
MACFARLANE AUSLEY FERGUSON & MCMULLEN 
A T T O R N E Y S  A N D  C O U N S E L O R S  AT LAW 

2 2 7  SOUTH CALWOUN STREET 

March 14, 1996 

BY HAND DELIVERY 

MS. Blanca S .  Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Re: Resolution of Petition to Establish Non 
Discriminatory Rates, Terms, and Conditions 
for Interconnection Involving Local Exchange 
Companies and Alternative Local Exchange 
Companies pursuant to Section 364.162, 
Florida Statutes - Docket No. 950985-TP 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed for filing in the above-styled docket are the 
original and fifteen (15) copies of Central Telephone Company of 
Florida and United Telephone Company of Florida's Third Request for 
Confidential Classification. This request covers those materials 
filed under a notice of intent on March 11, 1996. Exhibit "A" to 
this request, which is the highlighted/confidential version of the 
documents to which this request relates, is being filed 
contemporaneously with this request under a separate confidential 
cover. 

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping 
the duplicate copy of this letter and returning the same to this 
writer. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Enciosures 
cc: All parties of record 
Utd\950985.byo 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Resolution of Petition to ) DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
Establish Non Discriminatory Rates,) 
Terms, and Conditions for Inter- ) Filed: 3/14/96 
connection Involving Local Exchange) 
Companies and Alternative Local 1 
Exchange Companies pursuant to ) 
Section 364.162, Florida Statutes ) 

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA AND 
CENTRAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA‘S 

THIRD REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Pursuant to Rule 25-22.006, Florida Administrative Code, 

UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA and CENTRAL TELEPHONE COMPANY 

OF FLORIDA (collectively, “Sprint United/Centel“ or the 

”Companies”) file this Request for Specified Confidential 

Classification for certain information provided to the Staff in 

this docket, and say: 

1. This request covers documents submitted to the Division 

of Records and Reporting under a confidential cover on March 11, 

1996. These documents have been Bates stamped numbers 0165 to 

0178, and represent the revised confidential answers and documents 

responsive to the Staff’s discovery requests in this proceeding. 

These confidential documents were provided to Continental 

Cablevision, Inc., MCIMetro and MFS-FL (pursuant to non-disclosure 

agreements) during the discovery phase of this proceeding. These 

confidential documents were admitted into the record as part of 

Exhibit 44 during the hearing on March 11 and 12, 1996 before the 

Commission. The documents to which this request relates were filed 
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with the Division of Records and Reporting under a separate 

confidential cover and a Notice of Intent to Request Confidential 

Classification on March 11, 1996. 

2 .  In accordance with FPSC Rule No. 2 5 - 2 2 . 0 0 6 ,  F.A.C., a 

copy of the documents with the information the Companies consider 

to be proprietary has been filed under a separate cover as Exhibit 

"A" to this request and has the confidential information' 

highlighted for identification purposes. In accordance with Rule 

2 5 - 2 2 . 0 0 6 ,  Florida Administrative Code, the Companies have appended 

hereto as Exhibit "B" one edited copy of the confidential answers 

with the confidential information blacked out ("redacted"). 

3 .  Commission Rule 2 5 - 2 2 . 0 0 6 ( 4 )  (a) provides that a utility 

may satisfy its burden of proving that information is specified 

confidential material by demonstrating how the information falls 

under one or more of the available statutory examples. In the 

alternative, if no statutory example is available, the utility may 

satisfy its burden by including a justifying statement indicating 

what penalties or ill effects on the Companies or its ratepayers 

will result from the disclosure of the information to the public. 

The Companies have identified this confidential information on a 

line-by-line basis, and have appended the required line-by-line 

identification and justifications hereto as Exhibit "C." 

4. The information for which confidential treatment is 

requested has not been disclosed, except pursuant to a protective 

agreement that provides that the information will not be released 

to the public. 



7. For all the foregoing reasons, Sprint United/Centel 

respectfully urge the Commission to classify the above-described 

and discussed document as proprietary confidential business 

information pursuant to Rule 25-22.006, Florida Administrative 

Code, and as such exempt from Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. 

WHEREFORE, UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA and CENTRAL 

TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA move the Commission to enter an Order 

declaring the documents claimed to be confidential in this request 

are proprietary confidential business information pursuant to 

Section 25-22.006, Florida Administrative Code. 

DATED this 14th day of March, 1996. 

Macfarlane AhLdy Ferguson 

P. 0. Box 391 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
(904) 224-9115 

& McMullen 

ATTORNEYS FOR UNITED TELEPHONE 
COMPANY OF FLORIDA AND CENTRAL 
TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA 

20%2 



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Resolution of Petition to ) DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
Establish Non Discriminatory Rates,) 
Terms, and Conditions for Inter- ) 
connection Involving Local Exchange) 
Companies and Alternative Local ) 
Exchange Companies pursuant to ) 
Section 364.162, Florida Statutes ) 

EXHIBIT “B“ TO SPRINT UNITED/CENTEL’S 
THIRD REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Unedited Version of Interrogatory Answers 
With 

Confidential Information Redacted 

2083 
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-. BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Resolution of Petition to ) DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
Establish Non Discriminatory Rates,) 
Terms, and Conditions for Inter- ) 
connection Involving Local Exchange) Dated: 3/11/96 
Companies and Alternative Local 1 
Exchange Companies pursuant to ) 
Section 364.162, florida Statutes ) 

CENTRAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF FLORIDA AND 
UNITED TELEPHOm COMPANY OF FLORIDA'S 
REVISED ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES 

United Telephone Company of florida ("Sprint-United") and 

Central Telephone Company of Florida ('tSprint-Centelll) 

(collectively "Sprint-United/Centel" o r  the "Companiesi1) , 

pursuant to Rule 25-22.034, Florida Administrative Code, Florida 

Rule of Civil Procedure 1.340, hereby submits the following 

rwised CONFIDENTIAL Answers to the following interrogatories: 

( 3  - 

c Staff's First Set, No. 1 

c Staff's Third Set, No. 64 (No. 20 in 984) 

MFS-FL's First Set, Nos. 5 and 47 

c MCImetro's First Set, No. 1 

These answers are being revised to reflect update6 cost 

information developed by the Companies. The revisions are shown 

. 1  below in bold. c -- 
' f165  i 



REVISED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
Staff's FIRST SET 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

UNITED/CENTEL 

1. Please provide the current long-nm incremental cost of 
originating or terminating a call for local interconnection 
purposes on a per-minute bas i s .  

Answer: The current TSLIRC cost of originating or 

re-minating a call for local interconnection purposes on a 

minute of use (MOU) basis is estimated to be 2 s  follows: 

1 

2 

3 

Interoffice 

Local Tandem 

Access Tandem 

NOTE: This assumes a l l  intra-company traffic. Interoffice 

assumes one class 5 office. Local Tandem assumes two class 

5'offices, one of which se,ves as a local tandem. 

The calculation of the numbers shown above and the 

reconciliation of the numbers shown above with the numbers 

in the answer to interrogatory number 20 can be found on the 

CONFIDENTIAL attachment to this answer. 

2 
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. A t t a m t  
U n i t W C e n t e l  
Staff's First  IRR 
No. 1 
R w i s e d  3/11/96 
Page 1 of 
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S*df's First IRR 
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Attactrent 
UNted/C€ntel 
Staff's First IRR 
KO. 1 
Revised 3/11/96 
page o f 6  - 

Access Tandem: 

Tandem Switching 
Local Switching 
Facilites Termination 
Switched Common Transport 
Total 
Cost Per Interrogatory No. 1 
Difference (rouneing) 

End Office: 

Local Switching 
inceroffice COSL Per NO. 1 
Difference 

Local Tandem: 

Local Tandem Switching 
Local Switching 
Facilities Termination 

' Y  Switched Common Transport 
XL 
17 Difference (rounding) 

/ 5  Total 
Cost per Interrogatory NO. 1 

'Computed as . 
miles = 
t r a n s p o r m l i t i e s  termination + Switched Common 
Transport *- 

'See note 1, above. 

7 $ 1 7 4  
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REVISED 
CONFIDENTIAL 
UNITED/CENTEL 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
STAFF’S THIRD SET 
INTERROG NO. 64b ( 2 0 )  
PAGE 1 OF 1 

64. b. Identify the appropriate rate level associated with 
each rate element identified in part a that Centel and 
United would propose to charge an ALEC for local 
interconnection under the per minute of use charge 
arrangement. 

1 

2 

8 

9 

10 

r - 

Pmswer : 

TANDEM 
TransDort 
RATE ELEMENTS 

D S 1  Local Channel - Entrance 
Facility* 

Switched Common Transport 
per minute of use per mile 

Facilities Te-rinination per MOU 

Tandem Switching 

Local Switching 

Line Termination 

Local Tandem Switching 

END OFFICE 

?ATE ELMENTS 
Transvorc 

DS1 Local Channel - Entrance 
Facility 

Local Switching 

Line Termination 

0.00037 

0.00004 

0 .00020  

0.00399 

0.00980 

0 . 0 0 7 9 0  

0.00399 

0.00097 

0.00980 

0.00790 

* Entrance Facility is optional; interconnection may a l s o  
be ordered on a meet-point or virtual collocation basis in 
which case the special access or collocation tariffs would 
be applLcable, respectively. 

3 
C i 3 5  
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Revised 
CONFIDENTIAL 
UNITED/CENTEL 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
MFS' FIRST SET 
INTERROGATORY NO. 5 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

5. When did Sprint-United/Centel file its last cost study with 
the Florida Public Service Commission? Please provide this 
cost study. 

Objection: In addition to the general objections set forth 
above, which are incorporated herein by reference, the 
Companies object to the last sentence of this interrogatory 
on grounds that it is presented as a request for production 
of documents, not an interrogatory, and cannot be answered 
under oath as required by Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 
1.340. Additionally, the Companies object to the last 
sentence of this question on grounds that it calls for 
information that the Companies believe is proprietary 
confidential business information. 

Answer: The Local Transport Restructure cost study, which 

u;as filed in September 1995 in support of the LTR tariff 

filing, is the most current switched access cost study thzt 

has been filed with the FPSC. However, please see the 

confideotial revised answer to Staff's First Set of 

Interrogatories, No. 1, above. 

4 



REVISED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

x 

UNITED/CENTEL 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
MFS' FIRST SET 
INTERROGATORY NO. 47 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

47. Please list by rate element all access (interconnection) 
charges that an ALEC would incur (per minute) in terminating 
a local exchange call to Sprint-United/Centel under Sprint- 
United/Centel's proposal and, for each such element: 

a. 

b. 

Set forth the amount, if any, of contribution included 
in the charge; and 

Please list, separately for residential and business 
customers, Sprint-United/Centel's charge to its own end 
users to terminate a local exchange call. 

Obiection: In addition to the general objections stated 
hove, the Companies object to part (a) of this quescion on 
srounds that ic calls for informacion that the ComGar.ies 
believe is proprietary confidential business information. 
without waiving this objection, the Companies will proviae 
an answer to MFS pursuant to a mutually acceptable Non- 
Disclosure Agreement executed between the MFS and the 
Companies. 

Pnswer: Please see revised confidential answer to Staff's 

Interrogatory No. 64b (originally No. 20b in Docket No. 

950984-TP1, above. 

5 
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REVISED 
CONFIDENTIAL 

UNITED/CENTEL 
DOCKET NO. 950984-TP 
DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
MCI'S FIRST SET 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

1. what is your most current estimate of the Total Service Long 
Run Incremental Cost (TSLRIC) of providing local 
interconnection for termination of local traffic in Florida? 
If a TSLRIC estimate is not available, plerse provide your 
current estimate based upon available incremental cost 
studies. If no estimate of the incremental cost of 
providing local interconnection for termhation of local 
traffic is available, please Drovide your current estimate 
of the incremental cost of terminating switched access 
traffic in Florida. 

OSiection: In addition to the general objections stated 
above, the Companies object to this question on grounds that 
it calls for information that the Companies believe is 
proprietary confidential business information. Without 
waiving this objecrion, the Companies will provide rhe 
answer to MCImetro pursuant to a mutually accepraSle Non- 
Disclosure Agreement executed between iAe MCImerro and the 
Companies. 

Answer: Please see the confidential revised answer to 

Staff's First Set of Interrogatories, No. 1, above. 

6 
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Resolution of Petition to ) DOCKET NO. 950985-TP 
Establish Non Discriminatory Rates,) 
Terms, and Conditions for Inter- ) 
connection Involving Local Exchange) 
Companies and Alternative Local ) 
Exchange Companies pursuant to ) 
Section 364.162, Florida Statutes ) 

EXHIBIT "c" TO SPRINT UNITED/CENTEL'S 
THIRD REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Line-by-line Identification and Justification 

Bates No. Line Row Justification 
0165 
0166 1-3 Data Note 1 
0167 5-10 A Note 2 

1-3 B Note 2 
11-14 Data Note 2 

0168 1-3 B Note 2 
4-12 A Note 2 
13-19 Data Note 2 

0169 1-3 B Note 2 
4-10 A Note 2 
11-17 Data Note 2 

0170 1-11 Data Note 2 
0171 1-6 Data ' Note 2 
0172 1-23 Data Note 2 
0173 1-23 Data Note 2 
0174 1-21 Data Note 2 
0175 1-10 Cost Columns Note 2 
0176 
0177 
0178 

_ _  _ _  _ _  

_ _  _ _  _ -  
_ _  - _  _ _  
_ _  _ _  _ _  

Note 1: This interrogatory calls for cost data for local 
interconnection. Under price regulation, which the Companies have 
elected, the prices for services like local interconnection will be 
set via negotiation at market prices based on competitive factors. 
Cost data like this, and especially incremental cost data, 
constitutes valuable financial data, the disclosure of which will 
harm the Companies by making this data available to competitors and 
potential interconnectors at no cost. Disclosure of this data 
would harm the Companies by making sensitive cost data available to 
potential interconnectors during the negotiation process. 
Therefore, disclosure to the public would put the Companies at a 
competitive disadvantage in the marketplace. Entities operating in 
a competitive, unregulated market guard thei.r cost data jealously, 



and competitors and potential interconnectors must spend a 
considerable amount of money to estimate this type of data, if they 
can do so at all. Knowing the Companies' estimate of their own 
incremental cost would allow a competitor to make informed 
negotiating decisions as well as decisions about whether to compete 
and/or what price to charge for certain services. The disadvantage 
that would be created by public disclosure of this data would harm 
the Companies; therefore, the information should be deemed 
proprietary confidential business information. 

Note 2 :  This data is cost support for the cost of originating or 
terminating a call for local interconnection purposes. It relates 
to the answer to Staff's First Set of Interr'ogatories, No. 1, MFS- 
FL's First Interrogatories, No. 5 and MCImetro's First 
Interrogatories, No. 1. It was produced in 'response to MCImetro's 
First POD and Staff's First POD. These pages show the derivation 
of LIRC costs for interoffice and local tandem, as well as the 
assumptions implicit in the models and data used to compute those 
costs. It shows cost derivations for interoffice set up, SS7 set 
up, and local transport, as well as assumpt.ions and data used to 
compute trunk side termination costs. 

Under price regulation, which the Companies have elected, 
the Companies will be subject to local exchange competition for 
certain residential and business services. Some of this 
competition may occur via competitors demanding to interconnect 
with the Companies' network and demanding unbundled network 
elements like loops and ports, the price for both of which be set 
via negotiation at market prices based on competitive factors. If 
competitors know the Companies' incremental cost for providing the 
components of its various services, they will be able to make 
intelligent pricing decisions calculated to harm, the Companies. 
Additionally, competitors will be able to make informed decisions 
about whether to enter a market to compete with the Companies. 
Cost data like this, and especially incremental cost data about the 
Companies' component costs of providing residential and business 
service, constitutes valuable financial data, the disclosure of 
which will harm the Companies by making t:his data available to 
competitors and potential interconnectors at no cost. Disclosure 
of this data would harm the Companies by making sensitive cost data 
available to potential interconnectors during the negotiation 
process. Disclosure to the public would put the Companies at a 
competitive disadvantage in the marketplace. Entities operating in 
a competitive, unregulated market guard their cost data jealously, 
and competitors and potential interconnectors must spend a 
considerable amount of money to estimate this type of data, if they 
can do so at all. Knowing the Companies' estimate of their own 
incremental cost would allow a competitor to make informed 
negotiating decisions as well as decisions about whether to compete 
and/or what price to charge for certain services. The disadvantage 
that would be created by public disclosure cmf this data would harm 
the Companies; therefore, the information should be deemed 
proprietary confidential business information. 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

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

has been furnished by U .  S. Mail or hand delivery ( * )  or overnight 

express ( * * I  this 14th day of March, 1996, to the following: 

Donna Canzano * 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Comm. 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd., Rm 370 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Donald L. Crosby 
Continental Cablevision, Inc. 
Southeastern Region 
7800 Belfort Parkway, Suite 270 
Jacksonville, FL 32256-6925 

Anthony P. Gillman 
Kimberly Caswell 
GTE Florida Incorporated 
Post Office Box 110, FLTC0007 
Tampa, FL 31601-0110 

Steven D. Shannon 
MCI Metro Access Transmission 
Svcs., Inc. 
2250 Lakeside Blvd. 
Richardson, TX 75082 

Leslie Carter 
Digital Media Partners 
1 Prestige Place, Suite 255 
2600 McCormack Drive 
Clearwater, FL 34619-1098 

Rich Rindler 
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered 
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007 

David Erwin 
Young Van Assenderp et al. 
Post Office Box 1833 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1833 

Richard A. Gerstemeier 
Time Warner AxS of FL, L.P. 
2251 Lucien Way, Suite 320 
Maitland. FL 32751-7023 

Leo I. George 
Lonestar Wireless of FL, Inc. 
1146 19th Street, NW, Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20036 

Robert S. Cohen 
Pennington Law Firm 
Post Office Box 10095 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Patrick K. Wiggins 
Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A. 
Post Office Drawer 1657 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Andrew D. Lipman 
Metropolitan Fiber Systems of 
FL, Inc. 
One Tower Lane, Suite 1600 
Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181- 
4630 

Richard D. Melson 
Hopping.Boyd Green et al. 
Post Office Box 6526 
Tallahassee, FL 32314 

J. Phillip Carver 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications 
150 S .  Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

John Murray 
Payphone Consultants, Inc. 
3431 NW 55th Street 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-6308 

Patricia Kurlin 
Intermedia Communications of FL 
3625 Queen Palm Drive 
Tampa, FL 33619 



Gary T. Lawrence 
City of Lakeland 
501 East Lemon Street 
Lakeland, FL 33801-5079 

Jill Butler 
Digital Media Partners/ 
Time Warner Communications 
2773 Red Maple Ridge 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Graham A. Taylor 
TCG South Florida 
1001 W. Cypress Creek Rd., 
Suite 209 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309-1949 

Clay Phillips 
Utilities & Telecommunications 
Room 410 
House Office Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Greg Krasovsky 
Commerce & Economic 
Opportunities 
Room 4265 
Senate Office Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Charles Beck 
Office of Public Counsel 
111 West Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Nels Roseland 
Executive 0ffi.ce of the 

Office of Planning & Budget 
The Capitol, Room 1502 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Governor 

Paul Kouroupas 
Director, Regulatory Affairs 
Teleport Communications Group 
Two Teleport Drive, Suite 300 
Staten Island, NY 10311 

Floyd R. Self 
Messer, Caparello, et al. 
Post Office Box 1876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Michael W. Tye 
AT&T 
101 N. Monroe Street 
Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Robin D. Dunson 
1200 Peachtree Street, NE 
Promenade I, Room 4038 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Sue E. Weiske 
Time Warner Communications 
160 Inverness Drive West 
Englewood, CO 80112 

Laura L. Wilson 
FCTA 
310 North Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Ken Hoffman 
Rutledge,, Ecenia, et. a1 
215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 420 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1841 

Jodie Donovan-May 
Eastern Region Counsel 
Teleport Communications Group 
1133 21st: Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20036 

Mark K. Logan 
Bryant, Miller and Olive 
201 S. Monroe Street, Suite 500 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Timothy Devine 
Metropolitan Fiber Systems 
6 Concourse Pkwy., Suite 2100 
Atlanta, GA 30328 


