearing and be discussed in conjunction with Issue 1A (“When should an 
CLEC be required to remit payment for non-recurring charges for collocation space?”). With 
respect to Issue 6A, Verizon does not bill based on the number of fused amps requested by the 
CLEC, and therefore has no stake in the issue. 
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4 .  The reason a technical collaborative should be commenced is straightforward: 

neither the LECs nor Staff should be forced to address in this proceeding some undefined and 

abstract proposal on power metering vaguely put forth by AT&T. As noted above, no one knows 

what exactly AT&T is proposing. For example, there are many types of meters (e.g., ammeters, 

fluke meters) that work in different ways (e.g., spot measurements, cumulative measurements) at 

different points in a system (e.g., battery distribution frame bays, electric boards). These 

technologies and configurations all have different strengths and weaknesses. Because metering 

DC power involves complex engineering design problems and raises serious safety issues, it 

should be addressed in the first instance by the experts in an open forum, not in this (truncated) 

adversarial proceeding. 

i 

7.  In the alternative, for the reasons stated above, the Commission should remove 

the DC metering issue from the August hearing and address it only in the November hearing. 

Verizon would proceed, as it currently is permitted to do, to file surrebuttal testimony on 

September 23,2003 addressing Mr. Tumer’s Revised Rebuttal Testimony and any information 

produced by AT&T in response to discovery requests. The Commission would then have a more 

fully developed record on the issue to consider at the November hearings. (Of course, if the 

issue were moved to a technical collaborative, this testimony would be put on hold until further 

notice.) 
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WHEREFORE, Verizon respectfully requests that the DC power metering issue (Issue 

6B) be removed from the August and November hearings and moved to a technical collaborative 

phase of this proceeding. In the alternative, the DC power metering should be removed from the 

August hearing and addressed only in the November hearing. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Richard A. Chapkis 
201 N. Franklin Street 
F'LTC07 17 
P.O. Box 110 
Tampa, Florida 3 3 60 1 
(813) 483-1256 

Dated: August 4, 2003 

eitherhe Kane Ronis 
Daniel McCuaig 
Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering 
2445 M Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20037-1420 
(202) 663-6000 

Attorneys for Verizon Florida Inc. 

I 
I 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
Docket No. 981834-TP and 990321-TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via Electronic 
Mail this 4th day of August, 2003 (with service via FedEx, First Class U S .  Mail, or Facsimile to 
follow) to the following: 

Beth Keating, Staff Counsel 
C. Lee Fordham, Staff Counsel 
Adam Teitzman, Staff Counsel 
Andrew Maurey; Betty Gardner 
Cheryl Bulecza-Banks 
David Dowds 
Jackie Schindler 
Jason-Earl Brown 
Laura King; Bob Casey 
Pat Lee; Stephanie Cater 
Paul Vickery 
Pete Lester; Zoryana Ring 
Sally Simmons 
Shevie Brown 
Todd Brown 
Victor Mckay 
Florida Public Service Commission 
Division of Legal Services 

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 
Tel. No. (850) 41 3-621 2 
Fax. No. (850) 413-6250 
bkeating@psc. state.fl, us 
cford ham@ psc. state. f I. us 
ateitzma@psc.state.fl. us 
amaurey@psc. state. fl. us 
bg a rd ne r@ psc. st at e. f I. us 
c bu lecza @ psc. stat e. f I. u s 
david.dowds@psc.state.fl. us 
jschindl @psc.state.fl.us 
je brown@psc.state.fl. us 
Ikingapsc. state.fl. us; bcasey@psc,state.fl. us 
plee@psc.state.fl.us; scater@psc.state.fl.us 
pvickery@psc. state.fl. us 
plester@psc.state.fl. us; zring@psc.state.fl.us 
sasimmon@psc.state.fI.us 
sb brown @ psc. state. f I. us 
tbrown@psc.state.fl. us 
vmckay@psc.state.fl. us 

Terry Monroe 
Vice President, State Affairs 
Competitive Telecomm. Assoc. 
1900 M Street, N.W. Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Tel. No. (202) 296-6650 
Fax. No. (202) 296-7585 
tmonroe@com ptel. org 

Marilyn H. Ash 
MGC Communications, Inc. 
3301 North Buffalo Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89129 
Tel. No. (702) 310-8461 
Fax. No. (702) 310-5689 
mas hamgccom. corn 

J. Phillip Carver 
Senior Attorney 
Nancy Sims Nancy 
White Stan Greer 
BellSo u t h Telecommunications , I nc. 
150 South Monroe Street 
Room 400 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 
Tel. No. (404) 335-0710 
J .Carver@bellsouth .com 
n an cy. sims @ betlso u t h. co m 
nancy.white@bellsouth.com 
stan. g reera bel lsout h .com 
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Peter M. Dunbar, Esq. Pennington, 
Moore, Wilkinson & Dunbar, P.A. 
Post Office Box 10095 Tallahassee, 
Florida 32302 
Tel. No. (850) 222-3533 
Fax. No. (850) 222-2126 
pet e@pe n ning t on Iawfirm. com 

Jonathan Audu 
Paul Turner 
Supra Telecommunications 

2620 S.W. 27th Avenue 
Miami, FL 33133 
Tel. No. (305) 531-5286 
Fax. No. (305) 476-4282 
jonathan.audu@stis.com 
pturner@stis.com 

& Information Systems, Inc. 

Florida Digital Network, tnc. 
Matthew feil, Esq. 
390 North Orange Avenue 
Suite 2000 
Orlando, FL 32801 
Tel. No. (407) 835-0460 
Fax. No. (407) 835-0309 
m f e i I @f lo r id ad ig it a I. net 

Rodney L. Joyce 
Shook, Hardy & Bacon, L.L.P. 
600 14th Street, N.W. 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20005-2004 
Tel. No. (202) 639-5602 
Fax. No. (202) 783-421 1 
Counsel for Network Access Solutions 
rjoyce@sh b.mm 

Michael A. Gross 
VP Reg. Affairs & Reg. Counsel 
Florida Cable Telecomm. Assoc. 
246 East 6th Avenue, Suite I00  
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
Tel. No. (850) 681-1990 
Fax. No. (850) 681-9676 
mgross@fcta .com 

TCG South Florida 
c/o Rutledge Law Firm 
Kenneth Hoffman 
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551 
Tel. No. (850) 681-6788 
Fax. No. (850) 681-6515 
ken@reuphlaw.com 

Laura L. Gallagher 
Laura L. Gallagher, P.A. 
101 E. College Avenue Suite 302 
Tallahassee, FL 32301. 
Tel. No. (850) 224-2211 
Fax. No. (850) 561-361 1 
Represents MediaOne 
gallagherl@gtlaw.com 

Susan S.  Masterton 
Charles J. Rehwinkel 
Sprint Comm. Co. LLP 
P.O. Box2214 
MC: FLTLHOOI 07 
Tallahassee, FL 3231 6-2214 
Tel. No. (850) 847-0244 
Fax. No. (850) 878-0777 
susa n . mast e rto n @ m a i I s print . corn 
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Sprint-Florida, Incorporated 
Mr. F. B. (Ben) Poag 
P.O. Box 2214 (MC FLTLH00107) 
Tallahassee, FL 3231 6-2214 
Tel: 850-599-1 027 
Fax: 407-81 4-5700 

1 Ben. Poagamail. sprin t. corn 

William H. Weber, Senior Counsel 
Gene Watkins 
Covad Communications 
1230 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
A9th Floor 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
Tel. No. (404) 942-3494 
Fax. No. (404) 942-3495 
w e  beracovad. com 
gwat kins@covad . com 

J. Jeffry Wahlen 
Ausley & McMullen 
P.O. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
jwahlen@ausley.com 

Network Access Solutions Corp. 
Mr. Don Sussman 
Three Dulles Tech Center 
13650 Dulles Technology Drive 
Herndon, VA 20171-4602 
Tel. No.: (703) 793-5102 
Fax. No. (208) 445-7278 
dsussman@nas-corp. corn 

Ms. Nanette S. Edwards 
4092 South Memorial Parkway 
Huntsville, AL 35802-4343 
Tel. No. (256) 382-3856 
Fax. No. (256) 382-3936 
nedwards@itcdeltacom . com 

Ms. Lisa A. Riley 
Michael Henry 
Roger Fredrickson 
1200 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Suite 8066 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3523 
Tel. No. (404) 810-7812 
Fax. No. (404) 877-7646 
lisariley@att. corn 
michaelj henryaatt. corn 
rfredrickson@att.com 

Tracy Hatch 
AT&T 
101 North Monroe Street, Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 -1 549 
Tel. No. (850) 425-6360 
t hatchaatt. corn 
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FPTA, Inc. 
Mr. David Tobin Tobin & Reyes 
7251 West Palmetto Park Road 
#205 
Boca Raton, FL 33433-3487 
Tel. No. (561) 620-0656 
Fax. No. (561) 620-0657 
dst@tobinreyes. com 

John McLaughlin 
KMC Telecom. Inc. 
Mr. John D. McLaughlin, Jr. 
1755 North Brown Road 
Lawrenceville, GA 30043 
Tel. No. (678) 985-6261 
Fax. No. (678) 985-6213 
jmclau@kmctelecom .com 

Joseph A. McGlothlin 
Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
Tim Perry 
McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, 
Davidson , Decker, Ka uf man, Arnold? 
& Steen, P.A. 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Tel. No. (850) 222-2525 
Fax. No. (850) 222-5606 
Attys. for FCCA 
Atty. for Network Telephone Corp. 
Atty. for BlueStar 
j m cg lot hi in @mac-law . co m 
v kauf man@ m ac-law . com 
tperryamac-law.com 

Andrew lsar 
Telecomm. Resellers Assoc. 
7901 Skansie Avenue 
Suite 240 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
Tel.-No. (253) 851 -6700 
Fax. No. (253) 851-6474 
a isa r@ m i 1 le r i sa r . co m 

Floyd R. Self, Esq. 
Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A. 
Post Office Box I876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876 
Tel. No. (850) 222-0720 

Represents AT&T 
fself@lawfla.com 

Fax. No. (850) 224-4359 P 

Richard D. Melson 
Hopping Green Sams & Smith, P.A. 
Post Office 6526 
123 South Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32314 
Tel. No. (850) 222-7500 
Fax. No. (850) 224-8551 
Atty. For ACI 
rmelson@hgslaw. com 
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Daniel McCuaig 
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