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In the Matter of the Application 
of The Ohio Bell Telephone Conpany 
to Revlee Its Exchange and Network) 
Servicee Tariff, POCO No. 1 to ) 
Establish Hogulatlone, Bates, and ) 
Chargee for several New Cuntrex-CO) 
Featuree and Rave Such Optional 
Services DetecDlnod to be Com- 
petltlve Offerings.
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in Conplianeo With Finding and *^1. _. oe x^fPB.aer .OrdflCp Cosw woe ”•*Bstablieh Now centrax Service with) Monthly Ratos Cor Controx Exchange) Access Which Are Hot Distance * 
Sensitive and Which Include a Component fot Direct inwera Dialing (DID) and Touch-Tone.
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bropeeftd BrcaB^eoent. By Coi1868, Ohio Bell wee directed
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On Hay 8, 1989, The Ohio Bell Tolophono Company filed 
thceo aepacato, but related applications in response to 
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detailed cost study that wae the foundation for its gy CoBnlssien Entry or Nay 17, 
*-oo, UU4W — — '—-I to file the coat studyaBBoeiated with its Centrex ptopoeal directly with the CoBniealon'B telecomaunicatlons staff by no later than Hay 24, 1988. It was further ordered that such Infot- aation would be tranted as confldontlal and propri­etary, and would net be disclosed to anyone other than the Coamlsalon and its Staff, until such tine as the Conaloslon detoroinod otherwiea. 
On April 25, 1989, the CoBBlesion lasued its rinding and Order in Caso No. 6e-314-Tr-AlC, rejecting various aspects of Ohio Ball'e proposal. Hora specifically, the CoBtolssion found it inappropriate to permit con­tract pricing flexibility for Centrex where aonopoly nervlces, such as access and access-equivalent ele­ments, are combined with competitive offerings) where such access elements are priced on a distance sensitive basis; and where certain Centrex features comaln untariffed and are available only in a contract environment. To remedy thia situation, the Comaission ordered Ohio Bell to file an anondnent to its tariffs within 45 days of the Finding and Order, nsklng the Centrex features proposed In the contract process available pursuant to tariff. The Comaiesion indicated that, if Ohio Boll wished to pursue the contract process for Centrex services, it should submit a new application in which a Centrex access tariff le developed) that the access tariff not be distance sensitive) and that Centrex intercom an': other asssn- tlal feetur'.s be offered as individual stand-alone elemente wi 'hln its contract pricing arrangements.
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IS TO CERTIFY THAT HE MiaOnDTOCRAm APPEARING Ol TOIS FIW 
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the directives contained in tho Commission's April 25, 1889 Finding and Order io Case No. 6B-314-TP-AEC. The three applications are described as followxt 
In Case Ho. 89-71B-TP-ATA, Ohio Bell requests approval to revise its Bschengo and Network Services Tariff to establish new monthly rates for Centrex Exchange Access Service which are not distance oensitive and which include a component for Direct Inward Dialing and Touch-Tone. The proposed tariffed rates are to be used for Centrex access when Centrex intorcon and Centrex features are provided to customers pursuant to contract pricing flexibility arrangementx)
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tS) Any contracts subalttod pursuant to ths process delineated In 1144 filed with the CoasiiBBion oey incorporate only those terns and condltlonsi and rates

o:‘ 
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in Case Ho. B9-719-TP-ATA, Ohio Bell, pursuant to 
the guidelines for conpetitivo service offeringe 
established by the Connlseion In Its Opinion and 
Order in Case No. 64-944-t«’-COI (944), seeks 
approval to reviee its Exchange and Network 
Services Tarl££ to esteblish regulations, rates, 
and charges for several Centrex features which 
were originally proposed to be nade available only 
through the contract process. These Centrex 
features are the Identical features previously 
Bubnitted by Ohio Bell and investigated by the 
staff in Case No. e0-314-TP-AECi
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In Case Mo, 69-720-TP-AEC, Ohio sell, pursuant to the provisions of Section 4905.31, Revised Cede, and the CoBaissien's August 3, 1966 rinding and Order issued in Case No. B6-1144-TP-CO1 (1144), requests pre-approval of a eontraetual arranneaent for coapetitive teleconmunicationa services. If approved, the arrangenent would enable Ohio Bell to negotiate and execute individual contracts with buelnese custoaere for Centrex services. The Centrex cost catalog supporting this application la oasentlally the saae detailed cost study filed under Case No. B8-314-TP-AEC, but as further aodi- fisd by the conpany to coaport with the Coonls- slon's April 25, 1969 finding end Order in Case Ho. 6e-314-TP-AEC.
(4) With respect to the application for a flexible pricing arrengeaent as set forth in Caso No. 69-720-TP-AEC, it should bo pointed out that such contractual arrange* Bents aro pernitted pursuant to certain guidelinee sstabllshed in 1144. in the finding and Order Issued on August 2, 1986 in that case, the Coanlsslon Indi* cated that it would consider the prs-approval of indi­vidual contracts filed in conjunction with a flexible pricing arrangenent for cospetltlvo telaeoDOWiications services, provided that the involved telephone utility obtained prior authorisation of the terns and condi­tions contained in the proposed arranganent, as well as the criterion for the rates applicable to services covered by such arrangenent. Once the c'.iterion for the rates, cer'ns, and conditions are approved by the Coaaiosion, individual contracts fall/^g within those paraneters would bo allowed to take a.feet iiamedlBtely upon their filing with the Comaiseion,
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eXassifled ae eoapatitlve. AccordingXy, those ■nDllcatlcna wouXd. oursuant to the guXdeXines outlined

applications in Caee Nos. 89-719-TP-ATA and B9-720-TP-AEC as neceXy an extension of Ohio Ball's

«7)

(8) Staft ha. reviewed, in depth, the cates, terns, and 
rondltions o£ the pcopoeed apaciaX^floxiblo pricing 

the supporting cost doeuaentation subaltted in 
;lon with this application. Based on nuch

previously approved paraBStecs. should 
ilsslon Jetersine later, aCter reviewing 

previously spprovod paruBOtsrsp ths CosuBlBSlon vlXI 
. i^hAhAvar fir*k<an Ia nscsafiftrv. Includlno rsvoHlsg
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a.'angenent contained Jn Caso No. B9-720-TP-AEC, ao veil OB the supporting cost doeuaentation subaltted in o .-lunction with this application. Based on such 
view. Ohio Ball's flexible pricing arcangeaent for fentrex eerviee was deteralned to oe in conpllance with the guidelines set forth In 1144. Staff believed that
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appilcation in that case. Therefore, under these unique circunstances, the ConnisBion deens It Bppioprihfc* waive the tlnefranes that would other­
wise apply under 944 and 1X44.
After a thorough review of the two applications con­tained in Case Noa. e9-71B-TP-ATA and 89-719-TP-ATA, Staff agreed with the pcopoealE and, therefore, reeoanended their approval by the CoBBission.

doc'tet under which the arcangeaent was pre-approved and 
BhalX be aceoapanled by a separate affidavit signed by 
a rapresentotlvo of the parties the contract, 
verifying that the contractual arrangeBent falls within 
the previously approved paraBeters. should the 
CoBBlaslon Jetersine later, after reviewing anv such 
pre-approved arrangement, that It does not fall within 
the previously approved paraBeters, the CoBBlsslon will 
take whatever action is neeeaeary. Including revoking 
Ito approval of the contract or adjusting retroact vely 
the eoBpany'B rates. Consequently the CoBBission 
directs the comyany to file its contrects for emis­
sion approval in o tlaely Banner and prior to when the 
oontractod services are actually provided to the indi­
vidual subscriber.
After considering the factors enuneratsd in the CoanlBsion's Order in 944, we find that the services involved in the appllcstlons filed by Ohio Bell In Cose 
Nos. 89-719-iy-ATA and 89-720-TP-AEC, Should be Classified as eoapatitlve. Accordingly, those appXisAtlcns wouXdf pursuent to tht guidelines outlined in the coBBlssion's Orders in 944 and 1144, be subject to eutoBStlc approval within the established tloeftaBes. Bowevor, since Ohio Bell's application in case No. 88-314-TP-ABC Involved essentially the sane services and was subject to considerable staff analysis and CoBBlbSion review, the CoBBission considers the
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application b« eppcevod by CoasHoion.

(9) Theas applications have been duly filed pursuant to 
Section 4909.10, Revised Code, and the Coanlsslon 
finds, as Ohio Bell alleges, that they are not for an 
laeroese in a-'y rate. Joint cate, toll, classification, 
charge, or rental, do not appear to bo unjust or unrea­
sonable, and should be approved. Therefore, the coa- 
BlBBlon finds It unnecessary to hold a hearing in these 
BIACCtftS s

(10) Ohio Sell has requested that the protective order 
granted in Caso No. B8-314-TP-AEC, be extended to apply 
to the cost study sufaaittsd in Case Ho. B9-720-TP-AEC. 
The cost studies filed in each of these eeaee ace iden­
tical and, therefore, Ohio Bell nalntains that the 
protected statu'; afforded the study by virtue of the 
Coanlsslon's Hay 17, 1S88 Entry in Case No. 80-314-TP- 
AEC, should be extended to cover the docuaent as resub- 
nltted in Case No. 69-720-tp-aec.

Me Conaleslon would note that the protective order 
issued in the afaove-aentlonsd Entry was not granted on 
the nerlts of the inforaatlon contained in the cost- 

rather, was Issued In order tc facilitate 
the filing of the coot study with the Connlsslon's 
staff so that the study could be reviewed by the Staff 
and a deternlnatlon could be oade wltlj respect to tl.e 
then-pending aotions to intervene in Case No.88-314- 
TP-^C. Since, in the April 25. 1989 Finding and Order 
***.. *^ CoBBloalon detecnlned that Ohio
Bell's proposal should be denied, intervention was not 
granted and accordingly, the issue of the outstanding 
protective ordor was net eddressed. However, since 
Ohio Bell has now resuba^'rced that sane cost study, and 
has raised the iSBue of its protected status, the 
CoBDiSBion flnde it appropriate to consider the 
questlo. of estenslon of the previously ioposed 
protective order.

In its original notion for protective order, Ohio Bell 
argued that Centrex oerviee in clearly a conpetltive 
offering, as the ConBlesioi. has ptovleualy tecoo.nieed 
end, therefore, the cost study which it has coaplled, 
containing detailed infocBatlon regarding the cost for 
each rateable coaponent of Centrex service would, in 
the bands of Its conpetltors, place Ohio Bell at an 
extroBo eoBpetltlve dleadvantage. Should these eoo- 
petitors, specifically unregulated PBX vendors, have
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oaoBREO, That Ohio Ball 16 authorised to file In final Cota 
thtee eoaplete ^tinted co^lea of tarllfa conBlatent with the 
findings of the Finding and Ordet and to cancel and withdraw Its
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ORDERBO, That Ohio Bell’s request Cot an extension of ths Hay 17, 1969 piotoctlve order Is giented in accoidanee with Finding (10). It Is, further.
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access to Ohio Bell's underlying cost data, they could, ae aigues the coapany, conllguts their coapetitive efferlags accordingly and achieve an enoraous, unfair advantage over Ohio Ball in the narhetplace.

(11) Our approval of this contracting arrangement doss not constitute state action for the purposes of the anti­trust laws. It Is not our Intent to Inaulate the applicant ^r any other party bo a contractual arrange- nent aut' -:'ised by this Finding and Order fren ths provisions of any state or federal law which prohibit the leatraint of trade.
(12) In approving this contracting procedure the CanalaBion makes no finding in regard to ths treatoent of the differencea in revenue derived fron the contracts and the revenue that would have been derived had the ser- vicBS been provided at tariffed rates. This issue will bo evaluated In subsequent rate case proceedings. Applicant should track and document any shortfall resulting from the contracts so that necessary Infor­mation will be available upon request by Conoiesion staff and for review in Ohio Boll's nest rate case.
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Bule 49t>l-l-24(A)(7), Ohio Administrative Code, pro­vides that 3 protective order may be granted In order that a trade secret or other confidential research or Information not be disclosed. Clearly, the release of the information contained in the cost study submitted for purposes of case no. e9-720-TP-A£C, would place Ohio Dell at an eatreme competitive disadvantage with regard to the marketing of its Centrex service. There­fore, the CoDniBsion Bfaall grant protected status to the cost study submitted in Case Nos. B6-314-TP-AEC and 69-729-TF-AEC, as well bb to ths cost elements of the individual contracts entered into as a result of thoae cases.
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OAPBREO, That Ohio Bell's Hay B, 19B9 applications In Case Hos. B9-71B-TF-ATA, 89-713-TF-ATA, and 89-720-TP-ACC ate approved. It Is, further.
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ORDERED. That nothing herein contained shall be doened to be ;ng upon this Connlsslan In any subsequent Investigation or/
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binding upon this Connlssion In any subsequent Investigation or proceeding Involving the justness or raaeonabloness of any cate, 
charge, rule or regulation. It Is. further,

ORDERED, That a copy of this rinding and order bo served upon 
Ohio Bell.
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Buperooded tariffs. It Is, further,
ORDSBED, That the effective data of the new tariffs shall be 0 date not earlier than both the date of this Finding and Order and the date upon vbleh three coapleta printed copies of final tariffs are filed with the CoBsisslon. The new tariffs sheU be effective for services rendered on or after such effective date. 

It Is, further,
ORDERBO, That the ariangeaent contained In the Hay 6, 1969 application submitted by Ohio Bell in Caso No. 89-720-TP-AEC should be and hereby Is approved. It is, further,
ORDERED, That any anendaent, modification, assignment or tornlnatlon to the arrangement referred to herein must receive prior Commission approval, it is, further,
ORDERED, That any future Individual Centrex contractual arrangement shall be filed with the Connlssion under Cass No. 69-720-TP-Aec and shall be aecr'cipanled by a separata affidavit signed by a representative of rhe parties to the contract, verifying that the contrsct arrangement falls within the pre­

viously approved parameters, it Is, further,
ORDERSO, That Applicant shall document the Information as detailed In rinding (12> to be available upon request by Commis­sion Staff and for review in Its next rate case. It is, further.


