BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of 
)

Affordaphone, Inc. 
)
Case No. CA-2002-1158                                                 
for a Certificate of Service Authority to 
)

Provide Basic Local Telecommunications 
)

Service in Portions of the State of 
)

Missouri and for Competitive Classification
)

ORDER GRANTING PROTECTIVE ORDER


Syllabus: This order grants Affordaphone’s uncontested motion for a protective order.


Affordaphone, Inc., applied to the Missouri Public Service Commission on June 26, 2002, for a certificate of service authority to provide basic local telecommunications services.


On that same date, Affordaphone filed a motion for a protective order, requesting that the information in its Exhibit C, highly‑confidential financial information which is to be late‑filed, be subject to a protective order under Commission Rule 4 CSR 240‑2.085. 


That rule states, in part:

Any party seeking a protective order in any case, shall request such by separate pleading denominated “Motion for Protective Order.”   The pleading shall state with particularity why the moving party seeks protection, and what harm may occur if the information is made public. The pleading shall also include a statement that none of the information for which a claim of confidentiality is made can be found in any format in any other public document.


Commission Rule 4 CSR 240‑2.080(16) states:  “Parties shall be allowed not more than ten (10) days from the date of filing in which to respond to any pleading unless otherwise ordered by the commission.”  No one responded to Affordaphone’s motion and, under this rule, the time for doing so has passed.


On review of Affordaphone’s motion and the official case file, the Commission finds that Affordaphone has substantially complied with Commission Rule 4 CSR 240‑2.085, there is a need to protect confidential information, and the request for a protective order is reasonable.  The Commission has previously recognized the need to protect confidential information and the issuance of protective orders has helped to minimize disputes in past cases. 


Therefore, the Commission concludes that a protective order should be granted.  In addition, the parties should note the revised filing requirements in Appendix B to the protective order. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1.
That the motion for a protective order made by Affordaphone, Inc., and filed on June 26, 2002, is granted and the protective order attached to this order as Attachment A is adopted.

2.
That this order will become effective on July 18, 2002.







BY THE COMMISSION

( S E A L )

Dale Hardy Roberts







Secretary/Chief Law Judge

Bill Hopkins, Senior Law Judge,

by delegation of authority under 

Section 386.240 RSMo,

as currently supplemented.

Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri,

on this 8th day of July, 2002.
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