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In r•: Propoaed Rule 25-24.845, F.A.C. ) 
Cuata.er ~elationsJ Rules Incorporated, ) 
and proposed ... na..nts to Rules ) 
25-4.003, r.A.c., . Definitions; 25-4.110,) 
F.A.C., C\&atOIIer lill.ing; 25-4.118, > 
F.A.C., Interexchante carrier Selection;) 
25-24.490, F.A.c., Custa.er Relations; ) 
Rules ln·coqorated. ) . ) 

Ooc~et No. 970882-TI 

Fi!ed: 2/16/98 

AT,T's POST-HEARING BRIEF 
.::-: MID STATDIENT OF ISSUES AND POSITIONS 

Purauant to Order No. PSC-98-0200-PHO-TI and Rule 25-

22.056, Florida Adainistrative Code, AT'T Comftl\;nications of the 

Sou.them''· states, Inc. ("AT6T") hereby files its posthearing brief 

and atat-nt of iaaues and poai.tiona. 

Sl~n9 ia an industry and consumer problem which is 

currently rece1v1n9 a treat deal of public attention. Although 

the financial impact on customers is relati•tely small, t.he 

ACK cumulative expense of investiqatinq and resolving these 

~~inta ia aubstantial as ia the irritation and inconvenience 

CAF slexeerienced by conaUMrs. As shown at heari:-.q by Mr. Watts, 

CMU c?;.TIT' s vitnesa, AT'T loses customers and substantial revenue to 
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slamming by other carriers and thus has a direct financial 
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i~ae strict liaitations on the 
-~· 

proeesaea · uaed by provider• to solicit customers and switch their 

service,. auch . lililtationa · have the corresponding detriJilental 

effects of •lcint it 110re difficult for consumers to change 
., r 

providers while incre.1in9 bu1ines1 costa that ultiaately aust be 
' ~ 

borne by Flo-rida cona.-.rs. The Coalliasion must therefore craft . . 

a balanced approach to •l-ing in order· to resolve existing 
~-~ .. •·. 

problems in a way that 1ervea, rather than penalizes, consumers. 

-The c~aaion can ~·t do., this by · vigorously enforcing its 

existing rul•, lower cost regulat.ory 

alternative• to the proposed rules and implementing further 

reforms only if proven necessary after these measures have had 

time to take -effect . . :""' ... . 
t • ' •• 

4.. ~ 

The Ca.aiaaion also 11111t weigh the extent of the sluning 

probl• when craft1D9. a aolution.l As pointed out at hearing, .. 
raw numbers of sl~ng . CQIIPlaints, taken alone, can be 

misleading. : Mr • . Wat.t~ estiuted that approxiutely 2. '75 11illion 

customer carrier changes oecu.rred in Florida in 199'7. (Tr. 326) 

Only a small fraction of one percent of those PIC changes 

resulted in COIIPlainta to the C0111nission - despite extensive 
. 

publicity of al ... ing iasues including television announcements, 
' ., 

.4 ~ ..... 

I Allllr ..... --lllll•t 1&•-. ....... Mr.T.,._ ........ _ ..... fll 
1h . ......... I I 0 UC s_;'l ........ .......,oiPICib I I flNCIIII.ca.ldb.ca r'frl9d 
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news reportintl and a aerie• of well-publicized public hearinqs.2 

A• Mr. Watt• pointed out, all but a fraction of one percent of 

customers who sw1.tched providers did so because they found a 

better dul - not because they were slanmed. 

Custc:.e,rs w.an.t the ability to change carriers quickly and 

easily to tak' advantage of competition in the industry. AT6T 
.. ,_. 

supports cost-effec·tive anti-slUIIlinCJ requireMnta, but the rules 

Ulposed by the e~t•sion ahoult\ not increase cuatomer coats or 

needlessly hinder: cuatomer choice. 

"'• ~ :.t.•r • "J• ~~~.· •·. ·.e. 

·"' ... 

Should th• COBaisaion adopt new rule 24-24.845, 
ftil)ll-·~··•tra~ive Code, as proposed by the commission at the 

1997, a9enda conference? 
}.~: _ ... _ 

Ut!'t ~: •• No. The new rule would i11p0ae upon ALECs 
the cuamfP.ll1rw requ1r-nta of Rule 25-4.110 (10) -13) and 
the carrier aelection requir ... nts of Rule 25-4. 11.8. The 
eo-ission ahould not iapose the new customer billinq 
requir ... nts on ALles because they are unnecessary in a 
competitive environment . Custa.era may freely awitch providers 
if they are dissatisfied with ALEC billin9 practices. The new 
carri.er selection C~saion be imposed on ALE:s only it modified 
pursuant to AT,T's suCJqeations, as ahown in Issue 4, below. ** 

Billing requirements were imposed upon :.£Cs in a monopoly 

environment bee.use cuatomera could no: express t .heir 
,. 

dissatisfaction by chanCJiDCJ providers. ALEC1 enjoy no monopoly; 
i -. 

2 Slafr~ NI..JI' .... I .. IIIII fir 1997, lilt DiviliaaeiCDM Aftiill-* • iiMiill 
•• iaeli•llllllM7~ cht I........ 1 I ._. ............ II I " .... ,.. 

--. ........ , , •••P"u '1$1 ht "'' ......... ., ... Cl zhiMr .... w nlydllu I .... 

Yalid.IIIIJ...all .... ._. _ _..,._,.__, .. 2,75.._PICI•w ttdiD._..._,._ 
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if they i. 
cannot ~:.:- aatiaf~ their cuatoara wi.th c:le•r, 

under·atandable billa which offer the inforaation customers 

desire~ tbty-vill . loM those customers. The billin~ requirements 

are thus unn:ec.a~ary. . 

AT•T a9r .. a, ·· bovever, that all provide.rs should operate 

under the .... fa.t;r aet of rules when it cOI\es to soliciting 
... .·,J 

custo.era. :;- Ac:corctlnvly, ,., if Rule 2S-4 .118 is chan9ed a a noted 
' ' -

above, it'· a~ould. WlY equally to all LECs, ALECs and IXCs. 

Rules Incorporated. 

The folloiint rules. are inCOEfOrated herein by reference and 

the acronym 'LEC' should 

be c..itted -or integret.ed as 'ALEC'. 

Section 
l.i,.•' 
f.f . -· 

!!!•!•=:~•:::· !1:!1!·-· ---~·- - .~ •• ~ 

Titl!. · 

- - ~ - -- -~ - -----

Portions Applicable 

----...... - llfjp flllr 

,jl[., ·=• (!!! _,--Iii~ 

24-4.118 ~-·· '' Local, t.ocal Toll, or ill 

Toll Provider Selection 
-·~ 

laiUI 1: Sboul4 the Cc.,tssion adept the proposed amendments to 
Rule 25-4 •. 093, F.A.C., 81 proposed by the COIII:lisaion at the 
December 16, . 1997, agenda conference? 

** 

,. 

> ., 

•• AT•T does not oppose the propoaed chan9es • 



,,...,.,~ 

-:;"· 

111~ J: Sboul.d the Ca..ission adopt the proposed changes to 
Rule 25-4.110, F.A.C., as proposed by the Coaaission at the 
Dec~~. 11, 1117, attnda conference? 

) .. l 

u•·•• !Mtv-: u No. Instead, the COftlllilsion should make 
changes to . the proposed rule in order to clarify that 
telec~icat.i~a -ccapAniea uy use the d/b/a name authorized in 
their ce~ti,fiqtl.Oft.l .. - clarl,fy the •pay per call" rule to 
differentl•te bet ... n t00/976 calla and other pay per call 
aervicea1 IIOCiify ·. the • PIC fr .. ae requir-nt t.: require ,further 
cuatomer iAf~.:.at.i9n1 and IIOdify the provision requiring 
notifi.;atioa of ••iCier chan9e to allow bil~ inaerta and apec:ify 
an illpl-tatiok da-te. • • 

a. ld-u. 01 cu~ till• 

AT•T propoaea that the rule be modified to delet.e the 
.,. 

requir·eMnt that cuatomer billa include certificate numbers and 

to add a pro•iaion that would allow the use of d/b/a names duly 

authorized and ahovn on the provider's certificate. 

AT'T atreu with the new requir ... nt that the name of the 

provider be ahown on cu1ta.ar bills . 
~··_. 

custome·r confu.aion that can reault when custoMr bills do not 

cleal'ly indicate the identity of the customer'• service provider. 

Aa AT•T haa indicated to the Conaisaion and staff, possible 

cuata.er c:onfuaion ia the reaaon for discontinu•nce of AT,T' s 

fornaer pr·actice of allowing cer·tain ot its resellers to make 

limited uae of AT,'l''a name and logo - a practice that staff used 

at h.earing aa ju.titieation for the new requirement that 

certificated n-• and certificate numbers be included on 

cuato.er billa. (Ea. 1, JAT 1, PAt•• 1·11) 

' 

.~~~L. '' 
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AT6T beliewea the probl• of tbe unknown provider vill be .. 
t:~· ... 

solved . by · tequirtn9 cu•tc.er billa to include the n- of the 

certificated c:o~~pany, •nr;S that inclusion of certificate numbtrs 

is expensive overkill. As waa ude clear at the hearing, t~.:.s 

requir-nt ~ould not aid .,at cuatOIMtra, may provi.de confusir.1 • 
. , 

is co•t~y t.o illpc)ee 'and vould require expensive IDOdification ~f 
'~;-:~-
. -.~ . . 

the billinQ ayat-. of COIIP•niea ua1n9 nationwi 'e b.illing. Sir.ce 
• ,•;'.f.· • 

the coat _of retUlatory requir-nta ••t inevitably be borne by 
- · . .-

';,-r·! ~ ' r 

cuatoiMu:l, .. Al'-61' Mlievea that only thoae requirements that w~:l 

aid cuatOMra ahould be illpoaed by the Co.aiasion. The limited 

utility~ to· c:uat .. x-• of the provider's certificate number c:anr.ot 

justif.Y the price they eventually would pay tor t .his inform&ticn . 

Accordin9 to 'tbe Reviaed Stat-nt of Eatiuted Regulatory Costs 
' r ' 

(SERe) prepared by Staff, the agqreqate coat of providing the 
... -.... -

Florida certificate Jlu.ber on cuatOMr bills will be extreJDely 

costly: Bel.lSouth alone eatiute~ annual recurrin9 costs between 

$2 aillion. and $2.5 aillion. 

· The aolut1on to ca.rrt.•r brandin9 confusion is to require t he 

correct nAM of the provider to appear on customer bills, a 

solution . to vbich no party objected and one that can ce 

inexpensively -lementecl. 

Additionally, the C~iaaion should allov providers to use 
...... . . 

their duly approvad aftd certificated d/b/a n~e on customer 

bills. In ao.e ca,ea the d/b/a n ... would be more fULiliar !o .. •; 
-: ·\1,;.·;,'" 

:\~~t' 
-·. -~: ' ~· '·· · 
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cust011er1 than .. the certificated n-, and would thus contribute 

to enaurin9 that custa.ers easily can determine the identity of 

their service 'providers. 
·, 

that 1• be"tter known to consumers than the company's certificated 

name of •AT'T Ca.\unication• of the Southern States, Inc." 

Thia :' approach recently was found acceptable by the 

coaaiaaion vhen it approved rule• relatin; to prepaid callin9 

aervicea, a teleco.uni.cation• aervice in which the consumer • s 

ability to i.dentify the provider ha• greatly concerned the 

Commission. In · Order No. PSC-98-0373-FOF-TI, the Commission 
~ 

adopted rulea that allow providers of prepaid calling services to 

issue card• ... uain9 only their authorized and registered d/b/a 

name, ra~M~ . than their certificated name. Nor did the 
' 

COIIIIliaaion require providers ot prepaid aervicea to liat their 

certificate nUIIber on debit cards . The record in this case 

reveals no reaaon to impo•e upon p.roviders of presubscribed 

telecommunications service• requirements that are more onerous 

and costl:, than those impoaed on providers of prepaid service. 

AT'T the.refore r:equests that the Commission modify P.ule 25-4.110 

(10) to delete t.he requirement that customer bills show 

certificate nu.bera and to allow providers to use duly authorized . 
and certificated d/b/a na.ea. 

' . 
AT'T' s requea·ted chan9es are shown below in bold type: 

(10) After January 1, 1998, all billa produced ahall clearly 

: 
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-. ...... .. 

and conapicuou!lY diapl.ax the followinG information for each 

service billed in rnard to each CO!J!!nY claiminq to be the 

customer'• p£!!ub!cribed p~ovider for local, local toll, or toll 

service: 

(a) Tbe !!W of ·she -certificated cwany _. &ta •t:~AMUed 
•. 

(b) TVI?! of · tervice provided, i.e., local, local toll, ..2! 

toll; and . ' 
(c) A tol1•1rJ! cuata.er tervice nu.ber. 

·~-

•• 
The Ca..iaaion ha• propo!ed rule language that would 

' 

regulate • .. tacellan•ou, chargea• ·as pay-per-call services. Nhi.le 
• i- '· .. }( 

-. '• 

AT'T has no objection to this propoaal, it neceaaitates further 

revisi,ons to enau_re claJ;ity. 
'J<""-. 

• . 

First, AT'T requeats that the rule be clarified to specify 

that the •miscellane~us charges• referred to are nonregulated. 

Not only do custome.rs have remedies available regarding provision 
... : 

and billing of regulated charges, but it would be confusinq to 

lump nonreplated and regulated char9e• to9ether in the same 
-

.. . , 

billing category. For example, paraqraph ( 11) (a) 1. requires 

notification , to custo.era that their service may not be 

disconnected ·for nonpa~nt ot pay per call service. Lwnping 

.·• 
·~·· ~·'_ ·} ~~-~; : 

.... .,;., . ·::-.... 

I 
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•. ~ 

regulated " chatve• · in with nonrevulated char9es would require 

customers to ct.tenaine which charges were regulated (and thus 

should be paid in order to avoid ser·vice disco:-.nection) and which 

were nonret·ulated (and thus need not be paid to avoid 

disconn~tion). 
~ • 1. 

Staff agreed with this sugges:ion in its Revised 
< 

Statement of Estt.at41d Regulatory Costs dated February 6, 1998. 

More ~rtantly, AT6T requests that the Commission clarify 
~> 

which requi:r-n~a apply to !!! pay per call services, and which 

~equireMnt . .- .appl.y only to 900 and 976 services. Currently, 

paragraph (11) of Rule 25-4.110 refers to "pay per call" and 

"900/976" services interchan9ably, such that. the entire rule 

refers to governs 900/976 services. Broadening the 
c. 

definition and scope of the rule beyond 900/97E services requires 

an exa.ination of each rule . requirement to determine whether it 

makes sen•e to apply it to services other than 900/9'76 calls. 

AT6T belie·ves that the billing disclosu:-e requirements of 

paragraph (11) (a) should be applied to all pay per call services: 

all nonregulated miscellaneous charge·• as well as 900/976 char9es 

should be segregated on customer bills; c~stomera should be 

advised that their service may not be disconne:ted for nonpayment 

of' these charges, and other undated disclosu:-es should be made. 

Paragraphs (11) (b)- (g), on the other hand, should be clarified to 

specify that they· app~y only to 900/976 calls. These paragrl'phs 

include requir .... nt.a such as a recorded prea~le, an 18-second 

9 

·, 
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billint~( -trac:e "riod and 900/976 aervi~e bloc:kinq that are 

specifically deaiCJned to requlate provision and billin~ o.f 

900/976 ae~ic:ea and are totally inapplicable to other types of 

miscellaneous service. 

The chan9ea aUg9eated by AT6T are ahown below in bold type: 

aection appliea to LECs - leeal ...... ,.,. 
.-' 

services or b·i~l and collect on behalf of other Pay Pee QeU 
•. 

providers includinG p!Y per call providers. Pay Per Call aervicea 
. . 

are defined aa · awi.tc}\ed telec~unications services between 
·- -locations vithin tb.e State of Florida which permit connunications 

between an end uae cuata.er and an infot~~ation provider's pro9ram 
'· ·- . 

at a per call char9e to the end user /customer. Pay Per Call 

services include 976 aervices provided by the LECs, leeal 

......... ,e 900 services provided by IXCa, and other 

~·t!f aiacellaneoua charaea on behalf of other providers 

.... e••••haRia .... ,..... - •' 

(a) Charqaa for Pay Per Call and other •!!!!881a~ 

'Y 

services, •••o••• t 888 · •• 8'J't shall be segre9at.ed from charges 

'for re9ular lonq distance or local char9es by appearing 

se.parately under a headin9 that reads as follows: •pay Per Call 

and other till •• 81') nonr89Ulated charCjlea~ •-r The follow1n9 

information ahall be clearly and conspi.cuoualy disc.losed on each 

section of the bill c:ont•inin9 =tp IN *- Pay Per Call awuJae 

10 
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(HI .. I'IIJ •J•W •••••= 
1. Nonpa~nt of Pay Per Cal 'l service • • ..., !P!!III1etad 

~ . ' . 

local service; 

2. End uaera/cuata.era can obtain free blockin9 of -.r ... 
Call .... ,.. ttOO or 9'7.6 •U•I from the 1&,£ 1eaal •••h•"t' 

•elepheRe •• .. ••YI 

~. 

. .~--~ . 
~- .. 

free billinq bloct. option irom the L£C to block all charqea from 

a third party. · ·ailla .aubllitted by third partie• with the .. 
" 

subscriber' a LEC-!p!Cific pe~aonal idtntifi-:ation n\lllber will 

validate the .aubacrlb!r• authorization of the charqaa and 

supersede the billina block OPtion. 4fbe subscriber is responsible 

for all such c.harqea. 

~~ The local or toll-fr .. number the end user/customer can 

call to dispute char9es; 

•ez"ric:re tile .!!! .... •••a's r ,,_., .... N.f•W Ill ...... ; and 

LECa a t&d 

.ill.! ••••* ••eh•••• ..... .., ••• aa.a '"'•••••h•••• •••••••• who have 

a tariff or contractual relationship with a ._. ... 81'1 f900 or 

ll 



9761-pro~i~r. ~lit" pot provide ... ,_ •• I tranaaiaa1on aervice 
... ... - ' .. 

or billin9 · •ervic•a, unleas the provider does each of the 

followinCJ: 

1. Pr~lcl-.s • preUible to the pro;raa which states the per 

minute and total ainiaua char9e1 for the Pay Pe• iall aer:vice 

,,., as~ ''"~ cblld'a parental notification requirement is 

announced on preUiblea for all pro9r... where there 1a a 

potent.ial for. mnon to be attracted to the prQ9raas child's 

parental notification reci\air ... nt in any preamble to a program 

tar9eted to childr.a auat be in lan9ua9e eaaily understandable to 
.· ' 

. 
may omit th• preallble, except as provided in Section 

J!ll+W+(b)3.1 .. 
2. Provides 'an 11-eecond billing grace period in which the 

end user/custc.er can diaccnnect the call without incurring a 

char9e; froa the t~ the ~11 ia anawered at the ._, ._ Pe!J 

HO _. •11 provider • s preaises, the preamble measa9e ftlUSt be no 
... "! 

lonver tban 15 seconds . The program naay allow an end 

user·/cuatomer to affil'IMtively bypass a preamble; 

3. ProY1des on each pr09r- pr·OIM)tion tar9eted at children 

(defined as youn9er than 18 year• of age) clear and conspicuous 

notification, " in langage understandable to children, of the 

requir ... nt . to obtain parental permission before placing or 

continuing with the ca.ll. The parental consent notification shall 

12 
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·~ 

appear prOIIinently in all advertiain9 and pra.otional uteriala, 

and in the provraa prea.ble. Children•• progra .. shall not have 

rates in exceaa of $5.00 per call and shall not include the 

enticement of a 9ift or praiua; 

4. Promotes ita a,erviees without the use of an autodialer or· 
. .' 

broadcasti"9 of tonea that dial a ..,. ._ .. II (900 and 976+ 

number; 

5. Proainently discloaea the additional coat per •inute or 

per call for any other telephone number that an end user/customer 

is referred to either directly or indirectlyJ 
~.. ~: 

6. In all advertiain9 and protaotional materials, displays 

charqes ~d.iately above, below, or next to the HO ,. 11• ~ 

,._ .. IJ ntaber~ in type ai.ze that can be aeen as c.learly and 

conspicuoualy at a 9lance aa the NO ,. 111 ..,. ,_ 8all 

number. Broadcast televiaion advertisin9 char9e1, in Arabic 

numerals, muat be shown on the screen for the same duration as 

the JOO ,. 17f -.r ..... II number is shown, each time the 

100 ~ J7f -.r ..... IJ number is shown. Oral representations 

shall be equ~lly as clear; 

7. Providea on 100- ,. f7f ~ ... ..JJ ser·vices that 

involve sales of products or merchandise clear preamble 

notification of the price that will be incurred if the end 

user/customer ataya on the line, and a local or toll free number 

for consumer c~lainta: and 

u 

., ) 

.. 
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....... 

.· 

8. Keeta lntemal , atandarda eatabliataed by the LEC or IXC 
\ 

., ... ~ 
leeal ••~•• el .. aRf •• •h• iR••••••haRte ••••••• as defined in 

'".::. 

the applicable tariff·• or contractual a9reement between the LEC 

an.d the IXC; or between the LEC /lXC and the 100 ~ 11• .., ... 

e.J I provider whic:h when violated, would reaul t in the 

te~nat~Oft of a t rea•iaaion or billin9 arran9eaent • 

.,.~~JI!iiio4 ....... -41900 and 9761-Bloc:kin;. Each LBC }eea} -
aball proYide blockin9 where technically 

. 
feaaible of.., ... 'tl' 1900 and 97~aervice at the requeet of 

the end ueer/cu,to.er at ·no ch&r9• · Each LEC or rxc leeel 

implement a bill 

adjuatment tra~kin9 ayat• to aid ita effort• in adjustin9 and 

sustainin9 W s f ,._.., ... a.:IJ char9••· The L.EC or IXC 

••••••• will adjuet the first bill containin9 100 fl!l 17• ..,. ... 

"'· e.JI chartu upon the end uaer' a/ cuatomer' a stated lack of 

kn.owled9• that toll zzt ,, ......... Cb' I service haa a char9e 0 A 

second adjuet:Mnt will be .. de if necessary to reflect calls 

billed in the followin9 month which were placed prior to th~ 100 -
removed, the end uaer/cuatomer may a9ree to free blockin9 of JOO -
ADd 17• .., ... Pill aervice. 

(d) Diapute reaolution for 100 alld 17• .., ._ GeJJ 

service. Char9ea for NO f!4 11• ...... Pdl service shall be 

14 

.. 
~ ... · . . , 



• • .. . · 

auta.atically adjuated upon ca.plaint that: 
, .. 

1. ·· The enct user/cuat011er did not receive a price 

advertia_.,t, tM price of the call was misrepresented to the 
.. :-. 

consumer, or . the price advertisement received by the consUMr was 

2. The ef)d u:"r/customer was misled, decei.ved, or confused 
' 

by 

3. The • · OC 111 .., ,._. .. JJ program was incomplete, 

garbled, or .. ·of auch quality as to render it inaudible or 

unintelligibl.e, or the end user/customer was disconnected or cut 
}· ~ 

off from the aervice; . 

information; or 

S. The end uaer/cuatcaer terminated the call during the 

preamble deacribed in 2S-4.110l!!l+*Q+Cb)2., but was char~ed for 

the 100,. 111.., ._ a.-u service; 

' (e) If thiii end user/custOifter refuses to pay • disputed 100 -
~ 111 .., ,._. '1111 charge which is subsequently determined by 

the LEC to be valid, the LEC or IXC may implement 100 o~ 171 ,_, 

.._ c.~J blocking on that line. 

(f) Credit and Collection. L£Cs anc:S IXCs laeeal •••tl•Rte 
·;: 

ee~~pa~tiee aR• '"'•••••tlaRte •••••••• billing 100 ~ 111 .., ... 

G•U charges to an end user/customer .in Flo.: ida shall not: 

IS 
:!". + 



• - ! .. ~ . 

r ;if.~ . ._ ... t< " ~ 

1. Collect or attupt to collect NO _. 171 .., ~ .. :11 
., 

chargee vhtch are ~in9 diaputed or which have been removed from 
··f -. 

an end u.aer• s/cuatomer • s bill; or 

2. ReP9rt the• end uaer-/customer to a credit bureau or 
·i: .. 

, .. 
collection a9ency aolely for non-payment of 100 ~ 171 .-.r ... 
••Jl char9ea. ,, . . 

.· 
171 '-P ,.. S.l:l char9ea to end 

usera/euata.er• in Florida ahall impl-nt safeguards to prevent 
•• ,1 

the disconnection of ,phone aervice for non-payment of 100 Of 111 

c. 

AT'T favo·~a cU.taaer"s • ability to freeze their interLATA, 

intraLATA •nci local aenieea independent of each other, to ensure 
-

that a custo.er's carz::ier of choice cannot be changed without. 

consent. AT'T requests that the proposed rule be chanqed to .. 
" 

require confi~tion of PIC freezes and prohibit providers from 

requirinq their · own internal forma in order to override a PIC 

freeze. 

Customer not·ification: The purpoae of informing consumers 

of, PIC :freeze availabil-ity can be fulfilled whether consumers 

receive thia information. in a bill or via separate letter. 

Companies ahoul.d be allowed the flexibility to provide PIC freeze 
• jl .. 

·~· ,. .. 16 
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infor~Mtion to - con•ume~s by either •thod, thus allowing for 

possible co•t ~educt.ion. Staff agreed with this alternative in 
'•./,. 

its Revised SERC. 
·-

In requiring local provi.ders to notify customers of the 

availability o·f PIC freezes, the Coaaission has recoqnized :hat 

PIC freezes are relatively unf•iliar to most consumers. In 

order to ensure that c;:u•ta.ers understand the PIC freeze process, 

the Coaai88ion •hould require local providers to confirm to 

customers that a PIC freeze has been appli.ed, explain its effect, 

and provica in•truction• for overriding the PIC freeze if :hey 

decide to chant• carriers. The PIC freeze process is intended to 

protect consumer choice, not to limit it, but it easily could b~ 

used as an antico.petitive tool. The Co~~nis1ion should irr:pose 

the additional . infoEMtional requirement• as shovn below that 

will ensure custotMrs receive full and fair information about the 

effect of their PIC freeze choice without unduly advantaginq the 

incumbent provider. 

use of specific fom: Providers should be prohibited !rom 

re.quirinq the~r own internal fol'IU in order to override a PIC 

freeze because this practice could tend to inhibit customer 

choice. 

AT'T suggests the followinq changes, shown in bold type: 

(12) The custa.er pyst be notified on his first bill ~ !r 

let~ and annually thereafter that a PIC Freeze is available and 

17 
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·'· r -w contact the provider to obtain f'OIUC PSC/CAF 

2 (XX/D). A copy of FORM PSC/CAF 2 (XX/XX), which is 

incor.porated into tbia rule bx reference, may be obtained from 

the Commisaion'a Diviaion .of Conaumer Affairs. Existing customers 

a PIC Freeze fog · i! available and diet tl!!y uy contact the 

provider to obtain 101M PSC/CAF 2 (XX/XX) • IMM.U JO .... o~ 

....... 
lfft, tile 

t·cv ... ••• ., bwe!e =Ju., 4llld 

I!!'O!H!!! .w II! nr•e f!rz •••'fH ., .... __, w t~~a~ 
·.~ .~. 

D. ..t.l.fi•Uoa ~ ~ Claaa .. 
.. 

AT'T requests that companies be 9iven the option of 

notifying cust011ers of provider chan9es by bill insert or by 

not.ification on the bill itaelf, which will allow c:ompanies the 

flexibility to select the lower coat option while atill providing 

timely inforution to conaumers. Additionally, the Conwnia•ion 

should allow additional time before thia rule requirement goes 

II 



... 

into effect, ao that provider• uy uke neceasary modifications 

to their · billing ayat ..... 

Staff a9r·eed with a delayed implementation date in its 

Revised SERC but diaa9reed with the option of notifying customers 

of provicter chaftCJ•• uaing a bill inaert becauae customers do not 

always read 'bill inaerta . Staff stated that it is reasonable to 

expect that cuata.era aeekin; info~tion will first consult 

their billa. ly 'i'irtue of the new requireNnt. in Rule 2S-4 .110 

(10) (a), however, · cuat.omer billa clearly will state the 

certificat.ed n- of the provider and thua customers aeeking 

information eaaily will be able to identify the providers of 

their service. Thua , t .here is no reason to deny companies the 

opportunity to r ·educe coati by notifying customers of provider 

chan;•• by bill inaert. Accordingly, AT'T requests the 

Connissi.on to make the following changes to ita proposed rule : 

(13) The cuatCMMr aust be given notice e~tlau' ta a lUll 

l.a...-t ,. on the first or second page of his next bill in 

conspicuoua bold fact tYJ)! when his provider of local, local 

toll, or to.ll aervice haa changed, b!cJ-f• 80 la~ t.Ua 

bee a • 'fMI, .U"'"" If Jt!e. 

19 
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1... t: Should the Con~~iaaion adopt the proposed changes to 
Rule 25-4.118, r .A. C. I as proposed by the Co~m~ission at the 
December 11, ·t•t7, a9enda conference? 

Uft'• l!t4M!t= · •• No. The COIIIIlission can achieve its 
requlatory purpose at a substantially lover cost to Florida 
consumers by r•vi.Wing and adoptinq the FCC's upcoming slamming 
rule. Alternatively, the C~asion should limit cost_s that will 
be imposed on Florida consumers by modifying or deleting 
requirements that · do not provide cost-effective consumer 
_protection. In particu'lar, the requir ... nt that companies 
provide fne . ·• aerYice · to custOBMtrs vho alle;e they have been 
sl-d is count•rproductive and beyond the COIIIIIlisaion' s 
jurisdiction. Further, the Ca.aiasion take vi9o-rous action to 
enforce ita pre·sent rules before it illposes increased requlatory 
costa upon Florida conau.rs. • * · 

'. 
Pur·auant t .o section 120.541(1) (a), Florida Statutes, the 

Collllliaaion · ia requiz:ed to adopt or juetify its failure to adopt 
,. 

lower coat revulatory alternatives to proposed rules that are 

proffered in 90od fai·th by substantially affected persona. On 

January 15, 1198, t~ lover coat alter·natives were filed by FCCA, 

of which AT'T is a aellber. AT'T believes that Alternative No. 1, 

adoption of the Federal Ca.tunications Connission' s soon-to-be 

adopted slaaBing rule, accomplishes the objectives of sections 

364.01, 364.19 and 364.285, the laws being implement.ed by the 

Commission while 9reatly decreasing costs of compliance. 

Adoption of' the FCC's rules would ensure that carri.ers that 

do busi.neaa on a nationwi.de basi• are not subject to differing 

and expensive requi.rementa i .n each atate, which would necessitate 

costly adjustments to billing and operations ayatems. There has 

been no shoving that the ala11111ing problems experienced by Florida 

-1 ...... 
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consumers differ from those experienced by consumers in other 

states. and no ahovinq that a solution specific to Florida is 

required to allev·iate those problems. 
' 

National uniformity vi.ll result in much lower costs to 

carriers, and ultimately to their customers. The f"lorida 

COIIIID.ission should _not unneees1arily impose costs when it can 

achieve substantially the same consumer benefits at a much l"'~wer 

cost by revievin9 and adopting . the FCC's upcomin; ala•in; rule. 
~-ii 

Failure to ·· do ao will only co.ntribute to "balkanization" of 

slaJIIDinq rules and the resultant custOSMr confusion, and will 

ensure that Florida conauaera bear the increased costs incurred 

by providers who seek to serve them. 

Although review and adoption of rules of nationwide 

applicability clearly is the preferable alternative for consumers 

as well aa providers, ATIT hereby also submits specific changes 

to the rules propo•ed by the Commission. Our ing the public 

hearings held in this docket, consumers made it clear that they 

wish the Ca.isaion to protect their choice of service providers. 

It was also perfectly clear, however, that they value the right 

to change providers. The C011111i.ssion should strive to ensure that 

its rules protect again1t •lamming without limiting customers • 

ability to c:hanqe pr·oviders quickly and easily in order to take 

advantage of COIIpetition in the int1ustry. As presently 

configured, however, th• proposed rules fail to strike an 

21 
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appropriat• bllance. 

Finally, the Colll\ission should not simply assume that its 

present rulea ·· are ineffecti.·ve and thus require reviaion. The 

current sl~ng probl ... result from violations of the present 

rulea and ''' there wa• no evidence developed at hearin9 that 
' . 

chan9in9 the rule• will increase compliance. The only way to 

increase c011pliance is through viqorous enforcement, which is 1 

• ·.p 

great deal leal. eJCP4'~ive than the measures now proposed by the - . . 

Commission. · 

The propoaed rulea · require providers to prove that a 
,· 

customer· requeated ita · aervica in one of four ways: a letter of 

agency, audio recording of .cuatomer-initiated calls, third party 

verification, or a aigned poatc:ard from an informational package. 

As propoaed, the rules ttould impose excessive costs on 

teleca..unicat.ionl cc.paniea vi thout providing cons Wiler• with 

proportionate ~nefit. According.ly, AT&T sugqests the following 

modification• to Rule 25-4.118(2). 

(a) LOA requir ... nt: no changes 

(b) Verification of customer-initiated calls: the proposed 

rule wou.ld require audio recording of cultomer-initiated, or 

inbound, calla in which the customer 1eeks to select a 

telecommunication• provider. As shown in Staff's Revised SERC, 



• 

audio reco~dint ia prohibitively expenaive. BellSouth alone 

estimated that it would cost $15 million to develop a complete 

audio reeordinq syatem, vith an additional $6.3 million in annual 

recurring- cost•· E•timates provided by o~her companies are 

similarly hi9h: . althouqh implementation difficulties and costs 

were so ext~•• that AT'T believes it wil.l never be feasible to 

fulfill the requ.irements, it estiauted recurrin9 expenaes of at 

leaat '' llillion annually. It is patently unreasonable to impose 

such a requir ... nt on companies and their customers in the 

absence of any ah(>vint that expenditure of millions of dollars 
"'"· " .;.,•Jo 

will solve - or even alleviate -- the slamming problem identified 
;: .. 

in this proceeding • 
..:. . 

Audio re~o·rding is inte.nded to provide a method of proof 

that a euatomer requeated a particular service provider. It 

should not be the only acceptable method, however. Instead, 

companies ahould be qiven the option of obtaining independent 

third-party verification of the customer's request in lieu of 

audio recording, whether the call is generated or received by the 

provider. In either ease, the customer's choice is confirmed. 

In addition, the Connission should delete the requirement 

that customers make an individual inbound call on each line that 

s/he wants to have avitehed. This requirement increases the 

number of telephone calls that customers vith multiple lines must 

make in order to switch providers, 1nd would require customers to 

23 

~ ..... ? .. 



IIJ.r;!'"-.... 

• • 

• 

. ~·~·····"f;.--

·- <. ·.?· 

place individUal calla froaa their data and fax linea. The 

requir ... ,nt alao prevents cuato.era froa ukin9 such phone calla 

t ·roaa ot:her loeationa, auch aa their place of work. Additionally, 
., -..... 

t .he ANI would not be captured for customers transferred from one 
.. ;. · .. 

service center to another, and thua theae customers would be 

unable to switch provider• simply by calling their chosen 

provider o I .l .r onically, thi• rule ia intended tO protect COnsumer 

choice but 'il'lat:ud haa the ef'fect of li•itinv it. Accordingly, 

given the abHnce of any ahowing that ANI capture is necessary or 

hel'pf'ul, ·tbe requiraent ahou.ld be deleted. Staff agreed with 
.. 

t .hia revision in ita Re.viaed SERC. 

Finally, the Car iaaion shoul.d retain the option of customer 

signup vi~· 800 nWiber ·and electronic confirmation. There has 
-.. 

been no ahqwing that thia Mthod ia misleadinl), confusing, or 

results i,n •l-ing ca.plainta, and thus there is no reason to 

further U.ait ~_ignup option• available to co.paniea and their 

c:usto.era. 

(c) Third party verification: AT'T supports independent 

third party verification as an optional method of verifying 

customer choice, but believes that the audio recording 

requi.rement '.lftneceaaa.r:ily increaaea costa without providing an 

increased benefit. to conswaera. Third party verification ia 

intended to ·OOJ\firm or subatantiate the consumer's choice; 

requiring fux-the.r :-;. conf.irution by audio reco.rdin9 of the 

·: .. - .. ~-·,· 
:.~'~.:L. ' -:.......-..... --~ 
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;. 
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verification process obviates the purpose of independent 
< 

ver·.ific-ation and increases transaction costa. 

Unrecorded third party verification can increase consumer 

protection . siJII)ly because the independent verifier has no 

financial stake· in · the outc011e of the transaction. There has 

been no ahovint that third party verification is inadequate or 

ineffective in · the absence of audio recor·dinCJ.3 Thus, the 

COIIIIlissi.on should not at this ti.. i11p0se upon companies and 
•· 

their· Florida cuat011ers the substantial costa associated with 

audio re~o~cilnt. of_ ·tbir~.: party verification. 

(d) Siped postcard fr·oa an informational package: This 

section essentially requires a customer to uke a PIC change 

' twice: fi~st the cuata.er .. kea the change request which 

generates the infoautional packaCJe, and then the customer must 

again request the chant• via the postcard. There vas no evidence 

developed at hearinCJ that the current process (allowinCJ the 

customer to change his mind and •deselect"' a company via 

postcard) is insufficient, confusin(jl, or otherwise is in need of 

modification. The proposed ... ndlllent thus has not been shown to 

be either nece•••ry or desirable. 

AT,T' s proposed changes to Rule 25-4.118 (2) are shown below 

in bold t .ype: . 

3 AllllouP ... .-Ma.E ' _ Nte . cWIIn ;llot..W,.., .. Itruftl•apn:U• * 
.....,..., ...... ut' 1 -...&,..,w:G g · .... , ..... u' ' ,._....,,._. (lr.S1,1S)Dielpliw dUrd,..,. wri.'!".c•'d•• liar r; r •• -. ... aa_......,._ ........ -•-' a.-c.-.,,. ..... M 
verificalioD ICripll'-...... M'11 f I 
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25-4.118 Local Toll, or Toll Provider l~a•e•e•aelliaRie 
. '"'~ ~ 

G•••'•• Selection. ·· 

( 1) The provider •••••f i~a•e•e•eehiRII •••P•"Y f PIQ) of a 

customer ahall not be chan9ed without the customer's 

authorization. A ~ '•••l e•eheRII ..... ,.Y f~&Wt shall accept ! 

provider~ c~· ~.,:iueat• by telephone call or letter directly 

from ita cuata.erSL-2£• 

(2) A LIC ~.ball eie. accept ! He chamJe request• from a 
~ '.~' } ' 

'C' · •.:. i• 

c:erti.ficat.cl LP or -xxc '"'•••••h•RII ..... ,.Y fiMGI actinq on 

behalf of :the cuata.er. A certificated LP or IXC ee••itie- iK& 

•Ill•• will ~~ ~411••• ••••••••• •• ••• Ra•• shall -., submit a PiG 

chanq·e request, elllie• ,...,.. • a.a•••••• '"'''•••• PIG elliaRI•• 

only if it has :first 

certified to the LEC that at least one of the follovinq actions 

has occurred ••'•• •e •llle PlQ elliiRII •••--•••= 
< 

(a) the CO!!p!nY ~ has a letter of agency (LOA), as 

described in (3), ea lliaa- • ~•11•• •• leeeee from the customer 

requestinq the -..h chan9e; 

(.b) the coatpanx has ~&iated a oa11 ,_ U. received a 

customer-initiated call, and has obtained ••••=• t elatm J!!!!X 
• . 

.-z':li£•Y. o1 ,.. wt ,., WI• u ••al:ted a.1ow,.,... 
obu•=.t the following: 

' . 
1. The cuatc.er'a consent to record the requested chanqe; 



~,''M'{u;¥Rr$fit~~~ f6!4~~ 
'•;,..;. '• •, 'n ... . ·--

lt,-"•' ·~ 
• . . 

2. Aft aufio recordina of the info~tion aet forth in (3)a • 

. ; ... •..• - _.. ... __ .... ... ... • • -.. -..... 
••• .. .. • 'a• 

• 
•~• •~••••••'• •••~••••~ eheftllf •• 

(C) 
<· , ..• 

An ind!p!nclent, unaffiliated firm has verified the 

cuatomer' • requeated chan9e by obtaining tile ~o..atiGD •tated 
-~ 

u ... ...,_ 'II•· •• • a •· nz •••••?FP 

... - ..... ~ ••• ~·-z •• ... ••t: .... ••••• ... 
•••••• ,. ,.,,, $' ! $ •• " ....... t' .... • ..... fi .. , 

••t •••lint •• •IIIIa M wPMJ••••• •• •• a • sy ea·•ztnr .............. .. , -
(d) The CO!pAftY •~• IMQ has recsi ved a customer • s change 

e~•••••• requeatL •• •~•"•• hia PIG and has responded .,,, .. ,,. 

till••• Mye by ma1lin9 H an informational packa9e that shall 

include the follow ina: iRsl~~•• • P•••••~• •••~~~•fta~le pee••••• 

Sftll •• ·~~····ftel ,. ..y ...... ,... ...... .... IKQ ..... ,,. • ... 

p;Q nha"l• •• •~• .. Q, the iRfa ... •••" psellatn nhe111ltl eeRlaift afty 

27 
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a.le 31 tulllfi)u 

1. A noclce that_ the infomation is beinq aent to confirm 

that a tel ... rketer obtained a customer's requeat to chanqe the 

customer'• ttleeo..unicationa provider; 
- ,. , . 

2. A deactiption of any tems, conditions, or charqes that 

will be incurred; 

3. The nuae, ac:ldrtaa, and telephone number of both the 

custa.er and the aolicitinq company; 

4. A poatcard which· the cuatomer can use to confirm o~ 

z.eat.d a chang• regueat; . 

5. A clear atat-nt that the cuatomer's local, local toll, 

or toll provider \i111 be chanqed to the aolicitinq company 14 

clap~ ... ftf' 

_,_ m'z M the cuata.er aiqna and returns the postcard 

~o•w«•• •raNi '77 the chanae; and 

6. A notice that the customer may contact by writing the 

Colllllission'a Division of Consumer Affairs 2540 Shumard Oak 

Boulevard, Tallahasa .. , Florida 32399-0850 or calling, toll-{£!! 

(TOO ' Voice) 1-800-342-3552 for consumer copplaints. 

The aolicitinq CC!!p!nY ahall aot sublait the change request 

to 

~ ...... ~ ... --· --~- ... - .• - ..... a.. -· 
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Rule 2S-4.118(C), &I amended, would prohibit AT,T's current ,. 

practice of offering clearly identifiable, non-deceptive LOAs 

that also ine.lude checka. Staff adnaitted At hearing that checks 

combined with LOAa had not been a "significant.. source of 

complainta, could only quantify the amount as "at least one" 

(!r. 169) AT'T applauds the Commission • s viqilance 

against mi1l41ad.in9 or deceptive LOAs, but its eheck-LOAs have not 
. 

caused a p~l• and therefore should. not be out laved. FCC rules . .. . 
plainly al~ov u1e of 1uch inducements. In the absence of an 

identified probl•, the Coaaission' • rules also sh.ould allow 

check-LOAs. AI identified by 1taff, sweepstakes-entry LOAs, not 

cheeks, are the real source of problem. CTr. 63, 167) 

Accordingly, AT'T propoaea the following revision to the proposed 

rule: 

(4) The LOA ahall not be combined with inducements of any 

kind on the same document. The If aft~ elleh ~ee.-eRt •• Ret lleee 

eelely fel' •he flii'P••• ef •• .. eetilll • Pl6 eheftl•• , ... ,. the 

document a• a whole must not be misleadinq or deceptive. For 

purposes of this rule, the teras "misleading or deceptive" mean 

that, because o.f the style, tor1111t or content of the document ~ 

oral stat ... nts, it would not be readily apparent to the person 

signing the doeu.ent or providing oral Authorization that the 

purpose of t 'he si9nature or the oral Authorization was to 

29 
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authorize a provider NCi chanC)e, or it vould be unclear to t.he 
I" 

CUStOIIMir VhO tt\e nev leRI -··•aRee eellrt'tee provider WOUld be; 

that the cuata.er•a selection would apply only to the number 

listed and there could only be one provider tor that number; ~r 

that the cuatOIMr' • ~ 1•••1 ••eta•"•• e•.,•"Y mi9ht ch.arC)e a tee 

to switch •ervice p:rovidera. If any part of the ~ llee•ant is 
- "--

written in .a lantuage other than EnCJliah, then ll the II••••M-

muat contain all relevant info~tion in each •he •••• lanC)uaCJe. 
•' 

!ptn••rtrss= nz ..... tt' Jtt!P td •••• .., .. ar lttaed 

c ............ .u. 

In addi.ti.on t'o LOAa ' and audio recordings, parties should 

retain recorda of third par·ty verification in order to respond to 

consumer and staff inquiries. 

(6) LOb, ••• audio recordings aad ....... o~ t!Un ft!'!X 

the provider -IKW for a period of one year. 

The proposed rule would require unauthorized providers to 

credit to cuatome.:ra with all charges billed for the first 90 days 

... 
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or first three bill.ing cycles, whichever is lon9er, and to rerate 

charqes for up to an additional 9 month•. 

problems with. this requirement. 

There are several 

Firat, by· doin9 more than makin9 cuatomera whole, the 

provision constitutes an award of damage! which is clearly 

beyond the Caa.ission • s juri.sdiction. 4 Second, rather than 

encoura9in9 c:usta.era to be alert to unauthorized chan9es, it 

encoura9e• the oppoaite. Customers have a le9al obli9ation to 

examine their bank and credit card statements in • timely manner 

in order to be entitled to • remedy, and there is no reason to 

provide an exception for telephone billa. Third, the requirement 

'lllill subatantially· increase regulatory costs by encouraqin9 

:frivolous COCIPlainta and increasin9 the necessity for companies 

to pursue adllliniatrative liti9at ion of customer ce>~~plaints. 5 

Like all .business coats, they eventually must be passed on to 

consumers. 

None of these result• is desirable. A'l''T agrees that 

cust.omera shouldn't suffer financially if they are switched to 

anot.her carrier without their consent. But the best remedy is an 

immediate switch to their chosen carrier, along with • prompt 

4 sea«..._,..,.,, •aan · [ s • .._ .. ..,...,..,, e · 1 7iuo~tLAa•=n7 a 
for~ ' ;u Jldnnt•a .... ef•• 1 illdp~oriM_.._._ .... ..., .. IWIIdcun•• 
widaa ... oiNQ 'k.' 9 I I A»n .. IICKil .. to.wt.y--120.~l)(a)l., .... lflll.ftiiiiCiltiO 
•IIIICilcpiOfffl•tlliw ..... ' Ifill IPI.M ..... •evtu r'1211•....telac ••1 1 1 10 
CPII IR. ' ................. , ... _., .... ,I L•MLtewtr. ............ 2 ?I of 
E•• ; Cltplnuy~-'MII._..,., 2 ti•Ncaal&lyCIOIIIr". (Tr.46) 
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rerate to .. k• th .. vhole.6 

AT6T'a ehan9ea are ahovn in bold type below: 

_!.!t ~ Char9e1 for unauthorized provider ~ change a and 

...... -, .. - ...... d.- ·~·U-p •••• , ...... .., 6a 

J•••· 

-···· .. •••• .............. a I E I shall be 

credited t o the custa.er by the CO!p!nx ~ reaponsible for the 

error within 45 days of notification ........... ·-· ..... -

tiiiJ -• ........... U ... !f •M•••••• Upon n.otice from the 

custOMr of an unauthorized provider PIQ change, the L£C shal l 
t, 

cha·nge the cuJtOIIer back •• •t.• ••'•• IKQ, or 12 another CO!!p!nx 

of the .cust011er • a choice. 

hours excepting Satur-day, SundayL and holidays, in which case the 

change shal.l be ude by the end of the next business day. 1ft the 

efta•teJ iA ..... ~ •• ahaAtl •ha PIQ ef •t-~e •~••••••• 

6 n.pu IIIII.,OIIC• ..... LICaiD_. n I r lwt6 ... di~Mee-..upoaca~hWfll 
r' . ..................... '11 .. tt l ,i ,. ................. ... 
clocbla.-~t••c . , . · •n ••••, siiiDictriiNo.tSuu.,_,. tt 't•otLECIWiiJ 
• ..., .......... _ .... q.t.~ ........... 

J2 

.:~;;. . 
--~~ 

- ,,~ 

!:-r,:~!-· 
,. 

• $;-a(Mi't:ii.A~. ·. t• . - • . • . .. 
J.,_;.~·!i.."f4:;. ~--~\... L .. 
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a. HC h•• ldoa.Uoa 

Th.e requ.ir•ent that custo.rs be notified of PIC freeze 

availability during both teleNrketing and verification is 

redundant, increases costa, and confuses the purpose of third 

party vezification. Cuato.er inquiries regarding rAtes and terms 

of servi.ce, including PIC freezes, should be handled in the fir1t 

instance· .by the cuet011er repreaentative rather than the third 

party ' verifier. Third party verifiers should be limited to 

verifying cuat ... r acceptance or rejection of the service, 

includin; tl)e PIC freeze option: 

(11) During tel.-rketinq IRI N'Rfi•*'•r the customer 

muat be intomd that a PIC F:rMze ia available • 

..-taeye, U ,.,, @?'' !PUY tile wt r'• a009t•oe or 

The requirement that companies send a letter notifying the 

customer that it will be providinc} his service is duplicative of 

the requir-nt in Rule 2S-4.110 (13) that customers be given 

notice in their billa of provider changes. It is particularly 

duplicative in cases where the company has completed third party 

verification or has sent the inforutional package referenced in 
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rule 25•4 .111 C2J" (d) • Thi! duplication ~ncr••••• costa vi thout 

providin9 correaponding protection to consumers. AccordinC)ly, 

AT6T aug9e!ta the follovin9 changes: 

.......... • ... -.. ......__~ •••• , • -·· ••• , • ~··- .. -.~. ••i ••• .- ....... __ , .... -
~ 

.. ,. 

G. ~atea*'* 

Rule 25•4.111 (14) Ulpoaea a nWiber of requireaents modeled 
. 

on LEC custo.er . service r·u.lea. These requireMnta are 

unnecessary· in a co.petltive environMnt, vhere customers may 

svitch providers if they believe they are receivin9 poor service. 

Thus, these requir-nte ehou.ld not be imposed on IXCs or ALECs . 
. 

Rather, th.e ~iaeion can better serve customers by facilitating 

selection and de-Hlection of providers, which vill allow 

immediate redress for perceived poor service. Additionally, even 

' the moat well-prepared ca.pany may find it impossible to meet the 

standards iiiiPQ•ed by this rule if bad weather, equipaent failure 

or o·ther problema cause a "spike" in customer calla. If the 

Conan.ission believe• customer service requirements should be 

imposed, it should do so in an incremental fashion by first 

requir.ing l i ve operators or recording of complaints. Only if 
'·:· ·. 

these solution• are insufficient should it i mpose the additional 

f'. 
f· 

·. 



• -?• ..,. .-

cost of mint.ua anawer t1 .. requir ... nte. 

AT,T's su99eetions are shown in bold type below: 

< 14) Each CO!!p!ftY shall provide a live operator to answer 

incoming calls 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, or shall record end 
-

user complaint!. A CO!!bination of 11 ve operators and recorders 

may be used. If a recorder ie uaed, the company shall attempt to 

contact each cwlaiunt 'no later than the next business day 
I 

following the date~. of recordina. A w·t .... ·-·-· ~ ... ,, 
~- .... -~---•• •• 

-· - -·· .. •••• ... ••• *'-
__ ...._ ..-,. ______ __._..... ___ - .. ~...-... 

!*!'!•=:!1!1!•!·~·==~·~·= ~L-·· ----· .... ,...._. •• , '- •••* ,. •••••r 

SS!J I 
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. 
1!f!11: Should ·the Co.ieeion adopt the propoaed chanqea to 
Rue25-2 • • 4,0, aa propoeed by the C~iaaion at the Decellber 16, 
1997, agenda conference? 

. ' *' 
·""':"" .. ,. 

Uft''e 'Rit*'f: ::. •• The Co.iaeion ahould not impoae the 
requir ... nta .~Rule 25-4.110 (10) - (13) on IXCs because they 
are unneceaaary in a co.petitive env.ironment. Customers may 
freely awitch provider• if they are dissatisfied wi.th IXC billinq 
practice.a. T.,e Coaaiaaion ahould impoae the requirements of Rule 
25-4.118 only aa llOCiified pur1uant to AT'T's suqqestions, above . ... .. 

environment becauae could not express their 

dissatisfacti'on by cbanginq provider•. lXCa enjoy no monopoly; 
' 

if they cannot' aatiafy thei.r cuatomer• with clear, understandable 

billa which offer the inforaation cu1tomer1 desire, they will 

The billing requirements are thus 

unnecessary. 

AT'T agr .. _a, however, that all provider• should operate 

under the aame fair aet of rule• when it comes to soliciting 

custoMers. Accordinqly, if Rule 25-4.118 ia changed as noted 

above, it ahould apply equally to all LECs, ALECs and IXCs. 

AT'T 1U99eats the following changes: 

25-24.490 CuataMr Relational Rulea Incorporated. 

(1) The following rulea · are incorporated herein by reference 

and apply to IXCa. 6R•e•e•et.eRII ••.,eR6eeu aR •t.e fellew'"' 



..... ,.e. 

Sect. ion 

25-4.111 

25-4.112 

25-4.113 

25-4.114 

25-4.117 

25-4.118 

:";"'Nio" ,._ 

- ·""" 

Portions ,.... 

Title Appliclble 

- ~··~-q~------i-..~!8!71 .. !"~1A!!P~(~I~I~fz1 ---~-~-----

Custa.er Ca.plaint 

and Service Requests 

(Ill I IHJ I 571 fl., 

All except 

Subseet.ion (2) 

Termination of Service ill MeRe 

by Cueta.er 

1\efusal or Disconti,nuance 

of Service by Company 

Refunds 

800 Service 

Local, Local Toll, or 

Toll Provider 

IR.el'e•e~7RI7 881'1',81' 

Selecti.on 

J7 

!!!Mefte 

lli liMe 

a!! MeRe 

lliNeRe 



··~ -v: 

C.aluua 

The Ca..iaaion can avoid impoain9 enormous re9ulatory costa 

on Flotida c011peniea and t .heir cuatomera by reviewin9 and 

adopt inc; the FCC' 1 rulea upon their release, or at the very 

least, by adoptin9 the lower coat re9ulatory alternatives 

identified · by AT•T and other partiea to this proceedinCJ. 

Further, the Ca.aiaaion should take tar9eted action to reduce 

slaJIIIling that ·oc.curs in violation of its present rules, such os 

vigo.rous enforc .... nt against offendel'·s, before 1 t imposes 

increased retulatory coata upon Florida conaumera. 

Respectful.ly aubaitted this 16th day of March, 1998. 

Um!&[.~ 
Maraha Ru~ 
101 N. Monroe St. 
Su.ite 700 
Tallahaaaee, FL 32301 
(850)425-6364 
(850)425-6361 (fax) 

U-1 ftaU'~ 
ornn•t~ICIII •.,.. eout­
.,..., IIIC. 
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