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Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Introduction

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration system proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, implying that the Commission is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities.

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"
or "Company") believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of



the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commission is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are most familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical
nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission’s
telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies of the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company gquestions
why duplication of tariffs 1is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful. Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case 1is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.0. No. 11 and
P.U.C.0. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link Up America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. If the May
31, 1989, Entry 1is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet” required
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price 1list on colored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice., The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a useful convention for signalling what the Company's



current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.

Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the
existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to
include telephone companies in the tariff administration system
proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,
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Daniel R. Conway

Porter, Wright, Morris & Arthur
41 South High Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 227-2270

Attorney for Central Telephone
Company of Ohio
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Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Introduction

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration system proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, implying that the Commission is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities.

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"”
or "Company"”) believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of



the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commission is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are most familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical
nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission's
telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies of the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company guestions
why duplication of tariffs is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful. Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.O0. No. 11 and
P.U.C.0. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff 1language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link ﬁp America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. If the May
31, 1989, Entry 1is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet" required
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price 1list on cclored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice. The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a useful convention for signalling what the Company's



current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.

Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the
existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to
include telephone companies in the tariff administration system
proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,
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Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Intr ion

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration system proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, implying that the Commission is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities,

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"
or "Company") believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of



the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commission is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are meost familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical
nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission's
telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies of the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company gquestions
why duplication of tariffs is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful. Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.0. No. 11 and
P.U.C.0. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link Up America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. If the May
31, 1989, Entry is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet" required
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price list on colored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice. The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a useful convention for signalling what the Company's



current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.

Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the
existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to
include telephone companies in the tariff administration system
proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,
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Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Introduction

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration system proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage wutilities, implying that the Commission is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities.

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"
or "Company") believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of



the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commission is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are most familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical
nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission's
telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies of the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company questions
why duplication of tariffs is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful, Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.0. No. 11 andg
P.U.C.0. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff 1language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link Up America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. If the May
31, 1989, Entry 1is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet" required
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price 1list on colored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice. The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a wuseful convention for signalling what the Company's



current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.
Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the
existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to
include telephone companies in the tariff administration system
proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,
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Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Introduction

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration system proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, implying that the Commission is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities.

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"”
or "Company”) believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of



the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commission is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are most familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical
nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission's
telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies of the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company questions
why duplication of tariffs is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful. Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case 1is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.O0. No. 11 and
P.U.C.O. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link Up America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. If the May
31, 1989, Entry 1is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet" reguired
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price 1list on colored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice. The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a wuseful convention for signalling what the Company's



current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.

Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the
existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to
include telephone companies in the tariff administration system
proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,
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Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Introduction

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration system proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, implying that the Commission 1is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities.

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"
or "Company") believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of




the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commission is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are most familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical

nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission's

telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies of the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company questions
why duplication of tariffs is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful. Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.0. No. 11 and
P.U.C.O0. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff 1language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link Up America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. If the May
31, 1989, Entry is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet" required
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price list on colored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice. The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a wuseful convention for signalling what the Company's






current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.

Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the

existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to

include telephone companies in the tariff administration system

proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,
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COMMENTS OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC.

AT&T Communicaticns of Ohio, Inc. ("AT&T") hereby submits its
Comments in accordance with Finding (5) of the Commission's May

31, 1989 Entry ("Entry") in this docket.

The Commission's Entry indicates that the modified tariff
filing proposals submitted by the Staff apply only to energy,
waterworks and sewage disposal companies. The Entry also indicates
that "a subsequent Entry in this docket will establish proposed
supplemental filing procedures, as well as a specific timeline for
the implementation of this new tariff process, for Ohic telephone
utilities subject to the Commission's jurisdiction..." However,
the Entry solicits comments from telephone companies concerning

the Staff's generic tariff filing proposals at this time.

AT&T believes that the Commission and its Staff correctly
recognize that tariff filing requirements and procedures may have
to be tailored to the needs of a specific industry group.
Telecommunications companies, unlike other regulated industries,
operate in an increasingly competitive environment. Thus, the
Commission has previously modified its tariff procedures in certain
respects to suit the needs of the telecommunications

marketplace. 1In this regard, interexchange carriers' tele-



communications services have been declared to be competitive

and streamlined tariff filing procedures have been adopted in Case
Nos. 84-944~-TP-COI and 86-1144-TP-COI. Any new procedures proposed
by the Staff applicable to telecommunications services should not
be contrary to the streamlined procedures already adopted by the

Commission.

In proposing tariff filing procedures for telecommunications
companies, the Staff should take into consideration the fact that
telecommunications companies file tariff changes with greater
frequency, that rate bands have been approved for competitive
telecommunications services, the telecommunications companies
typically offer a greater variety of services or options, and that,
in general, telecommunications companies' tariffs are more complex
than tariffs covering energy and water and sewage disposal
services. Obviously, AT&T cannot at this time comment on every
aspect of what the Staff may propose because such proposal has not
yet been set forth. However, AT&T would offer the following

general comments.

Telecommunications companies have, in certain instances,
adopted price lists to display the particular price, which is
currently applicable, within a band of tariffed prices. These
price lists have been filed on colored paper to distinguish price
lists from tariff sheets. This procedure facilitates the process
of tariff administration and should be continued for tele-

communications companies. Colored pages have also been used for



promotional offerings and, likewise, should be continued. The
Staff's proposal applicable to energy and water and sewage disposal
companies recommends adopting an index to be submitted with the
tariff. This index would require showing the effective date of
each tariff sheet. AT&T believes that such a proposal, if adopted,
for telecommunications companies would be burdensome because of
the greater frequency with which telecommunications companies
change their tariffs. Furthermore, each tariff page already
includes the effective date at the bottom of the page. Therefore,
the requirement to place effective dates in the index appears to

be somewhat redundant.

Tariff filing procedures for telecommunications companies also
should address how price lists and promotional sheets should be
filed in addition to tariff sheets and any other characteristics

of tariff filings unique to the telecommunications industry.

AT&T would be pleased to assist the Staff in developing its
tariff filing procedures for the telecommunications industry. AT&T
believes that such a cocoperative effort would ensure development
of tariff filing procedures tailored to the specific needs of

telecommunications companies, the public, and the Commission.



AT&T respectfully requests that the Staff take into

consideration AT&T's Comments herein in preparing the supplemental

tariff filing proposal applicable to telecommunications companies.

Date:

June 30,

1989

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc.

II-/J- L{ ) '_j. _‘) 9
by Yo fpilr 2T LS
Q%H/Dennis S. Pines
¢ 227 W. Monroe Street, 6th Floor

Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312)230-2683

Its Attorney
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In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC.

AT&T Communications of Chio, Inc. ("AT&T") hereby submits its
Comments in accordance with Finding (5) of the Commission's May

31, 1989 Entry ("Entry") in this docket.

The Commission's Entry indicates that the modified tariff
filing proposals submitted by the Staff apply only to energy,
waterworks and sewage disposal companies. The Entry also indicates
that "a subsequent Entry in this docket will establish proposed
supplemental filing procedures, as well as a specific timeline for
the implementation of this new tariff process, for Ohio telephone
utilities subject to the Commission's jurisdiction..." However,
the Entry solicits comments from telephone companies concerning

the Staff's generic tariff filing proposals at this time.

AT&T believes that the Commission and its Staff correctly
recognize that tariff filing requirements and procedures may have
to be tailored to the needs of a specific industry group.
Telecommunications companies, unlike other regulated industries,
operate in an increasingly competitive environment. Thus, the
Commission has previously modified its tariff procedures in certain
respects to suit the needs of the telecommunications

marketplace. In this regard, interexchange carriers' tele-



communications services have been declared to be competitive

and streamlined tariff filing procedures have been adopted in Case
Nos. 84-944-TP-COI and 86-1144-TP-COI. Any new procedures proposed
by the staff applicable to telecommunications services should not
be contrary to the streamlined procedures already adopted by the

Commission.

In proposing tariff filing procedures for telecommunications
companies, the Staff should take into consideration the fact that
telecommunications companies file tariff changes with greater
frequency, that rate bands have been approved for competitive
telecommunications services, the telecommunications companies
typically offer a greater variety of services or options, and that,
in general, telecommunications companies' tariffs are more complex
than tariffs covering energy and water and sewage disposal
services. Obviously, AT&T cannot at this time comment on every
aspect of what the Staff may propose because such proposal has not
yet been set forth. However, AT&T would offer the following

general comments.

Telecommunications companies have, in certain instances,
adopted price lists to display the particular price, which is
currently applicable, within a band of tariffed prices. These
price lists have been filed on colored paper to distinguish price
lists from tariff sheets. This procedure facilitates the process
of tariff administration and should be continued for tele-

communications companies. Colored pages have also been used for



promotional offerings and, likewise, should be continued. The
Staff's proposal applicable to energy and water and sewage disposal
companies recommends adopting an index to be submitted with the
tariff. This index would require showing the effective date of
each tariff sheet. AT&T believes that such a proposal, if adopted,
for telecommunications companies would be burdensome because of
the greater frequency with which telecommunications companies
change their tariffs. Furthermore, each tariff page already
includes the effective date at the bottom of the page. Therefore,
the requirement to place effective dates in the index appears to

be somewhat redundant.

Tariff filing procedures for telecommunications companies also
should address how price lists and promotional sheets should be
filed in addition to tariff sheets and any other characteristics

of tariff filings unique to the telecommunications industry.

AT&T would be pleased to assist the Staff in developing its
tariff filing procedures for the telecommunications industry. AT&T
believes that such a cooperative effort would ensure development
of tariff filing procedures tailored to the specific needs of

telecommunications companies, the public, and the Commission.



AT&T respectfully requests that the Staff take into
consideration AT&T's Comments herein in preparing the supplemental

tariff filing proposal applicable to telecommunications companies.

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc.

[y L2
by A4S AT iU D
a&?xDennis S. Pines
¢ 227 W. Monroe Street, 6th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312)230-2683

Its Attorney

Date: June 30, 1989
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In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC.

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc. ("AT&T") hereby submits its
Comments in accordance with Finding (5) of the Commission's May

31, 1989 Entry ("Entry") in this docket.

The Commission's Entry indicates that the modified tariff
filing proposals submitted by the Staff apply only to energy,
waterworks and sewage disposal companies. The Entry also indicates
that "a subsequent Entry in this docket will establish proposed
supplemental filing procedures, as well as a specific timeline for
the implementation of this new tariff process, for Ohio telephone
utilities subject to the Commission's jurisdiction..." However,
the Entry solicits comments from telephone companies concerning

the Staff's generic tariff filing proposals at this time.

AT&T believes that the Commission and its Staff correctly
recognize that tariff filing requirements and procedures may have
to be tailored to the needs of a specific industry group.
Telecommunications companies, unlike other regulated industries,
operate in an increasingly competitive environment. Thus, the
Commission has previously modified its tariff procedures in certain
respects to suit the needs of the telecommunications

marketplace. In this regard, interexchange carriers' tele-



communications services have been declared to be competitive

and streamlined tariff filing procedures have been adopted in Case
Nos. 84-944-TP-COI and 86-1144-TP-COI. Any new procedures proposed
by the Staff applicable to telecommunications services should not
be contrary to the streamlined procedures already adopted by the

Commission.

In proposing tariff filing procedures for telecommunications
companies, the Staff should take into consideration the fact that
telecommunications companies file tariff changes with greater
frequency, that rate bands have been approved for competitive
telecommunications services, the telecommunications companies
typically offer a greater variety of services or options, and that,
in general, telecommunications companies' tariffs are more complex
than tariffs covering energy and water and sewage disposal
services. Obviously, AT&T cannot at this time comment on every
aspect of what the Staff may propose because such proposal has not
yet been set forth. However, AT&T would offer the following

general comments.

Telecommunications companies have, in certain instances,
adopted price lists to display the particular price, which is
currently applicable, within a band of tariffed prices. These
price lists have been filed on colored paper to distinguish price
lists from tariff sheets. This procedure facilitates the process
of tariff administration and should be continued for tele-

communications companies. Cclored pages have also been used for

-



promotional offerings and, likewise, should be continued. The
Staff's proposal applicable to energy and water and sewage disposal
companies recommends adopting an index to be submitted with the
tariff. This index would require showing the effective date of
each tariff sheet. AT&T believes that such a proposal, if adopted,
for telecommunications companies would be burdensome because of
the greater frequency with which telecommunications companies
change their tariffs. Furthermore, each tariff page already
includes the effective date at the bottom of the page. Therefore,
the reguirement to place effective dates in the index appears to

be somewhat redundant.

Tariff filing procedures for telecommunications companies also
should address how price lists and promotional sheets should be
filed in addition to tariff sheets and any other characteristics

of tariff filings unique to the telecommunications industry.

AT&T would be pleased to assist the Staff in developing its
tariff filing procedures for the telecommunications industry. AT&T
believes that such a cooperative effort would ensure development
of tariff filing procedures tailored to the specific needs of

telecommunications companies, the public, and the Commission.



AT&T respectfully requests that the Staff take into
consideration AT&T's Comments herein in preparing the supplemental

tariff filing proposal applicable to telecommunications companies.

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc.

A R b
by St/ AL AT UIUS
gﬁg}—Dennis S. Pines
¢ 227 W. Monroe Street, 6th Floor
Chicago, Illinocis 60606
(312)230-2683

Its Attorney

Date: June 30, 1989
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In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIQ, INC.

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc. ("AT&T") hereby submits its
Comments in accordance with Finding (5) of the Commission's May

31, 1989 Entry ("Entry") in this docket.

The Commission's Entry indicates that the modified tariff
filing proposals submitted by the Staff apply only to energy,
waterworks and sewage disposal companies. The Entry also indicates
that "a subsequent Entry in this docket will establish proposed
supplemental filing procedures, as well as a specific timeline for
the implementation of this new tariff process, for Ohio telephone
utilities subject to the Commission's jurisdiction..." However,
the Entry solicits comments from telephone companies concerning

the Staff's generic tariff filing proposals at this time.

AT&T believes that the Commission and its Staff correctly
recognize that tariff filing requirements and procedures may have
to be tailored to the needs of a specific industry group.
Telecommunications companies, unlike other regulated industries,
operate in an increasingly competitive environment. Thus, the
Commission has previously modified its tariff procedures in certain
respects to suit the needs of the telecommunications

marketplace. 1In this regard, interexchange carriers' tele-



communications services have been declared to be competitive

and streamlined tariff filing procedures have been adopted in Case
Nos. 84-944-TP-COI and 86-1144-TP-COI. Any new procedures proposed
by the Staff applicable to telecommunications services should not
be contrary to the streamlined procedures already adopted by the

Commission.

In proposing tariff filing procedures for telecommunications
companies, the Staff should take into consideration the fact that
telecommunications companies file tariff changes with greater
frequency, that rate bands have been approved for competitive
telecommunications services, the telecommunications companies
typically offer a greater variety of services or options, and that,
in general, telecommunications companies' tariffs are more complex
than tariffs covering energy and water and sewage disposal
services. Obviously, AT&T cannot at this time comment on every
aspect of what the Staff may propose because such proposal has not
yet been set forth. However, AT&T would offer the following

general comments.

Telecommunications companies have, in certain instances,
adopted price lists to display the particular price, which is
currently applicable, within a band of tariffed prices. These
price lists have been filed on colored paper to distinguish price
lists from tariff sheets. This procedure facilitates the process
of tariff administration and should be continued for tele-

communications companies. Colored pages have also been used for



promotional offerings and, likewise, should be continued. The
Staff's proposal applicable to energy and water and sewage disposal
companies recommends adopting an index to be submitted with the
tariff. This index would require showing the effective date of
each tariff sheet. AT&T believes that such a proposal, if adopted,
for telecommunications companies would be burdensome because of
the greater fregquency with which telecommunications conmpanies
change their tariffs. Furthermore, each tariff page already
includes the effective date at the bottom of the page. Therefore,
the requirement to place effective dates in the index appears to

be somewhat redundant.

Tariff filing procedures for telecommunications companies also
should address how price lists and promotional sheets should be
filed in addition to tariff sheets and any other characteristics

of tariff filings unique to the telecommunications industry.

AT&T would be pleased to assist the Staff in developing its
tariff filing procedures for the telecommunications industry. AT&T
believes that such a cooperative effort would ensure development
of tariff filing procedures tailored to the specific needs of

telecommunications companies, the public, and the Commission.



AT&T respectfully requests that the Staff take into
consideration AT&T's Comments herein in preparing the supplemental

tariff filing proposal applicable to telecommunications companies.

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc.

by AL AT IS

a&?/Dennis S. Pines

¢ 227 W. Monrce Street, 6th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312)230-2683

Its Attorney

Date: June 30, 1989
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In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF OHIO, INC.

AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc. ("AT&T") hereby submits its
Comments in accordance with Finding (5) of the Commission's May

31, 1989 Entry ("Entry") in this docket.

The Commission's Entry indicates that the modified tariff
filing proposals submitted by the Staff apply only to energy,
waterworks and sewage disposal companies. The Entry also indicates
that "a subsequent Entry in this docket will establish proposed
supplemental filing procedures, as well as a specific timeline for
the implementation of this new tariff process, for Ohio telephone
utilities subject to the Commission's jurisdiction..." However,
the Entry solicits comments from telephone companies concerning

the Staff's generic tariff filing proposals at this time.

AT&T believes that the Commission and its Staff correctly
recognize that tariff filing requirements and procedures may have
to be tailored to the needs of a specific industry group.
Telecommunications companies, unlike other regulated industries,
operate in an increasingly competitive environment. Thus, the
Commission has previously modified its tariff procedures in certain
respects to suit the needs of the telecommunications

marketplace. In this regard, interexchange carriers' tele-



communications services have been declared to be competitive

and streamlined tariff filing procedures have been adopted in Case
Nos. 84-944-TP-COI and 86-1144-TP-COI. Any new procedures propocsed
by the Staff applicable to telecommunications services should not
be contrary to the streamlined procedures already adopted by the

Commission.

In proposing tariff filing procedures for telecommunications
companies, the Staff should take into consideration the fact that
telecommunications companies file tariff changes with greater
frequency, that rate bands have been approved for competitive
telecommunications services, the telecommunications companies
typically offer a greater variety of services or options, and that,
in general, telecommunications companies' tariffs are more complex
than tariffs covering energy and water and sewage disposal
services. Obviously, AT&T cannot at this time comment on every
aspect of what the Staff may propose because such proposal has not
yet been set forth. However, AT&T would offer the following

general comments.

Telecommunications companies have, in certain instances,
adopted price lists to display the particular price, which is
currently applicable, within a band of tariffed prices. These
price lists have been filed on colored paper to distinguish price
lists from tariff sheets. This procedure facilitates the process
of tariff administration and should be continued for tele-

communications companies. Colored pages have also been used for



promotional offerings and, likewise, should be continued. The
Staff's proposal applicable to energy and water and sewage disposal
companies recommends adopting an index to be submitted with the
tariff. This index would require showing the effective date of
each tariff sheet. AT&T believes that such a proposal, if adopted,
for telecommunications companies would be burdensome because of
the greater frequency with which telecommunications companies
change their tariffs. Furthermore, each tariff page already
includes the effective date at the bottom of the page. Therefore,
the requirement to place effective dates in the index appears to

be somewhat redundant.

Tariff filing procedures for telecommunications companies also
should address how price lists and promotional sheets should be
filed in addition to tariff sheets and any other characteristics

of tariff filings unique to the telecommunications industry.

AT&T would be pleased to assist the Staff in developing its
tariff filing procedures for the telecommunications industry. AT&T
believes that such a cooperative effort would ensure development
of tariff filing procedures tailored to the specific needs of

telecommunications companies, the public, and the Commission.



AT&T respectfully requests that the Staff take into
consideration AT&T's Comments herein in preparing the supplemental

tariff filing proposal applicable to telecommunications companies.

Respectfully submitted,
AT&T Communications of Ohio, Inc.

-
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Its Attorney
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INITIAL COMMENTS OF CENTRAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF OHIO

Central Telephone Company of Ohio respectfully submits these
initial comments in response to the Commission's Entry of May 31,
1989, which requested comments on the generic issues raised by the

new tariff administration system proposed by that Entry.

Introduction

While the May 31, 1989, Entry states that the proposed new
tariff administration system only applies to enerqgy, waterworks, and
sewage utilities, the Commission indicated that modification of the
procedures for £filing telephone utilities tariffs would be proposed
by a subsequent Entry. The Commission specifically requested
telephone utilities to comment on the generic issues raised by the
tariff administration syétenl proposed for energy, waterworks, and
sewage wutilities, implying that the Commission is considering
proposing a similar system for the telephone utilities.

Central Telephone Company of Ohio ("Central Telephone Company"
or "Company") believes that the May 31, 1989 Entry's proposal by the
Staff should not be implemented for telephone companies. The

tariffs of telephone companies are more voluminous and, because of



the proliferation of telecommunications services and products, are
significantly more complex than the tariffs of energy, waterworks
and sewage utilities. As a result, the Company believes that the
administration of its tariffs at the Commissicn is most reliably and
efficiently done by those who are most familiar with the
telecommunications industry and its rapidly changing technical
nature and Commission regulation, i.e., the Commission's
telecommunications Staff. The telecommunications Staff currently
does a good job of maintaining the Company's tariffs. The Company
believes the existing procedure for tariff filings as applicable to

telephone utilities is effective and should remain as it is.

Discussion

The May 31, 1989, Entry proposed several changes that cause
particular concern for Central Telephone Company. These changes and
the Company's objections to them are outlined briefly below. First,
the Entry proposes to require each utility to resubmit three copies
of its presently authorized tariff. One copy is to be identified
and filed with a permanent identification number, a "TRF" code. Two
other copies o0f the tariff are to be submitted for use by the
Utilities Department. Second, subsequent, authorized tariff filings
are to be filed identified by the "TRF" record number (one copy) and
three copies are to be filed identified by the specific case number
assigned. Third, new and revised tariff filings will require a
tariff index to accompany the tariff sheets. Fourth, final tariff

sheets are to be printed on white paper only.



Central Telephone  Company respectfully objects to these
proposals for the following reasons. First, the Company questions
why duplication of tariffs 1is necessary when the Commission
presently has the Company's authorized tariff on file. The Company
believes this exercise is wasteful. Second, the Company believes
two docket numbers, assigned to the same case is cumbersome and
confusing.

Third, the Company believes the requirement to file an index
sheet with each tariff filing is ambiguous. Currently, the index
sheet for the Company's tariffs, P.U.C.0. No. 9, P.U.C.0. No. 11 and
P.U.C.O0. No. 12 and the Table of Contents preceding the sections
within P.U.C.0. No. 12 are revised according to the tariff filing.
There are certain filings, however, that do not require a change in
the index. For example, changes to the tariff language would not
affect the index sheet. As another example, eligibility
requirements recently were revised for the Link Up America plan. A
tariff rider was submitted by the Company in compliance with an
Entry issued by the Commission. This filing did not affect either
the main index sheet or the tariff section index sheet. 1If the May
31, 1989, Entry 1is proposing another type of index sheet, the
Company requests clarification of what the "index sheet" required
under the new filing procedures refers to.

Fourth, telephone companies distinguish between current prices
and minimum prices by printing the current price 1list on colored
sheets of paper. The May 31, 1989, proposal would prohibit this
practice. The Company believes the use of colored pricing sheets

provides a wuseful convention for signalling what the Company's



current pricing is for services whose pricing may fluctuate within a

range.

Conclusion

Central Telephone Company urges the Commission to retain the
existing tariff filing procedure for telephone companies and not to
include telephone companies in the tariff administration system
proposed in the May 31, 1989, Entry.

Respectfully submitted,

\
)“/m:/ < 4-7“..:2«-3

Daniel R. Conway

Porter, Wright, Morris & Arthur
41 South High Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215

(614) 227-2270

Attorney for Central Telephone
Company of Ohio
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of Tariff Filing Dockete and Tariff ) Case No., B89-500-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF GTE NCRTH INCORPORATED

In accordance with the Commission’s Entryv in the above referenced -~ase
dated May 31, 188%, GTE North Incerporated (Company or GTE) is filing the

following comments for the Commission’s consideration,

The Entry, Finding {3)(a) through (g), and Attachmente 1 and 2, calle
for mumercus charges in tariff filings that are designed to address
percelved problems with energy, water and sewer compeany tariffs. It is
not clear that the perceived problems exist for telephone company tariffs
cr that the changes recommended are, in fact, suitable for telepliane
company tariffs,

The services described in telephone company tariffe, as conpared to
energy, waterworks and sewage dispocal tariffs, are fzr more voluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adequate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Comparny, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing standards should be forced upon the telephone companies unless
some specific new need develops.

GTE North can see no need for the Commission to reguire telephone

companies 1o establish TRF files for their tariffs. The Commissien Staff



has three (3} cets of the tariff sheets approved by ezch Order., Thesze
files are continnally updated with each Order affecting the tariffs. GTE
North has no objection to the Commission’s requiring the filing of an
additional copy of a final tariff sheet(s) on a going forward basis, but
does object to the Commission reguiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy of all existing tariffs., This would reguire numerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs,

GTE North believes that the tariff index described in the Entry is
unnecessary and cerves no purpose. GTE North’s tariffe have subject
indeves which are helpful in lecating specific tariffed regulaticns and
cervice offerings,  The Company’s tariffs also include checl liste which
liet each current tariff sheet, thus permitting tariff holders to verif:
that their tariffs are up-to-date,

The tariff and filing specification No. 5, page 1 of |, Attachment 2
1o the Commission's Entry reguires that 2ll tariff sheets be on white
paper. This will cause confusicn in telephone company tariffs 1f the
Pricing Lists are printed on the same colar paper as the corresponding
Minimum/Maximum rate tariff sheets, We strongly recommend that the
Commiseion permit the continuation of the use of colored paper for the
Pricing List tariff sheets,

Tariff and filing specification No. 8 requires that the date of the
Commission's Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case or docket number, the
issue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets is currently
located at the bottom of each tariff sheet. This adequately serves the
purpose of referencing the Commiscion's authority for the contents or

changes in contents for the tariff she=t. The date of the Order is not



necessary and, therefore, should not be required by the Commiscion.

GTE North ohjects to tariff and filing specification No. 10 which

-

would require telephone companies to file copies of withdrawn tariff
sheets stamped CANCELLED AND WITHDRAWN, The Commissicn's tariffs section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There is no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.
Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is not applicable to telephone

company tariffs ac they do not engage in settlements with municipalities,

GTE North believes that the current filing reguirements and procedures
for telephone company tariffs are adequate and not in need of change. The
proposed changes contained in Attachemnt 2 of the Entry are designed to
meel special needs of energy, waterworks and sewage dicposal teriffs,
Telephone services tariffs are vastly different than energy, wateriorks
and gewage disposal tariffe iy both conmplesity and in volume., The
proposed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission’s

Mayv 21, 1989 Entry are not appropriate for telephone services tariffs and,

therefore, should not be made applicable te telephone services tariffs,

Submitted hy:

& A

EFH R, STEWART
Attorney for GTE Nerth Incorporested
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COMMENTS OF GTE NORTH INCORPORATED

In arcordance with the Commission’s Entry in the above referenced case
duted Mav 31, 1989, GTE Nerth Incorporated (Company or GTE) ie filing the
f5llowing comments for the Commicsion’s coneideration.

The Entry, Finding (3){a)} through (g), and Attachments 1 and 2, calle
for mimerous changes in tariff filings that are designed to address
perceived problems with energy, water and zewer company tariffs. 1t is
woot elear that the perceived problems evist for telephone company tariffs
cr that the changes recommended are, in fact, suitable for telephone
conpany tariffs,

The serivices described in telephone company tariffs, as compared to
snerdy, watevworls sand sewage dispocal tariffe, are far more volumineus
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adequate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing standards should be forced upon the telephone companies unless
some specific new need develcps.

GTE North can see no need for the Commission te require telephone

companies to establish IRE files for their tariffs. The Commissicn Staff



has three {3) sets of the tariff sheets approved by each Order. These

¢

files are continually updated with each Order affecting the tariffs. GTE
verth has no objection to the Commission’s reoquiring the filing of an
additional copy of a final tariff sheet{s) on a going forwvard basie, but
does object to the Commission reguiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy of all existing tariffs. This would require numerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs.

GTE North believes that the tariff index described in the Entry is
unneceseary and serves no purpose., GTE Nerth's tariffs have subject
indeses which are helpful in lecating specific tariffed regulations and
service offerings, The Company'se tariffs also include check lists which
ligt each current tarif{ sheet, thus permitting ftariff holders to verif:
that their tariffs are up-to-date.

The tariff and filing specification No. I, page 1 of 1, Attachment ?
te: the Commission’s Entry reguires that 2ll tariff sheets be on white
paper., This will cause confusion in telephone company tariffe if the
Pricing Lists are printed on the came color paper as the corresponding
Minimum/Maximum rate tariff sheets, Ve strongly recommend that the
Commiccion permit the continuation of the use of colored paper for the
Pricing Liet tariff sheets,

Tariff and filing specification No. 8 reguires that the date of the
Commission’s Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case or docket number, the
issue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets is currently
located at the bottom of each tariff sheet., This adeguately serves the
purpose of referencing the Commission's authority for the contents or

changes in contente for the tariff sheet. The date of the Order is not



necessary and, therefare, shculd not be required by the Commiscion,

GTE North cobiects to tariff and filing specification No. 10 which
would requirve telephone companies te file copies of withdrawn tariff
shieets stamped CANCELLED AND WITHDRAWN. The Commissicn’s tariffs section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There is no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is not applicable to telephene
company tariffs as they do not engage in settlements with municipalities,

SUMMARY

GTE Nortl helieves that the current filing requirements and procedures
E i |

for teleplione company tariffs are adegquate and not in need of change

propose? changes contained in Attachemnt Z of the Entry are designed tno
meet epecial ne=ds of energy, vuterworks and sewage disposnl tariffs.
Telephone services tariffs are vastly different than enerdy, waterworke
and gewage disposal tariffe in both complesity and in volune, Th

proyosed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission’s

Mayv 21

, 1385 Fntry are not appropriate for telepheone services tariffe and,

iherefore. should not be made applicahle to telephone cervices tariffs.

Submitted by:

P /
“#1i R. STEWART
Attorney for GTE Nerth Incorporeted
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COMMENTS OF GTE NORTH INCORPORATED

In accordance with the Copmigsion’s Entry ip the above roferenced case

dated May 31, 19849, GTE North Iucorporated (Companhy or GTE) 1S filing the
following comments for the Commigsion’s consideration.

The Entry, Finding (3)(a) through (g}, and Attachments 1 and 2y ocalls
fop Lmerous changes 1h tariff filings that are Jesigned to address
phdw:ei\ﬁ”l pxtﬂ:lenx;\<itlw energy, water and sewer company tariffs. It ig
not clear that the perceivwd problems evist for telephone coOmpany tariffs
or that the changes recommended are, in fact, cuitable for telephone
company tariffs.

The services described in telephone company tariffe, as conpared to
enerdy, watervorks snd sewafe disposal tariffs, are far more voluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adeguate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, NO changes in
the filing standards should be forced upon the telephone companies unless
sone specific new need develops.

GTE North can se® no need for the Commission to require telephone

companies 10 egtablish TRF files for their tariffs. The Commission gtaff



has three (3) zeis of the tariff sheets aywrared by eoch Order. These
L

j=
T
r

files e continually updated with esch Or affecting the sariffs. GIE
North has no ohjection to the Commission’s requiring the filing of an
additional CORY of a final tariff sheetl(s) on a going forwvard basls, but
does ohject toO the Commission requiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy¥ of all existing tariffs. This would require NURErOUS hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs.

GTE North belleves that the tariff index deccribed in the Entry is
unnecessary and serves no purpose. GTE North’s tariffs have zubject
indeses which are helpful in locat ing gpecific tariffed regulations and
gervice offeriugs. Tlie Company ' s fariffs aiso include check lists which
1iet each current fariff{ sheetl, thus permitting tariff holders to verif:

that their tariffs are up-te-date.

The tariff and filing specification Nn., D, pagse 1 of 1, y\ttachment Z

e the Commission’s Eptry requlres that all tariff sheets bhe on white
paper. This will cause onfusion in telephone company tariffs if the
pricing Lists are printed on the same colov paper as the corresponding
M inipum/Maximun rate tariff sheets, We strongly recommend that the
Copmiseion pernit the continuation of the use of colored paper for the
Pricing List tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. B8 reguires that the date of the
Commission’s Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case O docket number, the
1geue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets ie currently
1ocated at the bhottom of each tariff sheet. This adequately serves the
purpose of referencing the Commiseion's authority for the contents or

changes in contents for the tariff sheet. The date of the order is not



necessary and, therefore, shculd not he required by the Commission.

GTE North objects to tariff and filing specification No. 10 which
would require telephone companies to file copies of withdrawn tariff
cheets stamped CANCELLED AND WITHDRAWN. The Commissicn’s tariffs section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There is no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is nat applicable to telephcne
company tariffs as they do not endage in settlements with manicipalities,

SUMMARY

GTF North believes that the current filing reguirements and procedures
for telephone cempany tariffs arve adeguate and not in need of chande. The
proposed changes eontained in Attachemnt 2 of the Eutry are designed to
meet cpecial nesde of energy, vaterworks and sewage dispossl tariffs,
Telephone services tariffs are vastly differsnt than enerdy, watereorss
and sewage disposal tariffe in both complexity and in volume, The

proposed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission’s

Yay 71, 198% Entry are not appropriate for telephone services tariffe and,

{herefore. should not be made applicable teo telephone services tariffs.

Submitted bhy:

C =t

JOAEAl R, STEWART
Attorney for GTE North Incorporetiet




RECEIVED

BEFORE JUN 3¢ 1989

THF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO
DOCKETING DiVISION

PUBLIC UTILITIES CoMMISS! 3 OF ono

In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 84-500-AU-TRF

Filing Procedures.

COMMENTS OF GTE NORTH INCORPORATED

In accordance with the compission’s Entrt in the above referenced case
dated May 31, 1989, GTE North Incorporated {Company or GTE) is filing the
following comments for the Coammizsion’s eonsideration.

The Entry, Finding (3)(a) through (g), and Attachments 1 and 2, calls
for wumercus changes in tariff filings that are designed to address
perceived p:mﬂ;lems.t<it?r energy, water and cewer compand tariffe. 1t is
not clear that the perceived nroblems exist for telephlone company tariffs
or that the changes recommenced are, in fact, suitable for telephone
company tariffs.

The services described in telephone company tariffe, as compared 1o
energy, waterworks and sewasge disposal tariffs, are far mare voluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adequate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing ctandards should be forced upon the telephone companies unless
some specific new need develops.

GTE North can see N0 need for the Commission to require telephone

companies 1o establish IRE files for their tariffe. The commissicn Staff



ag three (3) sets of the tariff cheets approved by each order. Theze
£iles are continually updated with each Order affecting the cariffs. GTE
vorth hias ne objection to the Commission’s requiring the filing of an
additional coOpY of a final tariff sheet(s) on a going forward basls, but
does object tO the Commission requiring that it be provided with a new
updated coPpY of all existing tariffs. This would require pumerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs.

GTE North believes that the tariff index described in the Entry 1is
unnecessary and serves no purpose. GTE North's tariffe have subject
indeses which are Lhelpful in locating specific tariffed reculations and
geryvioe offerings. The Company ' s tariffs also include chech lists which
1i¢t each curtrent tariff sheet, thus pernitting tariff holders to verif:
that their tariffs are up-to-date.

The tariff and filing epecification Xa. 5, page 1 of 1, Attachment 2
te the Commission’s Entry requires that all tariff sheels he on white
Aper. This will cauev confusion in {olephone company tariffe if the
pricing Lists are priuted on the same color paper as the corresponding
\ipimum/Maximum rate tariff slieets., We gtrongly recommend that the
Copmission pernit the continuation of the use of catored paper for the
pricing List rariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. B requires that the date of the
Commission’s Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves NoO useful purpose. The case O docket number, the
jesue date and the offective date of each tariff sheets ie currently
located at the bottom of each tariff sheet. This adequately serves the
purpose of referencing the Commiseion's authority for the contents CT

changes in contents for the tariff sheeot. The date of the Order is not



necessary and, therefore, sliculd not be reguired by the Commiscion.

GTE Vorth objects to tariff and filing specification XNo. 10 whizh
would require telephomne companies to file copies of withdrawn tariff
sheets stamped CANCELLED AND WITHDRAKN. The Commissicn’s tariffs section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff cheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There 1s no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is not applicable to telenhene
company tariffs a< they do not engage in settlements with municipalities.

GTE North believes that the current filing reguirements and procedires
for telephone company tariffs are adeguate and not in need of change., The
proposet changes contained in Attachemnt 2 of the Entry are designed to
meet special needs of energy, watersorks and sewage disposal tarifis.
Telephone services tariffs are vastly ditferent than enerdd, watoprwosrke
and sewage dispesal tariffs in botl complesity and in voluwes. The
proposed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission’s
21, 198% Entry are not appropriate for telephone services tariffe and,

iLevefore, should not be made applicable to telephione services tariffs.

Submitted hy:

WL o

R, STEWART
At torney for GTE Nerth Incorporated




RECEIVED

BEFORE JUN 3¢ 1989
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

DOCKETING DIVISION
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISS! 2N OF OHID

In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF GTE NCRTH INCORPORATED

In accerdance with the Commicsion’s Entry in the above referenced case

duted May 31, 1989, GTE North Incorpeorated (Company or GTE) is filing the
follewing comments for the Commigsion's consideration,

The Entry, Finding (3)(a} through (g), and Attachments 1 and 2, calls
for numerous changes in tariff filings that are designed te address
perceived problems with energy, water and sewer company tariffs. It is
noet ¢lear that the perceived problems exist for telephone company tariffs

or that the changes recommended are, in fact, suitable for telephone

company tariff

n

The services described in telephone company tariffs, as compared to
energy, waterworks and sewage disposal tariffs, are fzr more veluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adequate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing standards should be forced upon the telephone companies unless
come specific new need develops.

GTE North can see no need for the Commission to reguire telephone

companies to establish TRF files for their tariffs. The Commissicn Staff



has three (3) sets of the tariff sheets approved by esch Order. These
iles are continnally updated with each Order affecting the tariffs., GTE
Nerth has ne objection to the Commission’s requiring the filing of an
additional copy of a final tariff sheet(s) on a going forward basis, but
does object to the Commission reguiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy of all existing tariffs., This would require numerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs,

GTE North believes that the tariff index described in the Entry is
unnecessary and serves no purpose, GTE North's tariffe have subject
indexes which are helpful in locating specific tariffed regulations and
service offerings, The Company’s tariffs also include check lists which
lict each current tariff sheet, thus permitting tariff holders to verif
that their tariffs are up-to-date.

The tariff and filing specification No. 5, page 1 of I, Attachpent 2
te the Commission's Entry reguires that all tariff sheete be on white
paper. This will cause confusicn 1ln telephone company tariffs if the
Pricing Lists are printed on the same color paper as the corresponding
Vinimum/Maximun rate tariff sheets. We strougly recommend that the
Comriceion permit the continuation of the use of colered paper for the
Pricing Liet tariff sheets,

Tariff and filing specification No. 8 requires that the date of the
Commission’'s Order authorizing the tariff changdes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case or docket number, the

issue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets is currently

located at the bottom of each tariff sheet. This adequately serves the

n

purpose of referencing the Commission's authority for the contents or

!

-hanges in contents for the tariff sheet. The date of the Order is not



necessary and, therefore, shculd not bhe required by the Cemmiscion.

GTE “orth objects to tariff and filing specification No. 10 which
conild require telephone companies to file copies of withdrawn tariff
sheets stamped CANCELLED AXD WITHDRAWN. The Commissicn’s tariffs section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There is no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is not applicable to telephone
company tariffs as they do not engage in settlements with municipalities,

SUMMARY

GTE North believes that the current filing requirements and procedures
for teleplione company tariffs are adequate and not in need of chaunge, The
proposed changes contained in Attachemnt 2 of the Entry are desigred to
meet cpecial neede of energyv, valerworks and sewage disposal tariffs,
Telephone services tariffs are vastly different than energy, watsrworks
il sewage dicvosal tariffe iy both comple~ity and in volume., The
proposed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission's

May 21, 1989 Entry are not appropriate for telephone servicee tariffs and,

thevefore. shonld not Le made applicable to telephone services tariife.

Submitted hy:

& I

1 R. STEWART
Attorney for GTE North Incorporeted




RECEIVED

BEFORE JUN 3¢ 1959

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF QHIO
DOCKETING Rivision

PUBLIC UTILITIES COM ISR 20 OF DHID

In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Cacse No. B9-300-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF GTE XNORTH INCORPORATED

In arcordance with the Commissiﬁn’s Entry in the above referenced rcase
dated May 31, 198%, GTE North Incorporated (Company or GTE) is filing the
following comments for the Commicsion's consideration,

The Entry, Finding (3){a) through (g}, and Attachments 1 and 2, calls
for numerousz changes in tariff filings ihat are designed to address
peroeived problens with energdgy, water and saver company tariffs. It is
nel o clear that the perceived problemsz exist for telephone company tariffs
or that the changes recommended are, in facl, switable for teleplhone
company tariffs,

The services deseribed in teleplione company tariffs, as compared to
enerdy, waterworks and sewage dizposal tariffs, are far more veluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adeqguate to meet the nesds of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing standards should ke forced upon the telephone companies unless
some specific new need develops.

GTE Nearth can see no need for the Commission to require telephone

companies to establish TRF files for their tariffe., The Commission Staff



o)

has three (3) sets of the tariff sheets approved by eusch Order. These
files are continually updated with each Order affecting the tariffs. GTE
North has no objection to the Commission’s requiring the filing of an
additional copyr of a final tariff sheet{s) on a going forward basis, but
does object to the Commission requiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy of all existing tariffs. This would require numerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs.

GTE North believes that the tariff index described in the Entry is
unnecessary and serves no purpose, GTE North’s tariffs have subject
indexes which are helpful in lecating specific tariffed regulations and
gervice offerings.  The Companmy’s tariffs also include checl; lists which
ligt each current tariff sheet, thus permitting tariff holders to verify
that their tariffe are up-to-date,

The tariff and filing specificaticn No. 5, page 1 of }, Attachment 2
te the Commission’s Entry requires that all taviff sheets he cn white
paper.  This will cause cenfusion in telephone company tariffs if the
Pricing Lists are printed on the same color paper uas the corresponding
Minimum/Maximum rate tariff sheets., We strougly recommend that the
Commiscion permit the continuwation of the use of colored paper for the
Fricing List tariff sheets,

Tariff and filing specification No., B requires that the date of the
Commission’s Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case or docket number, the
issue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets is currently
located at the bottom of each tariff sheet, This adequately serves the
purpose of referencing the Commission's authority for the contents or

changes in contents for the tariff sheet, The date of the Order is not



necessary and, therefere, sheuld not be reguired by the Compiscion,

GTE North objects to tariff and filing epecification No. 10 whi-h
would require telephone companies to file copies of withdrawn taviff
sheets stamped CANCELLED AXD WITHDRAWN. The Commissicn’s tariffe section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There is 1o need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is nat applicable to telephone
company tariffs ac they do not engage in settlemente with municipsalities,

SUMMARY

GTE North helieves that the current filing requirements and procedures
for telephone company tariffs are adenquate and not in need of change,  The
proposed changes contained in Attachemnt 2 of the Entry are designed to
meet epecial ne=ds of enercey, valerworke wud sewade disposs] tariffis,
Telephone services tariffs are vastly different than enersy, watersorke
and gewage disposal tariffs in bolh complexity and in volume. The
proposed tariff and filing specifications outliped in the Commission’s
May 21, 1989 Entry are not appropriate for telepheone services tariffs and,

therefore. should not be made applicahle to telephone cervices t{ariffs,

Submitted hy:

& A

JOSEH R. STEWART
torney for GTE Ncrth Incorporeted




RECEIVED

BEFORE JUN 3¢ 1949
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

DOCKETING DIVISION
PUBLIC UTILITIES COX IS D OF DHID

In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-300-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF GTE NORTH INCORPORATED

In accordance with the Commission’'s Entry in the above referenced rcase
dated Mav 31, 1989, GTE North Incorporated (Company or GTE) 1s filing the
following comments for the Commicsion's consideration,

The Entry, Finding (3)(a) through (g}, and Attachmente 1 and
for numerous changes in tariff filings that are designed to address
perceived problems with energy, water and sewer company tariffs, It is
not clear that the perceived problems exist for telephone company tariffs
or that tlie changes recommended are, in fact, suitable for telephone
company tariffs,

The services described in teleplione cempany tariffe, as compared to
energy, waterworks and sewage disposal tariffe, are far more voluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adequate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing standards should be forced upon the telephone companies unless
some specific new need develops.

GTE North can see no need for the Commission to require telephone

companies to establish IRF files for their tariffs. The Commizsion Staff



has three (3) sets of the tariff sheets approved by each Order. These
files are continnally updated with each Order affecting the tariffs. GTE
Nerth has no objection to the Commission’s requiring the filing of an
additional copy of a final tariff sheet(s) on a going forward basis, but
does object to the Commission requiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy of all existing tariffs. This would require numerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs.

GTE North believes that the tariff index described in the Entry is
uniecessary and serves no purpose. GTE North’s tariffe have subject
indeses which are helpful in locating specific tariffed regulations and
service offerings. The Compamy’s tariffs also include check lists which
Jiet each current tariff sheetl, thus permitting tariff holders to verif:
that their tariffs are up-to-date.

The tariff and filing specification No. 5, page 1 of 1, Attachment 2
te the Commission’s Entry reguires that all tariff sheets be on white
raper. This will cause confusicn in telephone company tariffs if the
Pricing Lists are printed on the same color paper us the corresponding
Minimum/Maximum rate tariff sheets. We strongly recommend that the
Commicsion permit the continuation of the use of colored puaper for the

T

Pricing List tariff sheets,

Tariff and filing specification No. 8 requires that the date of the
Commission’s Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
sheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case or docket number, the
iscue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets is currently
located at the bottom of each tariff sheet. This adequately serves the

purpose of referencing the Commiscion'se authority for the contents or

changes in contents for the tariff sheet. The date of the Order is not



necesgary and, therefore, shculd not be required by the Cemmiscion.

GTE North chiects to tariff and filing specification No. 10 whkich
wenld require telephone companies te file copies of withdrawn tariff
sheets stamped CANCELLED AND WITHDRAWN. The Commissicn’s tariffs section
ie currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued. There is no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 11 is not applicable to telepheoune
company tariffs ac they do not engage in settlements with municipalities,

GTE North believes that the current filivg reguivements and procedures
for telephone company tariffs are adeguate and not in need of change,  The
proposed changes contained in Attachemnt 2 of the Entry are designed to
mest cpecial neede of energy, vatersorke wid sewage disposs]l tariffis,
Telephone services tariffs are vastly different than enersgy, watervorke
ared sewace disposal tariffs in both complesity and in volume, The
proposed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission’s
My P1, 198% Eutry are not appropriate for telephene services tariffe and

therefore, should net be made applicable to telephone services tarilfs,

Submitted hy:

& A

JOAEA] R. STEWART
Attornev for GTE Nerth Incorporzsted




BEFORE JUN 3¢ 1
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

RECEIVED

989

DOCKETING DIVISION
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISS! 3T OF OO

In the Matter of the Establishment )
of Tariff Filing Dockets and Tariff ) Case No. 89-5300-AU-TRF
Filing Procedures. )

COMMENTS OF GTE NCRTH INCORPORATED

In accerdance with the Commicsion’s Entry in the above referenced rase

dated May 31, 1984, GTE XNorth Incorpeorated (Company or GTE) is filing the
following comments for the Commission's consideration.

The Entry, Finding (3)(a) through (g¢), and Attachmenis 1 and 2, calls
for rmmercus changee in tariff filinge that are designed te address
peroeived problens with enerdy, water and zower company tariffs. It is
noet clear that the percelved problems exist for telephons company tariffs
o1 that the changes recommended are, in fact, suitable for telephone
company tariffs,

The services described in telephone company tariffs, ae compared to
energy, waterworks and sewage dispocal tariffs, are far more voluminous
and infinitely variable. The current filing requirements for telephone
company tariffs are appropriate and are adequate to meet the needs of the
Commission, the Company, and of tariff holders. Therefore, no changes in
the filing standards should he forced upen the telephone companies unless
some specific new need develops.

GTE North can see no need for the Commissicon to require telephone

companies to estakblish TRF files for their tariffs. The Commission Staff




hae three (3) sets of the tariff sheets approved by each Order. These

files are continually updated with each Order affecting the tariffs, GTE

no objection to the Commission’s reguiring the filing of an

i
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additional copy of a final tariff sheet(s) on a going forward basis, but
does object to the Commission requiring that it be provided with a new
updated copy of all existing tariffs. This would reguire numerous hours
to complete as well as duplicative costs.

GTE North believes that the tariff index deccribed in the Entry is
unnececsary and serves no purpose, GTE North’s tariffs have subject
indeses which are helpful in locating specific tariffed regulations and
service offerings. The Company's tariffs also include check lists which
ligt each current tariff sheet, thus permitting tariff holders to verif:
that their tariffe are up-to-date.

The tariff and filing specification No. 3, page 1 of 1, Attachment 2
teo the Commission’s Entry requires that all tariff sheete be on white
paper. This will cause confusicn in telephone company tariffs if the
Pricine Lists are printed on the same colar paper as the correspending
Minimum/Maximum rate tariff sheets. Ve strongly recommend that the
Conmiseion permit the continuation of the usge of colored paper for the
Pricing Liet tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification No. 8 requires that the date of the
Commission’s Order authorizing the tariff changes appear on each tariff
cheet. This serves no useful purpose. The case or docket number, the
issue date and the effective date of each tariff sheets is currently
located at the bottom of each tariff sheet, This adequately serves the

mirpoce of referencing the Commiccion's authority for the contents or
5 >

changes in contente for the tariff sheet. The date of the Order is not



necessary and, therefore, sheuld not be required by the Commiscsion,

GTE North objects to tariff and filing specification No. 10 which
would require telephone companies to file cepies of withdrawn tariff
sheets stamped CANCELLED AND WITHDRAWN. The Commissicn’s tariffs section
is currently stamping each withdrawn tariff sheet as it 1is removed from
the active tariffs and placed in the cancelled tariff sheet file. This
procedure is adequate and should be continued, There is no need for the
telephone companies to provide stamped copies of withdrawn tariff sheets.

Tariff and filing specification Ne. 11 is not applicable to televhene

company lariffs ac they do not engage in settlements with mmicipalities,

GTE North believes that the current filing requirements and procedures
for telephone company tariffs are adequate and not in need of change, The
proposed changes contained in Attachemnt 2 of the Entry are designed to
meet cpecial needs of epergy, vaterworks and sewage dicposal tariffs,
Telephone services tariffs are vastly different than energy, waterworke
and sewvage disposal tariffs in both coemplexity and in volume. The
proposed tariff and filing specifications outlined in the Commission’s

o

21, 1989 Entry are not appruopriate for telephone cservicee tariffs and,

Moy

therefore, should not Le made applicable tc telephone services tariffs.
i

Submitted bhy:

& A

Jo&trl R. STEWART
Attorney for GTE North Incorpereated
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June 29, 1989

RECEIVED

The Public Utilities R
Commission of Ohio JUN 30 1929
Docketing Division
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Re: Case No. 839-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen (15) copies of
the Comments that we are today filing on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to
the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely yours,

4
FROST & JACOBS

/David W. Hills
DWH/Krw /

Enclosures
cc: Mr. D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company
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BEFORE R
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO ECEIV ED

JUN 3 1939

In the Matter of the Establish- )
ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. 89-500ceAi=TRE: oy

MMENTS OF CINCINNA BELL TELEPHON OMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding {the "Entry"). While CBT supports
streamlining the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative ©burdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall

contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each

tariff sheet.l/

Commission;/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and

The sample tariff index proposed by the

not alphabetically based on the  utility's services and
regulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and regulations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

1/  Entry, p. 2.

2/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 4



authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility's customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and regulations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the 1lower
portion of the tariff sheet in question. This requirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative burdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone

3/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 1, 95.

w



utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the utility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet 1is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND

WITHDRAWN. "2/

CBT questions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no
obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this
additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

FROST & %

ar¥ H. Hﬁhge er, Jr.
David W, HilXs
2500 Centr Trust Center

Cincinnati4 Ohio 45202
(513) 651-6800

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

6238a/6241a

4/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 2, Y10.
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June 29, 1989

RECEIVED
The Public Utilities JUF 20 1GR9
Commission of Ohio : R BeEE
Docketing Division SR
180 East Broad Street mwwuﬁﬁﬁ S NSLt | OF
Coclumbus, Ohio 43215 e e e e i vt

Re: Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen (15) copies of
the Comments that we are today filing on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to

the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely yours,

DWH/krw

Enclosures
cc: Mr., D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company

0752a



BEFORE R
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO ECEIVED

JUN 3 1939
In the Matter of the Establish- )
ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. 89-5000ehti«TRE
Tariff Filing Procedures ) PUBLIC UTILITIES Co%eviedr oy oF oo

COMMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding (the "Entry"”). While CBT supports
streamlining the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative burdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall

contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each

tariff sheet.l/

Commissionz/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and

The sample tariff index proposed by the

not alphabetically based on the  wutility's services and
regulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and requlations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

1/ Entry, p. 2.

2/ Entry, Attachment 2, p. 4




authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility's customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and regulations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the 1lower
portion of the tariff sheet in question. This requirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative burdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone

3/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 1, 95.
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utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the utility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet 1is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND

WITHDRAWN.“i/

CBT gquestions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no
obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this

additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

FROST_& BS, ////
ark H. L&'nge cker, Jr.
David W.
2500 Centr Trust Center

Cincinnati4 Ohio 45202
(513) 651-6800

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

6238a/6241a

4/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 2, ¥10.
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FROST & JACOBS
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(513) 651-6758

June 29, 1989

RECEIVED

The Public Utilities JUN
Commission of Ohio

Docketing Division

180 East Broad Street DLE U ILITiE S PO 1551 1 OF DRI

Columbus, Ohio 43215 L i e

0 1959

porKETIEL DRISION

Re: Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen (15) copies of
the Comments that we are today filing on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to
the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely vours,
FROST & JACOBS

feeriier

/} David W.

DWH/krw

Enclosures

cc: Mr. D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company

0752a



HEORE RECEIVED

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

JUN 3¢ 1939

In the Matter of the Establish- )

ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. 89-500ccAdinTRE o

Tariff Filing Procedures ) PUBLIC UTILITES Covesearsy oF ot
MMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL PHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding (the "Entry"). While CBT supports
streamlining the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative ©burdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall

contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each

tariff sheet.l/

Commissiong/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and

The sample tariff index proposed by the

not alphabetically based on the utility's services and
regulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and regulations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

1/ Entry, p. 2.

2/ Entry, Attachment 2, p. 4




authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility*s customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and regulations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the 1lower
portion of the tariff sheet in question. This requirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation <can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative burdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone

3/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 1, 5.
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utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the utility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND

WITHDRAWN. "3/

CBT questions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no

obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this

additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

2500 Centr Trust Center
Cincinnati4 Ohio 45202
(513) 651-6800

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

6238a/6241a

4/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 2, ¥10.
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FROST & JACOBS

2500 CENTRAL TRUST CENTER o Post OFFICE Box 5715
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June 29, 1989

RECEIVED
The Public Utilities a {00
Commission of Ohio JUN 3 01353
Docketing Division SETIE RSN
180 East Broad Street A B B D
Columbus, Ohio 43215 SRR S

Re: Case No. 839-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen (15) copies of
the Comments that we are today filing on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to
the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely yours,

FROST ﬁfJACOBS

S David W. Hi
DWH/krw o

Enclosures
cc: Mr. D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company

0752a

Sl N TGP AT OSSO NFARLET RO 0§ COTINCTOR ST AN R AN e e ORI sy TEn s TS5,



BEFORE R
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO ECEIVED

JUN 3¢ 1939

In the Matter of the Establish- )
ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. §9-5000cRinTRE o
Tariff Filing Procedures ) PUBLIC UTILIT:E5 0% uie1 71 0 omig

COMMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding (the "Entry"). While CBT supports
streamlining the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative Dburdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following 1is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall

contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each

tariff sheet.l/

Commissiong/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and

The sample tariff index proposed by the

not alphabetically based on the utility's services and
regulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and regulations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

L Entry, p. 2.

2/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 4



authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility's customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and regulations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the lower
portion of the tariff sheet in question. This requirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative burdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone

3/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 1, 95.
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utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the wutility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND

WITHDRAWN.“A/

CBT gquestions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no
obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this

additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

arK H. nge er, Jr.
Dav1d W, 11 S

2500 Centr Trust Center
Cincinnati4 Ohio 45202
(513) 651-6800

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

6238a/6241a

4/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 2, ¥10.
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FROST & JACOBS
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June 29, 1989

RECEIVED
The Public Utilities o a1
Commission of Ohio JUN 8018328
Docketing Division R —
180 East Broad Street .vwwﬁpﬁzf?ﬂmyjﬂgmw
Columbus, Ohio 43215 B e ettt it

Re: Case No, 8395-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen (15) copies of
the Comments that we are today filing on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to
the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely yours,

//,EE?ST g/QACOBS

;/David W.

DWH/krw

Enclosures
cc: Mr. D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company

0752a
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BEFORE R
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION oF ofro\ = C EIVED

JUN 3 1989
In the Matter of the Establish- )
ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. 89-500aRA&inTRE o
Tariff Filing Procedures ) PUBLIC UTILITIES conanes: s oF otio

COMMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding (the “Entry"). While CBT supports
streamlining the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative burdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following 1is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall

contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each

tariff sheet.y/

Commission;/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and

The sample tariff index proposed by the

not alphabetically based on the utility's services and
reqgulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and regulations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

1/ Entry, p. 2.

2/ Entry, Attachment 2, p. 4



authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility’'s customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and requlations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the lower
portion of the tariff sheet in question. This requirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regqulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative Dburdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone

3/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 1, 5.
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utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the utility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND
WITHDRAWN."i/ CBT questions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no
obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this

additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

v

H. Lgngepécker, Jr.
David W. HilYXs

2500 Centr Trust Center
Cincinnati4 Ohio 45202
(513) 651-6800

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

6238a/6241a

4/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 2, Y10.
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June 29, 1989

RECEIVED
The Public Utilities JUN 30 1989
Commission of Ohio . o (b 190
Docketing Division N
180 East Broad Street o D bt T
Columbus, Ohio 43215 b ettt

Re: Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find an original and fifteen (15) copies of
the Comments that we are today f£iling on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to

the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely yours,

FROST qACOBS
( Naet

~David W, Hi
DWH/Krw /

Enclosures
cc: Mr. D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company

0752a



BEFORE =)
THE PUBLIC UIILITIES CoNMIBEIoN oF odro o <EIVED

JUN 30 1939

In the Matter of the Establish- )
ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. 89-500cchdiIRE

COMMENT F CINCINNAT ELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding (the "Entry"). While CBT supports
streamlining +the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative burdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following 1is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall
contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each
tariff sheet.y/ The sample tariff index proposed by the
Commissiong/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and
not alphabetically based on the utility's services and
regulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and regulations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

1/ Entry, p. 2.

2/ Entry, Attachment 2, p. 4



authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility's customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and regulations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the 1lower
portion of the tariff sheet 1in question. This requirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regqulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative burdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone

3/  Entry, Attachment 2, p. 1, 5.
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utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the utility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND

WITHDRAWN."A/

CBT questions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no

obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this

additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

Trust Center
Cincinnati4 Ohio 45202
(513) 651-6800

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

6238a/6241a

4/ Entry, Attachment 2, p. 2, 910.
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June 29, 1989

RECEIVED
The Public Utilities o 19R0
Commission of Ohio JUN § 0 1353
Docketing Division o RRRH
180 East Broad Street lpmurgfﬁk ek | o e
Columbus, Ohio 43215 L e i -t

Re: Case No. 89-500-AU-TRF

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please f£ind an original and fifteen (15) copies cf
the Comments that we are today filing on behalf of Cincinnati
Bell Telephone Company in the above-referenced proceeding.
Please return a time-stamped copy to us in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope.

Any questions regarding this filing should be addressed to
the undersigned or to Mr. D. Scott Ringo at Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company.

Sincerely yours,

7
FROST & JACOBS

oy
%/ G

DWH/Krw /

Enclosures
cc: Mr. D. Scott Ringo
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company

0752a



BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF O IoREcElVED

JUN 3¢ 1939
In the Matter of the Establish- )
ment of Tariff Filing Dockets and ) Case No. 8§9-5000ccRH=TRE o

Tariff Filing Procedures ) PUBLIC UTILITIES CO% 8192057 0F 0110

COMMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT") submits the
following comments to the Commission's Entry dated May 31, 1989
in this proceeding (the *“Entry"). While CBT supports
streamlining the tariffing process, the Commission should
balance the administrative Dburdens imposed on telephone
companies against the benefits to be obtained from changing the
procedures for filing and maintaining tariffs as outlined in
the Entry. The following is a brief discussion of CBT's
specific concerns in this regard.

A. TARIFF INDEX

The Entry states that all new and revised tariffs shall
contain a tariff index showing the effective date of each
tariff sheet.l/ The sample tariff index proposed by the
Commission;/ is organized sequentially by tariff sheet and
not alphabetically based on the utility's services and
regulations.

CBT believes a tariff serves two main purposes. First, it
informs the Commission what rates and regulations the utility

proposes to follow, subject to the Commission's supervisory

1/  Entry, p. 2.
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authority. Second, and perhaps most important, it informs the
utility's customers, and the public in general, of the terms
and conditions under which the utility will render service.

Accordingly, a tariff index should be structured so as to
facilitate these goals. CBT feels it is much easier to access
a utility's tariffed services and regulations using a tariff
index organized alphabetically as opposed to an index organized
sequentially by tariff sheet.

Likewise, CBT questions the need to indicate in the tariff
index the effective date of each tariff sheet. This
information can easily be obtained by inspecting the lower
portion of the tariff sheet in question. This regquirement
would impose significant administrative burdens on the public
utilities without, CBT would submit, resulting in equivalent or
greater public benefits.

Thus, CBT submits that a tariff index need only contain two
items: each service or regulation of the utility and the
tariff page on which information regarding such service or
regulation can be obtained. In addition, the utility's
services and regulations should be indexed alphabetically to
provide ease of access. This practice would promote easier
review of tariffs by the Commission's Staff and the general
public while minimizing administrative Dburdens for the
utilities.

B. COLORED PAGES
The Entry states categorically that colored paper will not

3/

be acceptable for tariff filings. CBT and other telephone
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o,



utilities have traditionally used colored paper for purposes of
identifying and separating the utility's current Price List
sheets for competitive services from the body of the tariff.
CBT feels this practice should be retained, as it facilitates
the Commission Staff's and the public's review of the utility's
current pricing of competitive services.
C. WITHDRAWN TARIFF SHEETS

Once a tariff sheet 1is approved by the Commission, the
Entry would require the public utility to file copies of the
tariff sheets to be withdrawn stamped "CANCELED AND

WITHDRAWN."i/

CBT questions the need for this additional
step. Currently each utility submits copies of its tariff
sheets to be withdrawn when it files its Application with the
Commission to revise the tariff sheets in question. This
practice has worked well in the past and there appears to be no
obvious public benefit to be derived from requiring this

additional filing.

Respectfully submitted,

FROST & BS, A///
‘War? H. Lgnge cker, Jr.
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