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This matter arising upon separate petitions of Appalachian

Cellular General Partnership ("Appalachian Cellular" ) filed

December 18, 1992; Alpha Cellular Telephone Company ("Alpha

Cellular" ), BellSouth Mobility, Inc., Kentucky COSA, Inc.,
Lexington MSA Limited Partnership, and Nashville/Clarksville MSA

Limited Partnership (collectively "BellSouth Nobility" ), Contel

Cellular of Louisville, Inc., Central Kentucky Cellular Telephone

Company, Cumberland Cellular Telephone Company, Evansville MSA

Limited Partnership, and Kentucky RSA No. 1 Partnership

(collectively "Contel Cellular"}, Danbury Cellular Telephone

Company ("Danbury Cellular" ), Evansville Cellular Telephone Company

and United States Cellular Operating Company of Evansville

(collectively "Evansville Cellular" ), First Kentucky Cellular Corp.

("First Kentucky Cellular" ), Mo-Tel Cellular, Inc. ("Mo-Tel

Cellular" ), Southern Ohio Telephone Company ("SOTCo"), and West

Virginia Cellular Telephone Corp. ("West Virginia Cellular" ) filed
January S, 1993; and Mountaineer Cellular General Partnership

("Mountaineer Cellular" ) filed January 11, 1993 for confidential

protection of certain responses to the Commission's Order of



October 9, 1992 on the grounds that disclosure of the information

is likely to cause the petitioners competitive injury, and it
appearing to this Commission as followsi

By Order of October 9, 1992> the petitioners were directed to

furnish certain information relative to the matters under inquiry

in this proceeding. In responding to the Order, each of the

petitioners has requested that some of its responses be protected

as confidential on the grounds that disclosure of the information

is likely to cause substantial competitive injury. The responses

for which confidential protection has been petitioned are Items 4,

7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 29. Each of the

petitioners has requested confidential protection of some, but not

all, of its responses to those items.

The cellular telephone market is divided into rural and

metropolitan service areas. To ensure competition in each service

area, two cellular carriers are authorized to provide service in

each area. In addition to competing with each other, the two

cellular carriers must also compete with other providers of

telecommunications services such as cellular resellers,
conventional mobile telephone services, paging services> dispatch

services, long-distance services, and the local exchange company.

Therefore, any information derived from the petitioners'rivate
records which would serve to assist their competitors in competing

against the petitioners is entitled to protection under the

statute.



The reeponsee to Item 4 contain price-out information for the

petitioners'ariffed service offerings and the responses to Item

9 contain complete price-out information for the petitioners'on-
tarified service offerings. The information provides the total
revenues derived from the service offerings, the total number of

subscribers to the service offerings, and average monthly revenues.

The information is very general and ls not likely to assist
competitors in analysing the petitioners'ervice plans or markets.

Therefore, the information is not entitled to protection ss
confidential.

The responses to Item 7 provide a list and brief description

of all non-tariffed service offerings and prices oharged to the

public. The responses to Item 8 provide a comparison of the

companies'on-tariffed service offerings and prices with those of

their cellular competitors. This same information csn be obtained

by "shopping" the companies'etail outlets, or normal competitive

activity, or simply requesting it I'rom the companies'ales
personnel or sales agents. Therefore, this ini'ormatlon is publicly

available and not entit1ed to protection as confidential.
Item IO requests the petitioners to state whether they use

sales agents to market their services and, if so, to describe ln

detail the contractual and compensation arrangements with those

agents. Cellular companies use a variety of sales agents to market

their services. In some instances, agents speclallse in cellular
equipment, others sell all types of telecommunications equipment,

and others offer a broad 1ine of products. Agents may include
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automobile dealerships and department stores, as well as retailers
of telephone equipment, and the contractual arrangements under

which they operate vary from company to company and agent to agent.

Cellular companies compete with each other for productive agents

and disclosure of this information would assist competitors in

enticing productive agents to their companies and detrimentally

affect the petitioners'bility to compete. Therefore, the

information has competitive value and should be protected as

cont'ident is 1.
Item 14 requests petitioners to provide a list of all their

sales agents, including their names, addresses, and telephone

numbers. Since cellular companies rely on such agents to sell
their services, it is unlikely that this information would be

withheld from the public as confidential by them. Therefore, the

information is not entitled to protection as confidential.

Item 16 requests in part that the petitioners describe in

detail the manner in which their direct sales forces market the

companies'ervices. In their responses, the petitioners generally

described the activities normally associated with the sale of their

services. The descriptions provided are too general in nature to

have any competitive value and are not entitled to protection as

confidential.
The responses to Item 23 provide a map of each

petitioners'ervice

area showing all cell site locations and their coverage of

the service area. This information is available from public



records and, therefore, is not entitled to protection as

conf ident ial.
The responses to Item 24 provide a schematio diagram of each

of the petitioners'ervice configurations, including the methods

of interconnection with local exchange carriers'lthough this
information reveals the methods chosen to route facilities, as well

as the type and location of interconnection to the land line

network, no competitive value has been shown by its disclosure,

Therefore, confidential protection oi the information should be

denied.

The responses to Item 25 provide a beet estimate of the

maximum number of access numbers each of the petitioners can

service and the maximum number of simultaneous oalls the

petitioners'witches can process. This information reveals the

strength and capabilities of each of the cellular compani,es to
market their services in the service area in which they are

authorized to operate. competitors could use this information to
determine areas of weak coverage and direct their marketing efi'orts

and construction program to take advantage oi'hese weaknesses.

Therefore, this information has competitive value and should be

protected as confidential.

Item 26 requests the petitioners to identify the market

segments they market for their service and to describe the

company's marketing rationale. It is contended that disclosure of
this information will assist competitors in designing counter

strategies and in emulating successful strategies. However,
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Exhibit I to its responses to the Commission's Order of October 9,
1992 be and is hereby granted.

4. The petition of Contel Cellular for conf'idential

protection of its responses to Items 10, 25, and 29 to the

Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be and is hereby granted.

5. The petition of Danbury Cellular to protect as

confidential its responses to Item 29 as contained Exhibit L to its
responses to the Commission'e Order of October 9, 1992 be and is
hereby granted.

6. The petition of Evansville Cellular for confidential

protection of its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in

Exhibits 8 and 12 to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be

and is hereby granted.

7. The petition of First Kentucky cellular to protect as

confidential its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in

Exhibits G and J to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be

and is hereby granted.

8. The petition of Mo-Tel Cellular to protect as

confidential its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in

Exhibits 10 and 14 to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be

and is hereby granted.

9. The petition of GOTCo to protect as confidential its
responses to Items 25 and 29 to the Commission's Order of October

9, 1992 be and is hereby granted.

10. The petition of West Virginia Cellular to protect as

confidential its responses to Item 29 as contained in Attachment 12
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to its responses to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be

and is hereby granted

ll. The petition of Mountaineer Cellular to protect as

confidential ite responses to Item 29 to the Commission's Order of

October 9, 1992 be and is hereby granted.

12. All other information for which petitioners have

requested confidential protection shall be held and retained by

this Commission as confidential and shall not be open for public

inspection for a period cf 20 days from the date of this Order, at
the expiration of which it shall be placed in the public record.

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 25th day cf Juno, 1993,

PUBLIC BERV ICE CCNNISS ION(-':~ (IJ..
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Commissioner

ATTESTS

Wlc
Executive Director


