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STAFF RESPONSE TO AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHWEST, INC.’S RESPONSE TO SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE’S RESPONSE TO AT&T REGARDING PROTECTIVE ORDER AND RECOMMENDATION

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, and submits its response and recommendation to the Missouri Public Service Commission:

1.
This case arises from call traffic data sent by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, as the transiting company, to the small LECs terminating the calls.  It is Staff’s understanding that the call traffic data provided, at least, minutes transited and the name of the telephone company originating the call.

2.
On April 25, 2002, Petitioners filed requesting the Commission to issue its standard protective order.  The standard protective order calls for three classes of information: highly confidential, proprietary and public.  With highly confidential information, only the attorney and outside consultants can review the information.  Regulatory staff, in addition to the groups that can view highly confidential information, can view information marked as proprietary.  Everyone can view public information.

3.
On May 9, 2002, AT&T filed in opposition to the entry of a standard protective order and asked that the Commission issue a protective order that called for two classes of information: confidential and public.

4.
On May 20, 2002, SWBT filed a response to AT&T arguing that the standard protective order was sufficient in this case.

5.
On May 30, 2002, AT&T responded to SWBT with arguments as to why the standard protective order was insufficient.

6.
Staff now responds to AT&T’s response to provide the parties, and recommend to the Commission, its view on the nature of the protective order needed in the present case.  Staff is in agreement with AT&T that in this case the standard protective order is insufficient to provide the information to the persons most able to process the information.  If SWBT were to mark all the call traffic data as highly confidential then the AT&T regulatory staff would be unable to review this information without a side agreement with SWBT.  The protective order proposed by AT&T would allow the regulatory staffs of the companies being billed as originators of the call traffic to review the call traffic data and relieve these companies of the expense of hiring outside consultants.  Staff recommends the Commission use the Alternative Protective Order proposed by AT&T in this case.  
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