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Dear Mr. Caton:
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May 7, 1997

Office ofthe Secretary
Federal Trade Commission
6th Street & Pennsylvania Avenue NW .
Room 159
Washington, DC 20580

Re: FTC File No. R611016 - 900-Number Rule Review

Dear Sir:

Enclosed are the original and 6 copies of the Florida Public Service Commission comments
in the 900-Number Rule Review. Please date stamp and return one copy in the enclosed self­
addressed stamped envelope. We have also enclosed a diskette, as requested.

Alan Taylor in the Division ofCommunieations «904) 413-6518) is the primary contact on
this filing.

Sincerely,
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Cynthia B. Miller
Senior Attorney
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE CCM(ISSION
Washington, DC 20580

In the Matter of: )
)

900-Number Rule Review; )
Request for Comment "Regarding )
Possible Modification of )
Definition of "Pay-Per-Call )
Services" Pursuant to the )
Telecommunications Act )

---------------)

FTC FILE NO.: R611016

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CQHMISSION COMMENTS

Pay-per-call (PPC) billing, specifically charges to telephone

bills, continues to be a major source of complaints from Florida

consumers, and the number of complaints are on the rise. The

Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) believes additional

consumer safeguards should be considered to address common forms of

billing abuse. Attachments to our comments provide examples of the

following types of complaints which suggests that the bills are not

in compliance with existing requirements:

Apparent pay-per-call charges masqueraded as
international toll;

Pay-per-call charges billed as 900-number calls
even though the calls did not originate as a 900­
number call, circumventing the subscriber's 900­
number blocking;

Pay-per-call type calls originated to service
access codes other than 900/976;

• Unauthorized charges adjusted on subscriber's
telephone bills, subsequently billed directly with
threat of negative credit report.



Based on our review of these common complaints, the FPSC makes

the following suggestions:

1) Consideration should be given to expanding the definition of

pay-per-call to incorporate the many forms of access used by

segments of the industry, including masqueraded international

toll.

2) The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) should consider

specifically requiring the information provider to be

responsible for obtaining authorization for its charges, not

allowing the information provider to bill or initiate

collection action based on the assumption that if the call

originates from a phone number that the subscriber is

automatically liable.

3) Consideration should be given to prohibiting information

providers, service bureaus, and collection agencies from

misleading telephone subscribers that they are legally bound

to pay for any unregulated PPC charges on their telephone

accounts, even if the charges were not authorized.

4) Consideration should be given to prohibiting information

prOViders, service bureaus, and collection agencies operating

on behalf of the information provider from rebilling directly

the charges removed from a telephone bill and from threatening

or actually reporting negative credit reports to credit

bureaus when fraudulent calls, masqueraded charges, charges
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for services not in compliance with applicable rules, or

unauthorized charges are involved.

5) The FPSC urges the FTC to consider incorporating the added

consumer safeguard of a billing block option. The FPSC has

proposed that the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)

consider making available a billing block option to local

exchange subscribers. This option would be limited to those

who request it. As envisioned, this option would allow

telephone subscribers to block bills to their account from

third-parties, unless the electronic billing record includes

the proprietary personal identification number (PIN) of the

subscriber associated with the telephone number. Without the

correct PIN, the charge would be automatically rejected by the

telephone company and would not appear on a subscriber's

telephone bill. The FPSC believes this type of consumer

safeguard would be an additional tool for consumers to use

since the complaints attached suggest that dialing blocks are

no longer effective. With this feature, information providers

would have to obtain the authorized PIN number or risk having

their charges automatically blocked.

Our comments are limited to our suggestions above and to

responses to certain questions set forth in the FTC's invitation to

comment.
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CQHHENTS

I. General Issues for Comment

1. Is there a continuing need for the 900-Number Rule?

Yes. In 1995, the FPSC received over 800 PPC complaints from

Florida consumers. In 1996, the FPSC received 1,179 inquiries, and

for the first three months of 1997, the FPSC has received 153

complaints. We believe it is too soon to determine whether the

level of complaints this year signifies a downward trend.

Therefore, we believe it is apparent, based on the large volume of

complaints, that there is a continuing need for the 900-Number

Rule. In addition, the increase in complaints between 1995 and

1996, indicates that changes to the Rule are appropriate.

2. What effect, if any, has the Rule had on consumers?

2c. What changes, if any, should be made to the Rule to
increase the benefits to consumers?

For the most part, the FPSC believes the Rule has had a

positive effect on consumers. However, some PPC prOViders are

continuing, apparently willfully, to disregard the Commission's

definition of a PPC by billing for calls to numbers other than

those beginning with 900. For example, the current rule requires

PPC numbers to begin with the 900 service access code. However,

the rule definition states that it does not include "any service

the charge for which is tariffed." In our review of complaints, it

appears that some PPC providers are deliberately "hiding" behind
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the Commission's exclusion of tariffed services from the definition

of pay-per-calls by billing an excessive amount as the tariffed

charge for some unwanted service. Examples of this type of

complaint can be found on pages Al - A4 (Nielsen complaint) and AS

- A21 (Burgess complaint). These complaints deal with services for

Nll and 700 numbers, which are tariffed. The FPSC believes that

the Commission's definition should be expanded to include any call

by any access code that initially or ultimately results in charges

to a telephone subscriber above the normal tariffed toll charges of

an equivalent service provided by the subscriber's authorized

carrier. The provider must be responsible for obtaining explicit

authorization for such services, in writing. Alternatively, the

information provider may obtain the LEC specific PIN, generally
.
available to any LEC subscriber, to document authorization.

otherwise the subscriber should be able to reject charges for such

services as unauthorized. This would be helpful in protecting

subscribers from abuse of their accounts by visitors or through

clip-on type fraud.

6. Are there additional advertising, operating, or
other standards for the audiotext industry not included
in the Rule that might now be desirable or necessary to
prevent deceptio~ or other abuses, or to prevent evasion
of the Rule's requirements and prohibitions?

Yes. As documented in the attached complaints, many of the

calls allegedly made were in response to advertisements. However,

segments of the industry, in the cases attached, have evaded the
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definition of pay-per-call by various means. The FTC's definition

of pay-per-call might be amended to include any call, by any

service access code, excepting telephone directory assistance, that

results in the provision of a live or recorded audiotext messaqe or,
the provision of entertainment, information or services charged to

a telephone bill. In the event that the commission does not

believe it has the latitude to make such a change to the

definition, the commission could urge the FCC to make the suggested

changes or seek statutory authority.

In addition, the FPSC cannot stress enough the importance of

making the PPC providers more responsible in obtaining

authorization from the customer of record. The PPC provider should

be required to produce verification that the customer of record

authorized the call. Right now, a consumer is guilty until proven

innocent. This brings up the question of how a custo~er of record

can prove that he did llQt make a call. In one complaint (pages

A63-A65), the consumer was billed for a PPC on her 5/17/96 bill and

upon receipt of the bill, immediately disputed the charges. The

PPC provider advised the customer by letter dated 5/29/96 that the

charges would not be removed as the customer is responsible for

"all charges incurred by that telephone." Subsequently, the PPC

provider notified the FPSC by telephone calIon 5/31/96 that it had

•discovered hackers were apparently breaking into condo meter rooms

and making pay-per-calls and billing them to the condo residents
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(pagesA61-A62). That is what happened in the above example and

the subscriber's bill was subsequently credited for the fraudulent

charges. How could this customer have proven that she did not make

the call? The PPC provider at first believed that because

Automatic Number Identification (ANI) captured the customer's

number, the call was made from her telephone.

proved erroneous.

This was later

For this and other reasons, the FPSC believes that before PPC

providers can bill consumers for PPC charges, a method should be

considered in which providers are first required to obtain a valid

authorization number (for those customers requesting the billing

block option) much as any merchant would, of necessity, obtain a

customer's complete Visa credit card number.

8. How should the FTC's Rule be amended to harmonize
with changes and proposed changes in the FCC's regulatory
approach?

The FPSC believes that the FTC should add a statement to its

rules that any differences with the FCC's rules are to be

interpreted with the more stringent requirement prevailing.

II. Definitions

lOb. Are there additional definitions that should be
added to the Rule? Explain.

The FPSC believes that the Commission's definitions should be

expanded upon. For example, the definitions might include the term

"billing block option" to define an option available to subscribers
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for blocking the billing of any pay-per-call service for which the

provider has not obtained specific authorization through a LEe

proprietary card PIN number. To address PPC masqueraded as

international toll, perhaps the definitions section should define

any international telephone numbers published to solicit calls that

cost more than 75 cents per minute as PPC. The definitions should

also address and include the telemarketing of debit/credit cards,

800 number services, conference calls and other services with

initial or recurring monthly charges from other than the

subscriber's preferred carrier as PPC.

llb. Should entities engaging in service bureau functions
be covered by the rule, even if they also engage in
"common carrier" functions at other times?

Yes, to prevent 'industry segments from evading the rule by

looking for new exemptions to exploit.

l2e. Should the Rule require that a presubscription
agreement be in writing?

The FPSC believes that PPC providers should be required to

obtain the agreements from the customers of record in writing,

similar to the Letter of Authorizations (LOAs) required by primary

interexchange carriers to switch a customer's long distance

carrier. Legitimate PPC providers should welcome the added

responsibility of obtaining LOAs from customers of record to avoid

the time and expense of investigating consumer complaints that a

service was not ordered. Examples of complaints that would have

been avoided would include pages A44 - A60.
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III. Advertising

14. Does the Rule provide adequately for disclosing the
cost to consumers prior to making a call to a 900 number
service?

The FPSC believes that legitimate PPC providers do adequately

disclose the cost prior to the consumer making the call to a 900

number. However, it is those companies that advertise local or 800

and 888 numbers, and international numbers that evade adequately

disclosing costs to consumers. By incorporating these forms of

access into the definition of PPC, the FTC may better enforce its

existing rules to address the types of abuses included in the

attached complaints.

16. Is the requirement governing "telephone
solicitations" in section 308.3(h) clear, meaningful, and
effective?

Telemarketing appears to be the basis for charges to

subscriber telephone bills for items such as debit cards, blocking

services, member services, discount services and credit card

offers. Based on complaints to the FPSC, the subscribers never

ordered and in some cases never received the items allegedly agreed

upon and billed for. The requirement governing "telephone

solicitation" may not need to be modified if the definition of pay-

per-call is modified to include the services described above.

IV. Operation and standards

25. What impact has the Rule had on complaints, and
requests for credits or refunds not authorized by
subscribers?
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Based on complaints and inquiries to the Florida Public

Service Commission, complaints (1,179) in 1996 were 37% higher than

1995. Without the rule complaints would probably be higher still.

Consumers complain about phantom calls, advertising which results

in unauthorized teenage access of PPC services, deceptive and

misleading ads for job services and fraudulent calls. In addition,

our investigation has documented that some calls billed by an

information provider as 900~number calls were never made (pages A89

- A95). Based on our review, the FPSC believes the current rule

has not provided adequate consumer safeguards.

v. Billing and Collection

31a. How does "phantom billing" occur?

31b. What procedures and safeguards should exist to
ensure that customers are billed only for calls actually
placed from that customer's phone?

31c. How does a billing entity determine that billing
tapes or other records of calls are genuine?

The FPSC believes that "phantom" billing does occur. Our

investigation of one complaint documents that the subscriber

charged for 900-number calls had a working 900-number block in

place at the time. Moreover, the transport provider for the 900-

number in question confirms that such a call did not transit its

network (pages A89 - A95). One could conclude that the information

provider made up the charge. Based on this and other complaints we
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have reviewed there appear to be no protections built into local

exchange company billing systems to limit anyone using the services

of a service bureau or billing clearinghouse from initiating a bill

to anyone at anytime for anything, without authorization. The

charges simply appear on a subscriber's telephone bill.

In other cases, the question remains whether someone broke

into a meter room at a condominium and made calls using a

resident's phone line (pages A61 - A67). Time and again, the FPSC

receives responses from PPC providers advising that its only

"proof" that the billed PPC was made from a customer's telephone is

ANI. As pointed out by one PPC provider (pages A61 - A62), that is

not always a correct assumption.

For these reasons, the FPSC believes consumers deserve to have

a billing block option for their local telephone service considered

by the commission, as described herein, to provide additional

safeguards to them to prevent recurring billing and collection

abuses and evasion of applicable rules by segments of the PPC

industry.

CONCWSION

Because the consumer protections implemented thus far in

response to the Telephone Disclosure and Dispute Resolution Act

have not been SUfficiently effective, the Florida Public Service

Commission urges the Federal Trade Commission to implement

addi tional consumer safeguards as outlined herein with special
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emphasis on those charges billed to subscribers' local telephone

accounts.

1) The FTC should consider expanding the definition of pay­

per-call to encompass the variety of charges masqueraded as

international toll, debit card, credit card and member services,

and services provided through service access codes other than 900.

2) Consideration should be given to .making information

providers responsible for obtaining authorization for specific

charges and whether information providers should be-allowed to bill

or initiate collection action based on the. assumption that if the

call originates from a phone number the subscriber is automatically

liable.

3) The FTC should determine whether information providers

should be prohibited from misleading telephone subscribers that

they are legally bound to pay for unregulated PPC charges on their

telephone accounts if the charges were not authorized.

4) The FTC should consider whether information providers,

service bureaus and collection agencies operating on behalf of the

information provider should be prohibited from rebilling directly

the disputed charges removed from a telephone bill and from

threatening or actually reporting negative credit reports to credit

bureaus.

5) In addition, consideration should be given to allowing

subscribers to establish a LEC proprietary card billing block to

12



prevent billing for unauthorized charges. If a LEC proprietary

card blocking option is not feasible, other alternatives include

establishing some form of oversight of billing practices in view of

billing abuses as described herein; and requiring a clause in LEe

billing contracts to address termination of such agreements with

service bureaus, clearinghouses or information providers upon

sufficient showing of continuing abuse of applicable federal or

state requirements.

Respectfully submitted,

/tYNTHIAiC MILLER
Senior Attorney

Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850
(904) 413-6082
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Complaint No. 357/2750

Mrs. Marie Nielsen (David, son, called in complaint)
c/o Oaks at Greenbriar Nursin Home
202 21st Street West
Bradenton, FL 34205
941-748-6969

David Nielsen
1136 Weston Road
Lincoln, MA 01773
617-381-1711-W
617-259-o376-H

Mr. Nielsen said his mother is not capable of making telephone calls. He bad the
telephone installed at the nursing home in his mother's room so that he could call her. The
bill, which he pays, is nonnaUy $13.52 for local service charges. Mrs. Nielsen's February 22,
1997 bill was $913.99, $886.95 of which was for 11 calls made duriDg an approximately S­
hour period on October 14 and 15, 1997. The pay per calls were billed by Pilgrim
Telephone.
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27 lIareb 1997

II.. 'at.y D. Burg•••
5503 Wbittondal. Road
Lithonia, GA 30051

Florida PUblic S.rvice co..i ••ion
J. Allen Taylor
2540 Shaard Oak Blvd.
T.llaha••••, PL 32399-0'"

Dear 1Ir. T.ylor:

1. R.f.r.nc. our tel.phon. conv.r••tion on this dat. re;.rding
311 Direct, Inc., the following infora.tion i. provided:

a. IAtt.r to MID-AX R.covery S.rvice, Sar••ota, PL, d.t.d
25 Mar 97 r.garding out.tanding charg. of t310.03.

b. Lett.r to "llSouth, dated 13 Mar 11 recappift9 our
conv.r.ation and requ••t.d an.w.r. to .y out.tanding qu••tion••

c. IAtt.r fro. "llSouth, dat.d 20 Mar 11. Rot.:, ••11South
did not addr... any of the qu••tion. I have ••k.d. Th.y did not
.v.n have the court••y to t.ll .. vhy th.ir e:u.to.er S.rvice
Supervi.or. did not re.pond to .y corre.pondence.

d. Letter to 311 Direct, Inc., d.ted 13 Mar 17 with previous
correspondence .ttached.

•• IAtt.r fro. S.nator Max Clel.nd, d.t.d 25 Feb 97
,acknowledging .y corre.pondenc•• No furth.r corre.pondenc.
receiv.d.

2. Sir, aft.r our conv.r••tion, I call.cs KID-AM ••cov.ry S.rvice
again to .e. if Mr. Jone.could provide •• any .dditional
information about the co.p.ny or vhy the out.tanding charg.. v.r.
nov $390.03. I rec.ived no further inforaation but va. told th.t
the t.lephon. nuaber that Mr. Jon•• vave .. va. vroftCJ. fte
corr.ct nuaber for 311 Dir.ct, Inc. 1. 305-141-5000. I called
the nUllber and a.keel for 1Ir. David !trop,Pr••ident or owner. The
per.on vho an.wered the phon•••ted who va. call1ftCJ an4 I Iav••y
n.... I va. put on hold .nd 1Ir. Brie Jacob. c••• on the 1 ne .nd
refu.ed to put .e through to 1Ir. !trOpe 1Ir. Jacob••tated that he
va. the ONLY per.on I could talk to ancs the ONLY per.on that
could .ak. anY,d.ci.ion. regarding the charg... Th. fact that I
•• pur.uing this i ••u. 1. h.r•••••nt and '1'0 PAY THE MONEY lOWE.
I challeng.d hia on the difference in out.t.nding charge.
($55.44 > $390.03). Mr. 'Jacob. tin.lly .daitted that it v•• an
.rror and h. vould have it corrected. Without knoving the rul•• ,
I would suspect that a rO\l"~.~ $400.110 a.bit veigh••or••••
damaging entry on a credit report than a '55.00 d.bit.



3. JIr. Taylor eo.ethin; ba. to be done abouttelecoDunication
.cu./fraud. I wrote the rcc twice - no re.pon.e. I called the
reder.l Tr.de C~i••ion - I lot a ..nu with inforaation but
could not ace... an individual. ! wot. JAY congre••woaan and
8.n.tor twice. Pinally received a re.pon.e fro• ., lenator bQt
no further •••i.t.nce or follow up. IIy telephone co.pany,
BellSouth, 1••ware of the teleco_unicatlon .c... th.~ I
attached to .y cone.pondence of 13 Mar .7 BUT they have not
publi.hed any Con.uaer Advi.ory infor-ation in their billin,
.tate.ent•• air, the IIOney I. not the i ••u. - it i. the .
principl.. I work hard for the 8On.y I earn. I pay II)' bill., .y
credit i. excellent and thi. COIlPany 1. tzyll.'9 to ruin it. It i •

. the .... thing a. If I owned a 9Uft and it va••tol.n or
tak.n/u••d vithout .y knowledge or per-i••ion and they kill
.o..one. 8inc. I own the 9W', I vould be charled and .ant to
jail for the .urd.r not the Per.on th.t did th••ct. I own up to
.y re.pon.ibilitie. but I .. not 90ing to liv. a di•• to .o.eon.
-ju.t becau••- th.y .ay I have to becau.. the call. wh.r. .ad.
fro••y pbon.. Th. call. -could- have be.n ••d. but not by ••
and not with .y knowl.dg. or p.r-i••ion. I n.ed your h.lp,
pl•••••.

4. If, I can provide you any oth.r infor-ation, pl•••• l.t ••
know.

Sinc.r.ly your.

~~:*r:-'
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25 lIAR .,

... .at.y D. lurg•••
5503 Wbittonc!al. Road.
Litbonia, GA 3005.

KID-AM UCOVDY SaVlel
P.O. lOX 57'3:
ATTN: 1Ir. Bric Jon••
Sara.ota, PL 34271

Dear 1Ir. Jon•• :

1. P.r our conv.r.ation of 24 Rar '7, % .. r••ponding to your
corr••pond.nc. of 20 Mar 17 r8CJarding the out.tanding balanc. of
'3.0.03 to 311 Dir.ct, Inc. Th. following inforaatioft 1.
provid.d:

a. The charg•• are ift di.put.. I did not .alt. the call. and
did not agre. prior to thi•••rvic. being activated ift .y area
code to have acce.. to the .ervic. provid.d by III Direct~ Inc.
(Ceorgia) or 311 Direct, Inc. (florida).

b. The out.tanding di.puted charge a. enclo.ed i. $55.44 not
$3'0.03.

2. I am a1.0 .nclo.ift9 a copies of pr.viou. corr••pond.nc. that
I have writt.n r.garding this i ••u.. Pl•••••cknowl.dg. receipt.

3. Thank you for your ti•• and .ffort.

Sincerely your.,

/a... 'D. tkf&'-
PATSY D. .URGU.
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P.O. Box 5793
Sarasota PI. 34277

(941) 921-7714
(800) ~35-6709

3621 Webber !
at Bene~...............................................................................,

03/20/97

PATSY BURGESS
5503 WHITTONDALI ROAD
LITHONIA, GA 30058-0000

*** COLLECTION NOTICE ***
The followinq past due accountCs) has been placed with us and
PAYMENT IN FULL IS EXPECTED. The unpaid account Ca) may impair
your CREDIT STANDING if no response is received.

PROTECT YOUR CREDIT RECORD BY PAYING THIS BALMCE,
Cr.i'o' Ace.", , ....NI.. ... 0-:1
In DtllCT, IIC, 7'7'OfI19213 3tO,Q

UIILESS 'Cil lOTI" Till or'ICI WITIIII so DAYI An'l IlellYl15 UIS IOTICI TIIAT 'Cil DlPU1I

TMI VALIDITY 01 'd 0111 01 AI' PCllTiOI TIIIIIOI, 'illS OffiCI WILL ASSI.MI TlIII HIT IS YALlO.
I' 'Cil MOTI" TillS ~'ICi II WlITII' W'TIIII so OAf. 'laM IIClI~rIG 'liS IOTICI, Till OIflCl
WtLL: Q1flll VlII'tCATrOlOl 'III OIl' 01 GlTAI. A car, 01 A AOGMrIT AIID MIL 'ell A CCI" Of
IUCII __IT 01 VlllfiCATlOI, I' 'ell '.UIT TlIS O"ICI II ..miG VI'III1 so Da'. Anll.

1IC11YIIt 'I" IOTtCl, T.rl OI'ICI "ILL NOVIII YCI.I IIIU ,... AID .IUI 01 Till G111111AL

ClIDITGI, •• OI"II'IT flaM Till CUlI.II' ClIDITOI•

•••••••••••••••••••••••• TZAR 0" AHD "TURK WITS 'AY.MIHT •••••••••••••••••••• ,
Name: BURGISS, PATSY Record: S11282-A
Amount Due: '390.03 Date: 03/20/97
PAYMENT MlTROD: CHICIe/MONlY ORDER:' CHARGE CARD:
MC/VISA ACCOUNT NUMBER:
EXPIRATION DATE: AMOUNT PAID:
NOTE: TO BE SURE or PROP'i'ilCi'iOIT, REMIT PAYMENT TO:

MID-AM RECOVERY
P.O. Box 5789, Clearwater, P1 34618

T.II II All ATTI'" TO calLiCT A DII'. AI, II,QlMTlCII Q1TAIIIED "ILL. USED '01 TMAT PUl~ •... ...



13 Karch 1'97

••llioutll
".auti.. coapl.late
Amra D. It.,Il.ai. nitloot
.7••••t .e.ollt~.e '~••t, ••••
aOOll 17DI'
atluta,. 10'71

Dear 1Ia. Whitlock,

1. I would l1Jc. to th.nk you for taJc1n9 the tbe to di.cu.. thi•
••tt.r and other t.l.communication i ••u•• vith .. on th. 11th of
K.rch 1"7.

2. A8 .t.t.d in our conver••tion, I ...nclo.ing .y aoat recent
corre.pondenc. to 311 Direct, Inc. (Ill Dire~, Inc.) aa v.ll a.
pr.viou. corr••pondenc. ·C.nclo.ure 1). I .1.0 .ddr••••d .0..
que.tion I vould lik••n.w.r.d durin9 our conv.r••tion. Th.
following i. a r.cap plus an additional qu••tion:

a. Why bav. I n.v.r·r.c.iv.d a r.ply fro•••11South vhen the
corre.pondenc. va••ddr••••d .p.cific.lly to CU.to.er S.rvice
Supervi.or. at tvo diff.rent loc.tion.?

b. Why wh.n I a.leed the supervisor. .nd CU.to.er S.rvic.
operator. for a point of contact .nd .ddr•••, oth.r th.n CU.to.er
Service, I va. told the corre.pondenc. would .nd up in custo••r
S.rvice no .att.r vh.r. I .ent it? Why va. your offic. not
provid.d to ••?

c. I would lile••y que.tion. an.wer.d th.t I b.v. direct.d
to ••llSouth in .y pr.vious corre.pond.nc••. Al.o, I would lik.
to know if a.llSoutb i. th. originator or proPOn.nt for A3'.
Abbr.viat.d Dialing, O.n.ral Sub.criber S.rvic. Tariff? If.OI
no DO llJ'aLK a.4/.~ oo~~espo.4 "itll lJ'O en III anI'. lJ'O I.CLUJ)•
•~ CO.'aKBa .aotlClfloM1 I .. al.o .nclo.ing (.nclo.ur. 2)
t.l.communication .c..·inforaation that I have r.ceived on th.
INTERNET. ft••• i ••u•• ne.d to be addressees al.o. I bav. tvo
fri.nds that bav••xp.ri.nc.d fir.t hand ·local or 1-100·
tel.phone call. that have conv.rt.d back to their telephon.. a.
coll.ct long distanc. c.ll. fro.ov.r•••• (London, Bnglancl). One
fri.nd had bi. telephone .ervice di.conn.cted for lack ot
paYJI.nt. AT'" anet a.llSouth vere NO HELP AT ALL. Thi. i. not
right. People work h.ret for vh.t they earn and 1t 1. cri.inal
that telecommunication compani•• and the 90vernaent don't ,ive a
DUJI about u.. OOe. the all .ighty dol1~r ••an th.t auch to your
corporate world? If 1t weren't tor u.e iO~ would not have any
indUStry.



•• RefJarding the credit that I received on WI b1111,
atat..ent in the aaount of $55.44. I talked to ... .eno n the
Albany, GA, CUato.er s.rvic. Office about thl. alao. ...eeI on
d.flnition ~ account 1. 1'1'0 and tbere u. 110 OUTITUDIIIG
ClWtGII that la owed to 311 01' .11 01' 1IHA'l'1YD Direct, Inc."
••1th.r your••1f or Ma•••no could v.rify tIlia.•tat...nt a. true.
Any coapany can audit an account to 'l'RACK back to the becJiMlnv
on any action to ••• who proc••••d it and how 1t va. handled. I
do not w.nt AMY furth.r co11.etion .etion 01' unfavor.bl. r.port,
.ant to the cr.dit Bur.au that would aff.ct Wi credlt ratlnv .
regarding thi••att.r. I con,id.r the paya.nt 1••'1' clo••d.

f. Pl•••• r.f.r to p.ra9l'apb 3 In ay corr••pond.ne. to 311
Dlr~, Inc., d.t.d 13 M.reb 1117. Doe. till. Co.pany or
..llSouth bav. the rigbt to ••11/giv./u.e at .... or "«r.I. Ir
,.1I1b'D' lu',.r 01 IIY eoKIII&TIOI 0' II' fIR" ,. 'Rr "Ipll!
or 'OMpl,I.. t'I' '.11. il "a' I ,oDIS'.r II»'?

3. I appr.ci.t. your .ffort. and look forward to your r.ply.

2 BIle1 Sinc.r.ly your.,

A.,~.,L,--
Plt.y D. BURCESS

2

.A '"


