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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Proposed Rule 25-24.845, 
F.A.C., Customer Relational 
Rules Incorpor•ted; and proposed 
amendments to Rule 25-4.003, 
F.A.C., Definitions; Rule 25-
4.110, F.A.C., Customer Billing; 
Rule 25-4.118, F.A.C., 
Interexchange Carrier Selection; 
and Rule 25-24.490, F.A.C., 
Customer Relations; Rules 
Incorporated. 

DOCKET NO. 970882-TI 
ORDER NO. PSC-98-0200-PHO-TI 
ISSUED: February 2, 19~8 

PBEHEABING ORDER 

Pursuant to Notice, a Prehearing Conference was held on 
January 23, 1998, in Tallahassee, Florida, before Commissioner 
Julia L. Johnson, as Prehearing Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

Charles J. Beck, Esquire, Deputy Public Counsel, Office of 
Public Counsel, 111 West Madison Street, Room 812, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 
On behalf of the Citizens gf the State of Florida. 

Michael Gross, Office of Attorney General, PL-01, The Capitol, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1050 
On behalf gf the Office of the Attgrney General. 

Nancy B. White, Esquire, c/o Nancy Sims, 150 South Monroe 
Street, Suite 400, Tallahassee, Florida 32301 and 
John R. Harks, Esquire, Katz, Kutter, Haigler, Alderman, 
Bryant and Yon, P.A., 106 East College Avenue, Tallahassee, 
Florida 
On behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications. 

Benjamin Fincher, Esquire, and Monica Barone, Esquire, 3100 
Cumberland Circle, Atlanta, Georgia, 30399 and 
Everett Boyd, Esquire, Ervin, Yarn, Jacobs & Ervin, 305 South 
Gadsden Street, Tallahassee, Florida 
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On behalf of Sprint CqP!Dunigations Company. 
Partnership. 

Limited 

Charles Rehwinkel, Esquire, 1313 Blairstone Road, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32302 
On behalf gf Sprint Florida. Incorporated. 

J. Jeffry Wahlen, Esquire, Ausley ' McMullen, Post Office Box 
391, Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
On behalf of AllTol Flgrida. 

Marsha E. Rule, Esquire, 101 East College Avenue, Suite 700, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-1509 
On btbelf pf ITiT communigotions of the Southern States. Inc. 

Richard D. Melson, Esquire, Hopping Green Sams and Smith, Post 
Office Box 6526, Tallahassee, Florida 32314, and 
Marsha Ward, Esquire, 780 Johnson Ferry Road, Suite 700, 
Atlanta, Georvia 30342 
on behalf pf MCI Toltsgmmunicotiona Corporation, 

Donna Canzano, Esquire, Wiggins ' Villacorta, P. A., Post 
Office Drawer 1657, Tallahassee, Florida 32302 
On btbelf gf Intepptdia Cpmmunicatigpo. 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman, Esquire, McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, 
Davidson, Rief and Bakas, 117 South G~dsden Street, 
Tallahaeeee, Florida 32301 
On btbtlf gf the Elprida Competitiye Carriers Association. 

Suzanne Summerlin, Esquire, 1311-B Paul Russell Road, 
Tallahassee, Florida 
On behalf gf the [yrot Group. Ipp. 

Kim Caswell, Esquire, One Tampa City Center, Tampa, Florida 
33601 
On boh•lf of GTE Florido Incgrporated. 

Diana Caldwell, Esquire, Florida Public Service Commission, 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0862 
On behalf of the Cgmmiosign staff. 
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I . CASE ftACKGBOUNQ 

• 

The Florida Public Service Commission has proposed Rule 25-
24.845, Florida Administrative Code, and proposed amendments to 
Rules 25-4.003, 25-4.110, 25-4.118, and 25-24.490, Florida 
Administrative Code, to significantly reduce or eliminate the 
occurrences of •slamming,• which is the unauthorized switching of 
a customer's preferred carrier for local, local toll, and toll 
services. 

The Commission voted to propose the amendments and the new 
rule on December 16, 1997. The rules were published in the Florida 
Administrative Weekly on January 2, 1998. 

II. RUL£MAkiNG HElBING 

A rulemaking hearing is ~cheduled before the full Commission 
at the following time and place: 

9:30 a.m., February 6, 1998 
Room 148, Betty Easley Conference Center 
4075 Esplanade Way 
Tallahassee, Florida 

The rulemaking hearing shall be governed by Section 120.54, 
Florida Statues, and by Chapter 25-22, Florida Administrative Code. 

I I I . PRot=Jm!lBB FQR BIIQLI"A CQRIQINTIAL IN!QB"ftTION 

A. Any infoz:mation provided. pursuant to a discovery request 
for which proprietary confidential business information status is 
requested shall be treated by the Commission and the parties as 
confidential. Tbe information shall be exe111pt from Section 
119.07 (1), Florida Statutes, pending a foz:mal ruling on such 
request by the c ! ssion, or upon the return of the information to 
the person providing the information. If no determination of 
confidentiality has bean made and the information has not been used 
in the proceeding, it shall be returned expeditiously to the person 
providing the information. If a determination of confidentiality 
has been made and the information was not entered into the record 
of the proceeding, it shall be returned to the person providing the 
information within the time period set forth in Section 364.183(2), 
Florida Statutes. 
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• 
B. It i8 the policy of the Florida Public Service Coollliaaion 

that all Coaadaaion haaringa be open to the public at all timea. 
The Commiaaion alao recognizee ita obligation purauant to section 
364 .183, Florida Statutaa, to protect proprietary confidential 
buaineaa information from diacloaure outaide the proceeding. 

In the event it becomea neceaaary to uae confidential information 
during the hearing, the following procedure• will be obaerved: 

1) Any party wiahing to uae any proprietary 
confidential buaineaa information, aa that term ia 
defined in Section 364.183, Florida Statutea, ahall 
notify the Prahaaring Officer and all partiea of 
record by tba ti• of tba Prahearing Conference, or 
if not kDawn at that time, no later than aeven (7) 
daya prior to tha beginning of the hearing. The 
notice aball include a procedure to aaaure that the 
confidential nature of the information ia preaerv~d 
aa required by atatute. 

2) Failure of any party to comply with 1) above shall 
be ground& to deny the party the opportunity to 
preaent evidence which ia proprietary confidential 
buaiaeaa information. 

3) When confidential information ia uaed ir the 
hearing, partiea muat have copiea for the 
Commiaaionera, neceaaary etaff, and the Court 
Reporter, in envelopea clearly marked with the 
nature of the content a. Any party whhing to 
examine the confidential material that ia not 
subject to an order granting confidentiality shall 
be provided a copy in the same fashion aa provided 
to the COmmieaionera, aubject to execution of any 
appropriate protective agreement with the owner of 
the material. 

4) Counael and witneaaea are cautioned to avoid 
verbalizing confidential information in euch a way 
that would compromiae the confidential information. 
Therefore, confidential information ahould be 
preaented by written exhibit when reaaonably 
poaaibla to do ao. 

5) At the concluaion of that portion of the hearing 
that involvea confidential information, all copies 
of confidential exhibita ahall be returned to the 
proffering party. If a confidential exhibit baa 
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been admitted into evidence, the copy provided to 
the Court Reporter ahall be retained in the 
Diviaion of Recorda and Reporting confidential 
fUea. 

IV. HEARING PBN ""'8'' 

A. The CoaDiaaion ataff will preaent a aWIIIIIIIry of the 
statement of eatiiDilted regulatory coat and the rulea. 

B. The firat exhibit introduced into the record will be a 
composite exhibit prepared by ataff, which will conaiat of the 
following document a: FAll notice and propoaad rulea1 material a 
provided to the Joint Adlliniatrative Procedure• Committee in 
connection with tbe pzJjcaad rulea, which include the atatement of 
facta and circumatancea juatifying rulea, atatement on federal 
standards, atatement of i~t on BIDilll buaineaa, and atatement of 
estimated regulatory coat 1 notice of ruleiDilking 1 and any material, 
including prefUe4 o nta and attachmenta, that IDilY be eubmitted 
pursuant to section 120.5t(ll (a), Florida Statuea. It ahell not be 
necessary for participant• to in .. rt their prefiled comment• into 
the record at the hearing. 

Due to the length of 
distributed at the bearing. 
availab~e for inapection. 

the first exhibit, copies will not be 
However, there will be aeveral copies 

c. Following the ataff preaantation, affected peraona will 
have the opportunity to preaent evidence and argument may be 
necessary to impoae ti- limita for preaentationa, depending upon 
the number of participant a. Peraona with aimUar preaentationa 
should combine to lUke one preaentation. If time permita, peraona 
making preaentationa will be aubject to queationing by other 
persona. Such queationa ahall be limited only to thoae necessary 
to clarify and underatand the preaentar•a poaition. 

Persons who wiah to participate at the hearing must register 
at the beginning of tbe hearing. The general order of preaentation 
will be aa followa: 

Mambara of the public 
Staff 
Office of Public Counael and Attorney General 
Utilitiea 
Special intereat groupa 
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• 
The specific order of presentation will be determined by the 

presiding officer the first morning of the hearing. 

V. PQST-'J•ptF P1Q! i!dW'' 

Rule 25-22.056(3), Florida Administrative Code, requires each 
party to file a sx-t-Maz-ing atatalll8nt of iaauea and positions. A 
summary of each position of no more than 100 words, set off with 
asterisks, shall be included in that atatelll8nt. If a party's 
position has not changed since the issuance of the prehearing 
order, the poet-heariDg statement may simply restate the prehearing 
position; however, if the prehearing position ia longer than lOO 
words, it must be reduced to no .are than 100 words. The rule also 
provides that if a party fails to file a poet-hearing statement in 
conformance with tba rule, that party shall have waived all issues 
and may be diliiDiaaad fr.. tha proceeding. 

A party's PZOFCaad ftadinga of fact and conclusions of l•w, if 
any, statelll8nt of issues and positions, and brief, shall together 
total no more than 60 pages, and shall be filed at the same time. 
The prehearing officer may modify the page limit for good cause 
shown. Please see Rule 25-22.056, Plorida Administrative Code, for 
other requirements pertaining to post-hearing filings. 

VI • PRSPILRp TI§TI"Q'Y MP BJHIBITS 

Testimony of all witnesses to be sponsored by the parties and 
Staff baa been prefil.cl. All testimony which has been prefiled in 
this case will be inaarted into the record aa though read after the 
witness has taken the stand and affirmed the correctness of the 
testimony and aa.aciated exhibits. All testimony remains subject 
to appropriate objections. Bach witness will have the opportunity 
to orally aummari•• his or her testimony at the time he or she 
takes the stand. upon insertion of a witness's testimony, exhibits 
appended thereto ~~ay be n;arked for identification. After all 
parties and Staff have had the opportunity to object and cross
examine, the exhibit may be moved into the record. All other 
exhibits may be similarly identified and entered into the record at 
the appropriAte time during the hearing. 

Witneaae• are reminded that, on cross-examination, responses 
to questions calling for a simple yea or no ai18Wer shall be ao 
answered first, after which the witness ~~ay explain his or her 
answer. 
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VI I . ORDER OP IJM''U 

!fiTNESS ~ 
1:1111~ a.un 

~ 
Jennifer Erdman- Staff 
Bridges 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

R. Earl Poucher Attorney General and 
the Citizens of the 
State of Florida 

Jerry If. Watts AT•T 

Jerry Hendrix BellSouth 

Charles M. Scobie GTEFL 

Jane Kina MCI 

Sandee Buysse- Sprint 
Baker 

Dwar.e Arnold Sprint-Florida 

VIII. BASIC PQSITIONS 

• 

_110" 

Issues 1-5 

Issues 1-5 

Issues 1-5 

Issues 1-5 

Issues 1-5 

Issues 1-5 

Issues l-5 

Issues 1-5 

Issues 1-5 

ATTORNEY GENERAL AND THE CITIZENS OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA (AG AND 
CITIZENS): 

The testimony received by the Commission at public hearings, 
as well as the number of complaints received at the 
Commission, reflect substantial, vide-ranging problems from 
the unauthorized switching of customers' presubscribed 
interexchange carriers. The Commission should adopt the rule 
changes proposed by the AG and the Citizens, 

ALLTEL FLORIDA INC. (ALLTEL): 



ORDER NO. PSC-98-0200-PHO-TI 
DOCKET NO. 910882-TI 
PAGE 8 

ALLTEL is in favor of reasonable safeguards to prevent 
slamming and cramming. However, the Commission should 
carefully weigh the costs of additional safeguards against the 
potential benefits of those safeguards to ensure that the 
safeguards ultimately implemented are cost-effective. 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES (AT,T): 

AT&T does not believe that additional restrictions st.ould be 
imposed on the PIC change process because the continuing 
slamming problema experienced by Florida consumers are largely 
the result of non-compliance with the existing rules. Rather, 
the Coamission can best deter slamming by enforcement of 
slamming regulations which are not unduly confusing to 
consumers or burdensome to telecommunication carriers. AT&T 
supports state regulations which mirror the existing and 
forthcoaing FCC rules. This will ensure consist.-ncy in 
application, tmplementation, and enforcement. If states adopt 
separate requirements, consumers would be confused, and 
national and regional carriers would face huge financial and 
administrative burdens in dealing with up to 51 different sets 
of regulations. These additional costs would ultimately be 
borne by consumers and the important goal of promoting robust 
competition in telecommunication markets would be undermined. 

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. (BELLSOUTH): 

BellSouth is opposed to slamming and cramming and believes 
every reasonable effort should be taken to resolve this 
problem. The response of regulatory agencies should focus on 
severely and quickly punishing willful and repeated offenders; 
effectively removing offenders' economic incentive to slam 
customers. BellSouth also recommends that one set of rules 
across all jurisdictions be established in order to minimize 
confusion and implementation costs. As competition continues 
to evolve in the remaining markets, local and local exchange 
service, slamming will become more pervasive without proper 
rules &nd strict enforcement. BellSouth supports the need for 
uniform rules. Unifo~ rules for authorization and 
verification are more cost effective and more easily 
administered. Uniform rules are also easier for customers to 
understand. 

Questionable marketing tactics by some carriers have brought 
slamming to the forefront of concern for customers and the 
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industry. BellSouth supports rules that would prohibit the 
authorization of a change of provider being combined with 
inducements. Also, rules that prohibit deceptive marketing 
practices should be enacted. BellSouth also supports answer 
time requirements for all providers, so that customers can 
obtain assistance for their concerns. Rules to eliminate 
slamming should not, however, create additional and costly 
burdens on those carriers, including local exchange companies, 
who choose to operate in a fair and reasonable manner. 

BellSouth alao supports the need to eliminate the practice of 
adding unwanted additional services and charges, commonly 
referred to as •cramming,• to a customer's bill. However, 
BellSouth does not support the use of a billing block wit~ 
personal identification numbers. Cost issues for this 
service, with nationwide implications, have not been 
sufficiently addressed. 

BellSouth believes that the most effective methods of 
preventing slamming and cramming is the application ~f 
significant penalties for those carriers who willfully and 
repeatedly use these tactics. Heavy financial penalties and 
or suspension and withdrawal of certification of willful 
o!'fendera as authorized by Chapter 264.285 (s-c] of the 
Florida Statutes will reduce, if not eliminate, slamming and 
cramming while not tmpoaing undue burden on those carriers who 
operate within the rules. 

Strict enforcement of existing rules along with the changes 
that BellSouth supports would preclude the need for rules 
which will add coat to the companies that operate within the 
existing guidelines. The cost for imposing unnecessary new 
rules will inevitably be paid by the end user in the form of 
higher prices. Stmply stated, heavy financial penalties will 
remove the financial incentives to build market share by 
willfully slamming and cramming customers. When the financial 
incentive is removed, there should be a drastic decrease in 
occurrence. 

FLORIDA COMPETITIVE CARRIERS ASSOCIATION (FCCA): 

It is FCCA'a basic position that there are lower cost 
regulatory alternatives than the rules proposed by the 
Commission available to address the slamming issue. Two lower 
cost regulatory alternatives are attached to FCCA's Prehearing 
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Statement and have been filed separately with the Commission 
pursuant to S 120.541 (1) (a), Florida Statutes. Either of 
these two alternatives will allow the Commission to take 
action on iseuee related to unauthorized changes of carriers 
while illposin9 si9nificantly fewer economic and regulatory 
burdens on the industry to the detriment of competition. 

Lower cost alternative 11 involves the Commission's adoption 
of the Federal Communications Commission's (FCC) soon-to-be 
pramul9ated rules on the subject. Adoption of the FCC's rules 
would ensure that carriers who do business on a nationwide 
basis are not subject to differing and expensive requirements 
in each of the SO states, requiring costly adjustments to 
billing and operations systems. National uniformity will 
result in much lower coats to carriers (and ulti~ately the 
public) and should be adopted by the Convnission in this 
instance. 

Lower cost alternative 12 takes the rules as proposed by the 
Commission and makes modifications which do not interfere with 
its efficacy but which significantly reduce the cost of 
implementation. These modifications arc set out in FCCA' s 
suggested changes to the Commission's propost:d rules and 
include: 

(1) A rule implementation date of January 1, 1999, or six 
months after rule adoption, whichever is later, to allow 
carriers time to make the changes to their systems necessary 
to implement the rule. 

(2) Clarification that the scope of the rule does not 
encompass unregulated services. 

(3) Notification of the availability of a PIC freeze 
mechanism, via bill or letter; and, requirement of separate 
forms for a local provider PIC freeze and for a local toll or 
toll PIC freeze (this will require changes to the proposed PIC 
freeze form) • 

(4) No later than January 1, 1999, or six months after rule 
adoption, whichever is later, a requirement that a carrier 
notify a customer of a provider change on or within the bill. 

(5) Notification of proposed third party verification 
requirements, including period of retention. 
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(6) Modifications to the provisions governing the credit to 
be received by customers. 

(7) Deletion of live operator requirements. 

(8) Some language was simply added or deleted for 
clarification. 

Changing the proposed rule in these ways 
requlatory coats while accomplishing the 
objectives. 

FURST GROUP, INC. (FURST): 

will reduce 
Commission's 

Furst generally supports the basic positions of the major 
interexchanqe carriers in this proceeding. The Commission's 
proposed rule changes will put a greater burden on the 
carriers and will not eliminate the problem of "slamming." 
The Commission's rules in this matter should mirroi the FCC's 
rules. 

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED (GTEFL): 

GTEFL believes more vigilant use of existing Commission 
sanctions, including substantial fines and certificate 
revocation, will be the best way to curb slamming. which is 
caused, for the most part, by a very small group cf bad 
actors. It is much more efficient and effective to better use 
existing mechanisma directed to the core of the problem than 
to impose complex and costly regulations on all companies in 
the industry. The Commission should keep in mind that 
slamming complainta are a very small percentage of total 
primary interexchan1e carrier (PIC) changes. It is, moreover, 
unrealiatic to expect complete eradication of the slamming 
problem and unreasonable to proposed rules based on this goal. 
The Commission ahould keep in mind that the expense of system 
changes and other activities associated with any new rules 
will ultimately be passed on to the customer. This public 
interest in thie case demands a balancing of these coats 
against the potential Penefite of the proposed rules. GTEFL 
believes that, in this case, the detriments of the recommended 
rules outveiqh their benefits. GTEFL believes that there 
should be a consistent set of federal and state rules relative 
to slallllling. If states establish different requirements, 
consumers would face potentially contusing state-specific 
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rules and national and regional carriers, including :'!'!ulti
state ILECs, would face costly administrative processes in 
dealing with different sets of state rules. The economic 
costs of these rules will ultimately be borne by consumers. 

INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS INC. (INTERMEDIA): 

Intermedia concurs in and adopts the basic position of the 
Florida Competitive Carriers Association (FCCA) . 

"CI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION (MCI): 

The Commission baa proposed amendments to various sections of 
the Commission's rules relating to consumer changes of their 
long distance carrier of choice and the staff ~nd Public 
counsel have suggested additional changes to those rules. The 
proposed -ndments and suggested changes go too far in 
regulating the activity of changing a consumers preferred 
interexchange carrier (PIC) and will stifle the competitive 
long distance market and negatively impact consumers' ability 
to easily and simply change their carrier of choice. HCI 
believes that adoption of rules consistent with the FCC rules 
will make for more consistent and effective enforcement and 
protect the interest of consumers. Additionally the 
Commission should adopt third party verification as a 
requirement for all carrier switches as an effective and 
consumer-friendly way to deter slamming. 

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (SPRINT): 

Sprint agrees that unauthorized changes in a subscriber's 
carrier selection, a ·practice commonly known as Mslamming,n is 
a significant consumer problem. Slamming clearly impacts all 
participants in the competitive interexchange market. What is 
not yet certain, however, is how best to address the problem. 
Sprint believes the Conniasion' s proposed rules are 
unnecessary as the current rules are adequate and, when 
adhered to, have the capability to control the slamming 
probla.. Sprint belieV6S, however, that the Commission should 
avoid the indiscriminate application of its rules lo all 
carriers. Finally, should the Commission adopt additional 
rules, Sprint recommends that it adopt rules that are 
consistent with federal rules. Since the federal rules have 
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not been finalized to date, however, Sprint recommends that 
the Commission delay implementing any new rules at this time. 

SPRINT-FLORIDA, INCORPORATED (SPRINT-FLORIDA): 

Sprint-Florida's basic position in this dock~t is that we 
support the FPSC' s initiative in attacking the issues of 
slamming and cramming. The FPSC has proposed some solutions 
that have potential to be effective. Proposals to eliminate 
deceptive and misleading LOAs (letters of authorization) and 
to educate the public on PIC freeze options will ~~rve the 
customers and help stem the tide of slamming. 

Some billing system revision proposals, on tha other hand, 
probably need more consideration regarding feasibility and 
cost-effectiveness. Specifically, the bill block option and 
bill info~tion proposals need further evaluativn. Also, 
proposals to give up to 90 days free service may have the 
unintended effect of creating fraudulent claims of slamming 
from cust0111ers. 

Because the opportunity to evaluate the cost impact of the 
proposals voted on by the Commission on December 16 has been 
limited, Sprint cannot make a meaningful determination of 
which aspects of the rule proposals can be supported and which 
cannot. Sprint does not believe it is reasonable to expect 
the Company to develop costs in less than 30 days for proposed 
rules which would have significant impacts on this company's 
operations and operating support and billing systems. This 
task is made even JROre difficult when the proposal is not 
accompanied by reasonably detailed technical specifications or 
implementation criteria. 

STAFF: 

Staff supports the new and amended rules as proposed by the 
Commission. It does reconaend additional changes to the 
bill!-ng block option to move its placement within the rules to 
clarify that the rule applies to both regulated and 
unregulated services and to revise the language for clarity. 
Staff also suggests additional language be added to the 
service requirements provision to assure customer calls are 
answered within 60 seconds after the last digit is dialed. 
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Staff's positions are prel~nary and baaed on materials filed 
by the parties and on discovery. The preliminary positions 
are offered to assist the parties in preparing for the 
hearing. Staff's final positions will be based upon all the 
evidence in the record and may differ from the preliminary 
positions. 

IX. ISSUES AND PQSITIQNS 

The followin9 issues will be dete~ined at the hearing. 

IIIQI 1: Should the Commission adopt new rule 25-24.845, Florida 
Administrative Code, as proposed by the Commission at the December 
16, 1997, a9enda conference? 

IQIUJQM; 

AG AND THE CITIZENS: Yes. 

ALLTEL: No. The Commission should not adopt the proposed new 
rule unless it finds that it is consistent with the related FCC 
rules and is the least cost alternative that substantially 
accomplishes the objective. 

AT&T: Yes. AT&T does not oppose the proposed changes. 

BELLSOUTH: Yes. Any rules appl !cable to local exchange 
companies should be applicable to ALECs. 

FCCA: No position. 

FURST: No. Furst generally supports the position on this one 
issue that has been presented by the major interexchange carriers. 

GTEFL: Yea. As a rule, GTEFL believes regulatory requirements 
should be imposed on all local providers in a nondiscriminatory 
manner, so the extension of at least these customer relatj~ns rules 
to ALECs is a positive step. 

INTERHEDIA: Concurs in and adopts the position of the FCCA. 

MCI: Other than the specific objections that MCI has stated 
in its testimony and pre-hearing statements, MCI does not generally 
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object to customer billing requirements and provider selection 
rules applying to ALECs. 

SPRIRT: No. Should the Commission determine that additional 
rules are necessary, the Commission should delay adopting any new 
rules until federal rules are ~lemented. Sprint believes any 
additional rules the Commission adopts should be consistent with 
those federal rules. 

SPRINT-FLORI~: Sprint-Florida, Incorporated, does not oppose 
adoption of these [aiel proposed rule if it is determined by the 
Commission that additional rules are necessary; however, as stated 
above, Sprint-Florida believes that consistency in rulemaking 
across jurisdiction• is beneficial and allows for consistent and 
effective enforcement of the rules. 

STAFF: Yes. The rule should be adopted as proposer!. 

lllal 2: Should the Commission adopt the proposed amendments to 
Rule 25-4.003, F .A. C., as proposed by the Commission at the 
December 16, 1997, agenda conference? 

IQI!IICII; 

AG AND THE CITIZENS: Yea. 

ALLTEL: The Commission should not adopt the portion of the 
proposed rule that would require a free billing block option with 
PIN from the LEC. 

AT&T: No. Instead, the Commission should make the 
following changes to the proposed rule: 

(1) Subsection (10) shculd be effe~tive no sooner than six months 
after the rule is formally adopted and becomes effective, rather 
than retroactively. Changes to billing systems will require time 
for programming and implementation. 

(2} Delete the requirement in Subsection (10) that each provider's 
certificate number be prin~ed on the customer bill. This would 
impose costa without acc~lishing additional consumer protection 
or impose costa that are unreasonable in view of the ability 
substantially to accCMnpliah the objective of the rule at a lc··•1!r 
cost. The correct certificated name is all that is necessary to 
"track" the provider. 
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(3) Delete Subsection (10) 3.(sic], which requires a billing block 
option to be validated by a customer-specific PIN number. This 
requirement would impose massive implementation and operational 
costs without accomplishing additional consumer protection, since 
the rules currently prohibit disconnection of services for 
nonpayment of nonrequlated charges. Further, there is no 
competent, substantial evidence available that such an option is 
available, can be developed, or that it vould offer a reasonable 
solution to the problem of •cramming.• Requiring non-regulated 
charges to be billed on pages separate from regulated charges would 
adequately address this issue, since customers could readily 
identify such charges and in any event are not subject to loss of 
service for failure to pay such charges. 

Requiring that the PIN be transmitted from the LEC to the IXC, 
from the IXC to the third-party billing entity and from the third
party billing entity back to the LEC vould require major revisions 
to already complex systema and vould not provide any additional 
security to consumers. In fact, sharing the consumer's PIN among 
many different entities vould reduce, rather than enhance, 
security. 

Additionally, unless third party providers have a means to 
determine if there is a billing block option and then validate a 
PIN prior to providing a service, the rule will encourage fraud in 
an industry vhose consumers already bear the costs of high toll 
fraud losses. 

The following scenarios are all probable under this rule: a 
member of a household is not able to accept a collect call because 
s/he doesn't know the PIN; a consumer accepts a collect call or 
requests that a service be billed on his or her LEC bill, but 
provides an incorrect PIN and thereafter refuses tu pay the 
charges; an unscrupulous provider obtains the customer's PIN in 
connection with a valid transaction and then proceeds to use the 
PIN to ~cram• other items on the bill. 

(4) Subsection (12) should be revised to allow companies to 
notify customers of the PIC freeze option either by letter or on 
their bill, and should additionally be revised to allow companies 
the option of providing to customers their ovn fo~ that includes 
the information found on Form PSC/CAF 2, rather than the form 
itself. AT'T has thousands of customer service representatives 
who deal with customers from all over the country. Imposition of 
a specific form unique to one state is burdensome from a process 
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manaqement and training perspective and thus reduces, rather than 
increases, AT,T's ability to provide quick, accurate, and effective 
customer service. 

Additionally, the rule is seriously deficient unless it also 
requires the carrier that appliea a PIC freeze to send written 
notification to that effect, separate from the customer's bill. 

(5) Subsection (13) should be revised to allow companies to 
notify customer• of a change in provider either by placinq the 
notice on ~he bill or providing a bill insert. Companies should be 
allowed a minimum of six months to implement this requirement. 

BELLSOUTH: Yes, with the exception of 25-4.003(41). Rule 25-
4.003(41) should be modified to include the option of acceptinq a 
PIC freeze from the customer directly over the phone. Paper PIC 
freeze forma should not be required. 

FCCA: No position. 

FURST: No. Furst generally supports the position on this one 
issue that has been presented by the major interexchanqe carriers. 

GTEFL: At this time, GTEFL does not specificall~ oppose the 
proposed definitional revisions. 

INTERMEDIA: Intermedia concurs in and adopts the position of 
the FCCA. 

MCI: HCI does not oppose the definitions proposed by the 
Commission. One very important definition is missinq, however, and 
should be added. Nowhere in the Commission's proposed definitions 
is "unauthorized provider change• defined. HCI suqqests that an 
unauthorized carrier change be defined as the conversion of a 
consumer's local or toll provider without the consumer's consent 
obtained through appropriate verification. 

SPRINT: Sprint does not oppose the proposed rule chanqes. 

SPRINT-FLORIDA: Sprint-Florida does not oppose adoption of 
these proposed rule amendments if it is determined by the 
Commission that additional rules are necessary. Sprint-Florida 
believes the proposed changes to definitions of telecommunications 
terms can be beneficial. 
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STAFF: Yes. The rule should be adopted as proposed. 

IISUK 3: Should the Commission adopt the proposed amendments to 
Rule 25-24.110, F.A.C., as proposed by the Commission at the 
December 16, 1991, agenda conference? 

IQI:ZugM; 

AG AND THE CITIZENS: Yes, but with the following underlined 
wording: 

25-4.110 Customer Billing for Local Exchange 
Telecommunications Companies 

(10} After January 1, 1998, all bills produced shall clearly 
and conspisuoysly display the name of tho customer's local 
proyider. lgcal tpll prgyider. and toll proyider within the 
first twg Mas of the bill and clearly and conspicuously 
display the followinq information for each service billed in 
regard to each company claiming to be the customer's 
presubscribed provider for local, local toll, or toll service: 

ALLTEL: The Commission should not adopt the proposed changes 
unless it finds that they are consistent with the relateo FCC rules 
and are the least cost alternative that substantially accomplishes 
the objective. 

AT&T: No. Instead, the Commission should make the 
following changes to the proposed rule: 

( 1) Subsection (2) (b): Delete the requirement that the 
customer make an individual inbound call on each line thaL s/he 
wants to have switched, which increases the number of telephone 
calls that must be made to switch providers, and prevents customers 
from making such phone calls from other locations, such as work. 
Additionally, the ANI would not be captured for customers 
transferred ~rom one service center to another. 

(2) Subsection (2) (d): This section essentially requires a 
customer to make a PIC change twice. First the customer makes the 
change request, after which s/he receives an informational package, 
and then the customer must again request the change via the 
postcard. There is no evidence that the current process (allowing 
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the customer to change hia mind and 'deselect • a company via 
postcard) is insufficient or that customers desire this change. 

(3) Subsection (4): The rule should not prohibit companies 
from using clearly identifiable, non-deceptive LOAs that also 
include a check. FCC rules clearly allow use of such inducements. 

(4) Subsection (S): This section should be amended to 
require the provider either to receive the signed LOA .QX have 
obtained third party verification prior to the change. 

(5) Subsection (8): The Commission should require companies 
to rerate charges for up to 30 days after the customer receives his 
first bill. 

There are several problems with the requirement that companies 
provide consumers with 90 days' free service. First, by doing 
more than making customers whole, the provision constitutes an 
award of damages, which is beyond the Commission's jurisdiction. 
Second, rather than encouraging customers to be alert to 
unauthorized charges, it encourages the opposite. customers have 
a legal obligation to examine their bank and credit card statements 
in a timely manner in order to be entitled to a remedy, and there 
is no reason to provide an exception for telephone bills. Third, 
the requirement will substantially increase regulat .ry costs by 
encou~aging frivolous complaints. 

(6) Subsection (11): The requirement that customers be 
notified of PIC freeze availability during both telemarketing and 
verification is redundant and increases costs. All such 
notification should be handled in the first instance by customer 
service personnel; third party verifiers should be limited to 
verifying customer acceptance of the PIC freeze option. 

(7) Subsection (12): The requirement that providers send a 
letter notifying the customer that it will be providing his service 
is duplicative; particularly so in cases where the company has 
completed third party verification or has sent the informational 
package referenced in Rule 25-4.118(2) (d). 

(8) Subsection (13): The requirement that companies provide 
the customer a copy of the authorization relied upon within 15 days 
should be modified to require that companies provide a copy of any 
written authorization within 30 days. 
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(9) Subsection (14): This section imposes a number of 
requirements modeled on LEC customer service rules. These 
requirements are unnecessary in a competitive environment, where 
customers may switch providers when they believe they are receiving 
poor service. The Commission can better serve customers by 
facilitating selection and de-selection of providers, which will 
allow immediate redress for perceived poor service. 

BELLSOUTH: Yes, with the exception of Rule 25-4.110 ( 10), 
(11) (a)3., (12), and (13). These subsections should be modified 
due to the space limitations of BellSouth's bill, the cost 
involved, whether BellSouth will have such information in its 
possession, and technical obstacles. 

FCCA: No. There [are) lower cost regulatory alternatives to 
the rule proposed by the Commission. The Commission should either 
adopt the soon-to-be-proposed FCC rules on slamming (FCCA 
Alternative tl) or incorporate the modifications to the rroposed 
rule filed by FCCA (FCCA Alternative t2) . Either of these 
alternatives will accomplish the purpose of the Commission whlle 
imposing lower regulatory costs on the carriers than the rules as 
proposed. 

FURST: No. Furst generally supports the position on this one 
issue that has been presented by the major interexchange carriers. 

GTEFL: GTEFL oppoaea the aubaection (10) (a) requirement to 
include each provider' a certificate number on the bill. The 
certificate number would provide no useful information to the 
customer; in fact, it would likely add confusing detail to the bill 
from the customer' • perapective. G'l'BPL believes Staff can get this 
information relatively easily from either the billing LEC or the 
carrier which pasaed the charges to the LEC, as appropriate. 

GTEFL alao opposes (11) (a)3., the billing block option 
requirement. GTEFL belleves this proposal could create more 
problems than it solves. Beyond the obvious costs of establishing 
and maintaining a PIN system for over 1.5 million customers, a PIN
based approach lends itself to fraudulent manipulation, possibly by 
the same providers which engage in intentional slamming today. 

Finally, while GTEFL does not necessarily oppose the 
subsection ( 13) requirement to give a customer notice of a PIC 
change on his next bill, GTEFL would need to modify its system to 
accommodate the particular message, type and placement requirements 
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of this information. The Commission should thus consider whether 
the addition of this information would be of sufficient value to 
pass the associated costs on to consumers. 

INTERMEDIA: Intermedia concurs in and adopts the position of 
the FCCA. 

MCI: No. The requirement of including the carrier's 
certificate number on the customer bill should be eliminated as 
redundant and unnecessary. 

Revisions to the proposal to block third party billing on LEC 
invoices are necessary so that national billing processes currently 
observed throuQhout the telecommunications industry are not 
adversely impacted in Florida. 

SPRINT: No. Should the Commission determine that arlditional 
rules are necessary, the Commission should delay implementation of 
any new rules until federal rules are ~lemented. Sprint believes 
any additional rules the Commission adopts should be consistent 
with those ·federal rules. 

SPRINT-FLORIDA: Sprint-Florida does not oppose adoption of 
these rule amendments as proposed except fer Sprint-Florida's 
position with respect to the following items: Sp~int-Florida 
believes that addition of the certificate number (Rule 25-
4.110(10) (a)) and type of service notification to the bill (Rule 
25-4.110(10) (b)) will provide little if any value, while adding 
significant cost. Sprint-Florida further believes that 
implementation of the bill block option (Rule 25-4.110(11) (a)3.) 
would be costly, and could be very confusing to end users and may 
require development of industry standards for the exchange of 
billing information. If there is a need for developing industry 
standards, the time required to develop such functionality would 
factor into the availability of the option to end users. Sprint
Florida has not had sufficient time to evaluate industry-wide 
standards requirements. 

STAFF: Yes, with the following exceptions: 

Rule 25-24.110, Florida Administrative Code: 

a. Staff suggests that the billing block option language 
found in subparagraph (11) (a)3. be numbered as a separate 
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• 
subsection (11), renumbering subsequent subsections and making the 
appropriate technical reference changes. 

b. Staff further suggests the language be modified as 
follows for clarity and to ensure application to both regulated and 
unregulated services: 

(11) EaSb IfC ohall pffor end usgr/oubssribcrs a free hilling 
blopk gptign tg blQSk all pharqoo. roqulated and unrequlatod. 
frgm a third ptrty gthtr than the oubopribtr's primary lopol 
toll and tpll QJiOVidcr. Billo outeitted by third parties with 
the aubtpribtr't LIC-eR'giCis; porognel idontifipation number 
will yalidft• the •ub•griblr'• eutbgrizatign gf tho charges 
and supor•cd• tho billing blgck. The syhopriber is 
reeppnpihlc fgr all auph gbarges. 

IIBUS 4: Should the Commission adopt the proposed amendments to 
Rule 25-24.118, F.A.C., as proposed by the Commission at the 
December 16, 1997, agenda conference? 

IQIIIpll; 

AG AND THE CITIZENS: Yes, with the following changes and 
additions as shown in the underlined sections: 

25-4.118 Local, Local Toll, or Toll Provider Sele~tion 

(1) The provider of a customer shall not be changed without 
the customer's authorization. When the commission staff 
dlll!!tf!!rmint~ts that A guotmnr' a choicA of c;arrier has been 
changed withqut authorizotign or knqwledge of the gustgmer and 
the chong• wa1 willful ond tho part gf the prgyider. gr when 
the staff dctopminoo that the prgyider ht§ engaged in unfair 
or depoptiye trodc progtis;ea. the staff will inatitute a 
separate ohgw gouoe dggket to bring the facts befgre the 
ggmmissign for diopgoitign. 

(2) A LEC shall accept a change request from a certificated LP 
or !XC acting on behalf of the customer. The change regu,st 
myst motgh tho ltot "lmt of the customer. the customer add;ass 
and the guotqmer telephone number in grder to be prggessed by 
the LEC. 

(81 to\ Upgn 
ynaythorizod 

repeipt gf o gloim from o 
phongo gf prgyiders. the lgcal 

cystgmor 
proyider 

gf an 
sboll; 



• 
ORDER NO. PSC-98-0200-PHO-TI 
DOCKET NO. 970882-TI 
PAGE 23 

• 
1. Chango tho gu1tpm•r to the gustqm•r's preferred proyider; 
2. Charge btgk tg tho unoutbpri;od prgyidor tll hilling fgr 90 
days prigr tg tho date gf tho cloim and tll charges for 
unautbpri&ld prgyidor shonq••; 
3. Implement a billing blgck to A~OD all further billing by 
the lQSil ptpyider go bebJlf pf tho unauthorized proyidor; and 
4. Adyi•• the sy•t77gr that ell futuro noggtiations reqordinq 
the dioputed s;horgoo will bt btndlod directly between the 
pustqmer and tho unauthprized proyidor. 
The s;htpsut myet bt Md• by tho logl proyidcr within 24 hgyp~r 
exgeptinq Satupdey. Syndfy. tnd bolidayo. in which case the 
cbonqa oboll be aado by tho end of tho ooxt buainess day, 

tb\ Cbarqaa for thA uno~~uthori~ad prgyidor cha·,qes and all 
charge• billed go bohtlf gf the ynauthoriztd prgyider fgr 90 
dava prigr tg ngtifiqation by tho qyatpm•r sboll bo credited 
tg the su•tmer by tho c;pmpany re•pgn,aible fgr the error 
within 45 dey• gf ngtifisotion. In the cyent the carrier 
detcrmintl that thp su,atgmer' Cl c;laim wa& opt yalid. the 
garrigr 1hall ngtify the c;uatqmer of their right to appeal the 
desi,aign tg the c;ommt,a,aign and ,ahall opt attempt to rchill 
sugb c;horqos thrgyqh tho LtC hilling ,ay,atem. 

( 14) Eoc;h prgyidtr AhAll sgmply with standards applicable 
regarding enaypr ttmca for inpgminq call! to the business 
offige a,a apoc;ified in 25-4.073 gf the sgmissigr. rules. 

(15) Ng prgyidcr ,aholl engage in any deceptiye and ynfair 
pragtigc that intentignally misleads telocgmmynic;ations 
c;ustqmer,a tlgarding th1ir chgice of proyiders or that 
intentionally preyont1 c;onoymers from being informed gf the 
most esgnpm1qol ,aoryic;c arrangements ayailable to them yoder 
the proyidor',a filed tariffs. 

ALLTEL: The Commission should not adopt the proposed changes 
unless it finds that they are consistent with the related FCC rules 
and are the least cost alternative that substantially accomplish 
the objective. 

AT&T: The Commission should not impose the requirements of 
Rule 25-4.110 (10) - (13) on ALECs because they are unnecessary in 
a competitive environment. ~ustomers may freely switch providers 
if they are dissatisfied with ALEC billing practices. The 
Commission should impose the requirements of Rule 25-4.118 only as 
modified pursuant to AT&T's suggestions, above. 
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BELLSOUTH: Yes, with the exception of 25-4.119 (8). This 
section should be modified to eliminate the opportunity for undue 
financial gain by an unauthorized provider and eliminate the 
financial loss by the authorized provider, while maintaining the 
customer's financial responsibility for services rendered. 

FCCA: Ho. There are lower cost regulatory alternatives to 
the rule proposed by the Commission. The Commission should either 
adopt the soon-to-be-proposed FCC rules on slamming (FCCA 
Althernative 11) or incorporate the modifications to the proposed 
rule filed by FCCA (FCCA Alternative 12) . Either of these 
alternatives will accomplish the purpose of the Co~ission while 
imposing lower regulatory costs on the carriers than the rules as 
proposed. 

FURST: Ho. Furst generally supports the position on this one 
issue that has been presented by the major interexchange carriers. 

GTEFL: GTEFL again suggests that the Commission should be 
wary of establishing systems and measures that themselves pose a 
significant potential for fraud. GTEFL believes that the 
subsection (8) requirement to credit a customer for 90 days' worth 
of charges upon a claim of slamming could easily be abused by 
unscrupulous customers, at the expense of the gene1. ll body of 
customers who must pay for such credits. 

INTERMEDIA: Inte~edia concurs in and adopts the position of 
the FCCA. 

MCI: No. The Commission should approve ve~ification methods 
consistent with the FCC. The Commission should not require TPV 
[third party verification] to be tape recorded. The Commission 
should ensure that the TPV provider/vendor is truly independent 
from the carrier. 

LOAs should not be relied upon as a more effective 
verification method. LEes should not be relied upon to settle PIC 
disputes. The 90-day credit to any consumer experiencing an 
"undefined,. unauthorized PIC change should be deleted, as well as 
the additional re-rating of calls up to twelve months. Monthly 
slamming reporta by carriers ~hould not be required. PIC freeze 
information should not be required to be advocated by carriers to 
all potential consumers in marketing situations. Modifications to 
the proposal to require the disassociation of LEC billing for 
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"unauthorizedN service should be made so that legitimate, tariffed 
and regulated chargee incurred may be appropriately billed to the 
user. The proposal to require a match of the consumer's name, 
address and telephone number in the transmittal order with that of 
the LEC should be eltminated. 

In a competitive environment, the Commission should not impose 
requirements on the customer service operations of lonq distance 
providers, other than a requirement that customer service should be 
reasonably available to consumers via toll-free access. 

SPRINT: Aa stated above, should the Commission dete~ine that 
additional rules are necessary, Sprint recommends that the 
Commission delay tmplementing any new rules until federal rules are 
implemented. Should the Commission, however, proceed with rule
makinq before the federal rules are established, Sprint takes the 
follovinq positions: 

Rule 25-4.11Bl2llbl 1.2; and <2> (c). Florida A4ministratiye Co~ 

Sprint believes that an audio recordinq is of no qreater value 
in verifyinq the validity of a customer's carrier choice than other 
methods. It ia an unnecessary additional step that increases the 
cost of verification, and adds no additional security for the 
customer. The 'recording' offers no quarantee that the person 
authorizing the order is the true customer with the decision-makinq 
authority for the telephone service. 

Rule 25- 4.118<41. Florida bdministratiye Code; 

This Rule would prohibit inducements of any kind from beinq 
combined with the LOA. Sprint supports the proposed rule chanqe. 
Sprint, however, recommends that the rule be clarified to indicate 
that negotiable instruments, such as checks, are not to be combined 
with an LOA. 

Rule 25-4.118(21 (d) (5). florida Administrative Code; 

Sprint supports the proposed rule chanqe. 

Ryle 25-4.118<21 <d> <6>. Florida A4ministratiye Code; 

Sprint aenaa new customers a Welcome Pockaqe confirming their 
PIC chanqe order. Substantial additional printinq and 
administrative coats will be incurred if state-specific information 
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must be included. Any increase in administrative costs could 
impede competition. 

Rule 25-4.118(8). Florida 6dministratiye Code; 

Sprint opposes any rule that would relieve customers' 
responsibility for paying for services they have received. Rule 
changes of this type would encourage fraud and bad debt for all 
interexchange carriers. · 

Rule 25-4.118(10), Flgridl A4ministratiye Code; 

Sprint believes that identification of the independent 
verifier will only create customer confusion. Sprint's independent 
verifier now uses the name •verification.H Sprint has not received 
any customer complaints as the result of this procedure. 

SPRINT-FLORIDA: Sprint-Florida does not oppose adoption ~f the 
PIC change requirements if the proposed rule should be implemented 
with the following exceptions: 

Rule 25-4.118<2> Cb), Florida A4ministrative Codt; 

Sprint-Florida believes that this proposal 
significant costs but fail to effectively address ~he 
slamming. These costs will flow to customers and may 
service providers from entering the Florida market. 

Rule 25-4.118(2) Cb)2 •• Florida Administrative Code; 

would impose 
root cause of 
pre\lent other 

Sprint-Florida also opposes the proposal that would require 
audio recording verification of inbound customer initiated calls 
because evidence suggests that very few slamming complaints result 
from inbound customer initiated calls and that the cost of 
implementing such a requirement would far outweigh the benefits. 

Rule 25-4.118(2) ld>S., Florida A4ministratiye Code; 

Sprint-Florida does not support the proposed rule that would 
require the customer to return a signed postcard in the event PIC 
change verification occurred via the welcome package option. Our 
expe: ience with this process would indicate that implementation of 
this rule would result in customer confusion and cause unnecessary 
delays in the PIC chan9e process. Additionally, the process may 
result in customer dissatisfaction and make entry into the market 
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difficult for ca.petitive providers. Sprint-Florida believes that 
there would be a large percentage of consumers who would not return 
the postcard for various reasons such as forgetting to send the 
card or not realizing the card must be returned to effect the 
change. 

Rule 25-4,118(8), Florida 6dministratiye Code; 

The proposed rule which states that charges for unauthorized 
provider changes and all charges for the first 90 day~ or first 
three billing cycles, whichever is longer, shall be credited by the 
company responsible for the error within 45 days of notification is 
opposed by Sprint-Florida on the baaia that customers who claim to 
have been slammed should not be relieved of the duty to pAy for any 
of the charges for calls or other services that were actually 
incurred by the customer during the time they were assigned to an 
unauthorized carrier. Any rule that absolves a customer nf their 
financial responsibility only provides incentives for bogus 
slamming complaints, thereby increasing the number of customer 
complaints. 

Rule 25-4.118(14), Florida AQministratiye Code; 

Sprint-Florida believes that for LECs there is no evidence in 
this record that demonstrates that additional ar.swer time 
requirements would be cost effective in addressing slamming and 
cramming. Clearly, there is no evidence to support the value of 
24-hour mechanized answering. 

STAFF: Yes, the rule should be adopted with the following 
exception. 

Rule 25-4.118, Florida Administrative Code: 

a. The fourth sentence to Subsection (14) should be amended 
by adding the following language before the "period": 

and be answered within 60 seconds after the last digit is 
dialed, 

Iaaa. 5: Should the Commission adopt the proposed amendments 
to Rule 25-24.490, F.A.C., as proposed by the Commission at the 
December 16, 1997, agenda conference? 

IQIU'IC.; 
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AG AND THE CITIZENS: Yes. 

ALLTEL: The Commission should not adopt the proposed changes 
unless it finds that they are consistent with the related FCC rules 
and are the least cost alternative that substantially accomplishes 
the objective. 

AT&T. No position. 

BELLSOUTH: Yes. These rules should be applicable to 
interexchange carriers. 

FCCA: No. The proposed rule should be modified to delete the 
reference to subsection (10) under the column captioned ftPortions 
Applicable" to section 25-24.110. AN IXC has no way to identify a 
customer's local carrier. Therefore, it cannot put this 
information on its bill as this proposed rule seems to require. 

FURST: No. Furst generally supports the position on thJs one 
issue that has been presented by the major interexchange carriers. 

GTEFL: At this time, GTBFL doea not specifically oppose any of 
the proposed revisions. 

INTERMEDIA: Intermedia concurs in and adopts the position of 
the FCCA. 

MCI: Other than the specific objections that MCI has stated 
in its testimony and pre-bearing •tatements, MCI does not generally 
object to the rules applying to IXC•. 

SPRINT: Ro. Should the Commission determine that additi~~al 
rules are necessary, the COmmission should delay adopting any new 
rules until federal rules are implemented. Sprint believes any 
additional rulea the Commission adopts should be consistent with 
those federal rules. 

SPRINT-FLORIDA: Sprint-Florida takes no position on this 
issue. 

STAFF: Yea. The rule should be adopted as proposed. 
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Smart Long 
Distance Dialing 

JMK - 3 Common Carrier 
Scorecard - ... 

Composite Rules, FAW 
Exhibit No. notice, Orders, 
1 Statements to 

JAPC, Notice, 
Comments 

JAT · 1 Letter of 
complaint 

JAT - 2 Case on 
antitrust, Parker 
v. Brown 
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J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Taylor Staff 

J. Alan Tavlor Staff 

. 

• 
JAT - 3 Letter on 

unauthorized PIC 
changes 

JAT - 4 FCC consumer 
Information 

JAT - 5 Letter from AG -
billin<1 complaint 

JAT - 6 Petition to FCC -
cramminq 

JAT - 7 Convnents to FCC -
900 number 

JAT - 8 Article - pay per 
call 

JAT - 9 Complaint -
Slamming 

JAT - 10 Complaint -
cramminq 

JAT - 11 FPSC Consumer 
Alert 

JAT - 12 FPSC Rules - Toll 
fraud liability 

JAT - 13 Article -
slamming 

JAT - 14 Solicitation 

Parties and Staff reserve the right to identify addi tiona! 
exhibits for the purpose of cross-examination. 

XI. PROPOSEQ STIPijLftTIQNS 

There are no proposed stipulations at this time. 

XII. PENQING MQTIQNS 
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AT&T' s Motion to Accept Prehearing Statement One Day Late 
filed on January 16, 1998, has been granted. 

AT,T's Request for Temporary and Pe~anent Protective Order 
filed October 20, 1997, has been denied. In its Motion and at the 
Prehearing Conference, AT&T argued that the information requested 
by the Office of Public Counsel, which includes customer account 
record info~tion, is prohibited from beinq disclosed under 
Section 364.24, Florida Statutes. AT'T requested a protective 
order to specify that Public Counsel may not use customer account 
record info~tion obtained pursuant to subpoena to contact 
customers whose identity is revealed by the information produced. 

The Office of Public Counsel timely filed its Response and 
Opposition by Citizens of State of Florida to AT&T'S Request for 
Temporary and Permanent Protective Order on October 28, 1997. In 
its Response and at the Prehearinq Conference, Public Counsel 
arqued that the statute, Section 364.24, Florida Statutes, p.·ovided 
for an exception to allow disclosure of customer information as 
required or otherwise allowed by law. The information was to be 
provided in response to a process of law. Public Counsel further 
argued that the statute did not address the relief requested by 
AT&T. Finally, Public Counsel arqued that, by statute, it 
represents the citizens of this state in matters before the Public 
Service Commission. It would be improper for the Commisston or any 
other party to interfere with its responsibility to represent its 
clients. 

Upon consideration, I find that a special exception should be 
made for Public Counsel as they represent the customers whom they 
are to protect. While the privacy issue should be qiven great 
weight, because the information is being requested by Public 
Counsel for the purpose of representinq those individuals, I 
believe it is proper for them be able to contact those individuals. 
The information shall be treated as confidential information and 
shall not be otherwise disclosed. 

It is therefore, 

ORDERED by Commissioner Julia L. Johnson, as Prehearing 
Officer, that this Prehearinq Order shall govern the conduct of 
these proceedinqs as set forth above unless modified by the 
Commission. It is further 
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ORDERED by Commissioner Julia L. Johnson, as Prehearing 
Officer, that this Prehearing Order shall govern the conduct of 
these proceedings as set forth above unless modified by the 
Commission. It is further 

ORDERED that AT'T's Motion to Accept Prehearing Statement One 
Day Late filed on January 16, 1998, has been granted. It is 
further 

ORDERED that AT&T'S Motion for Protective Order be denied and 
Public Counsel may contact customers as prescribed in this order. 

By ORDER of Commissioner L. Johnson, as Prehearing 
Officer, this 2ad day of 1998 

(SEAL) 

owe 

NQTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEQINGS OR JUQICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that a~ply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by this order, which is 
preliminary, procedural or inte~ediate in nature, may request: 1) 
reconsideration within 10 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.038 (2), 
Florida Administrative Code, if issued by a Prehearing Officer; 2) 
reconsideration within 15 days pursuant to Rule 25-22.060, Florida 
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of the final action will not provide an adequate remedy. Such 
review may be requested from the appropriate court, as described 
above, pursuant to Rule 9.100, Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure. 




