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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: EXPARTE
CC Docket No. 96-61

Dear Ms. Salas:

Today, June 9, 1998, David Joseph-Lacagnina and Charles Kremer of Salestar,
George David ofCCMI, Kim Russo and Yvonne Goldschmidt of Tele-Tech Services,
members ofthe Telecommunications Management Information Systems Coalition, and
the undersigned met with Paul Gallant, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Gloria Tristani.
We restated our previous arguments set forth in the pleadings filed in the above­
captioned proceeding and in the attached talking points, Wall Street Journal article, and
presentation by the National Regulatory Research Institute.

Two copies of this letter have been submitted to the Secretary of the
Commission for inclusion in the public record, as required by Section 1.1206(b)(2) of
the Commission's rules.

S?J~
Cheryl A. Tritt
Counsel for the Telecommunications

Management Information Systems
Coalition

cc: Paul Gallant
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DETARIFFING PROCEEDING
CC DOCKET NO. 96-61

JUNE 9,1998 EX PARTE PRESENTATION

• The Telecommunications Management Information Systems Coalition is
composed of three companies formed for the purpose of participating in
this proceeding -- Salestar, CCMI and Tele-Tech. These companies are
small businesses of long standing that have provided essential pricing
information to their customers for the past 10-25 years. They all gather on
behalf of their customers publicly available pricing information and then
abstract this information or create databases and various software pricing
tools utilizing his information.

• The Coalition urges the Commission to reinstitute its earlier-adopted
public disclosure requirement for mass market services.

Elimination of the information disclosure requirement is contrary to the public
interest.

• Without information, consumers cannot obtain sufficient information to
make informed decisions about complex choices available from multitude
of carriers.

);- Consumers want this information -- recent survey commissioned
by Salestar, in which 85% opposed FCC's elimination of
information disclosure requirement.

Small to medium-sized business and residential customers
especially need this information given the difficulty of obtaining it
independently.

Contrary to FCC's conclusion, billing and marketing materials are
not sufficient.

.:. Billing information is available only to existing customers,
not potential customers making initial service decisions.

•:. Bills are notoriously inaccurate and difficult to understand
-- National Regulatory Research Institute study, shows
between 20-25% of survey respondents reported billing
errors in past 12 months, with majority involving long
distance billing problems.



.:. Marketing materials are incomplete at best, because carriers
advertise only the services they have targeted for specific
customers.

•:. Marketing materials are inaccurate or confusing at worst.
National Consumers League study showed 71 % of survey
participants found telecom advertising to be "confusing,"
with 28% finding it "very confusing".

• Without information, the FCC will be unable to enforce Section 254(g).

}o- FCC's initial decision concluded that publicly available
information was necessary for this enforcement purpose and that
carrier certifications were insufficient.

}o- Without additional information on record, FCC reversed course.

}o- Although FCC and state agencies can still obtain this information,
they have limited resources and still rely upon public as guardians
of complaint process.

}o- At same time as information is limited, FCC has raised the
threshold for pleading formal complaints, further limiting
likelihood of effective enforcement by public.

• FCC concerns about price coordination are not eliminated by abandoning
the information disclosure requirement.

}o- In a competitive market more information helps the market to
function more efficiently. The FCC has long characterized the
long distance market as robustly competitive.

}o- FCC also acknowledged that large competitors will still be able to
obtain each other's pricing information. Elimination of
information disclosure, thus, fails to address any threat of price
collusion but definitely harms consumers.

Any remaining risk of collusive pricing is diminished by
availability of Section 201 of the Act and federal and state antitrust
laws.

dc-1l7227



=================:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:=:;::::=====:::::::::~~:::::::::===~lll

Best Phone Discounts Go to Hardest Bargainers
The Long-Distance Haggle

O(\pnloll, Md. "Bul then I told her my
slsli'r glllllw III "I'nt rail'. and s~l{ave me
Ill" ill'la lis \Is. Barrington, who spends
III' to $~1I1 a Illonth on long-distann' <:alls,
landed the all-hollrs, dime-a-minute rate
plus a six-monlh freebie on the monthly
fee. "If my monthly bills don't go down, I'll
do something else," she says.

The negotiations unnerve even some
customers who are nervy enough to hon­
die. "I was notified about a 12-cent-a-min­
ute MCI plan, and I called AT&T to see if
they could offer anything cheaper," says
.Jack Halos, an AT&T customer in New
York. Emboldened by the surprise dime

Please Tum to Page 8/2, Co/limn 6

paying mon' lhan Ihey haw to. The
stealthy oner also revl'als a nt'W conSUllll'1'
caveat: the days of 11Iw-sizp·fitsall dis­
count plans may hI' OWl', and how good
your deal is will depend on how hard you
haggle.

Some cllstomers, of course, have played
long-distance providers off one another in
recent years, surfing among carriers 10
land cash bonuses for switChing, Now, the
heavily advertised discount plans - from
AT&T's True Reach to MCI One to Sprint
Sense - are yielding to a new kind of
telecom bazaar, in which diffen~nt cus­
tomers will get different rates.

In the entirely unheralded AT&T offer,

which it calls One Ratl' Plus, thl' l(lugill'st
hargainers can do I'ven hl't1l'1' than llw
dinll'i\-rlllnutl' ell'al; they I'an pl'l'su;lIl,'
/\T&T.o W,\IVP a $·I.%·(\·l\Ionth 1'1'1' for
several monlhs. Sprinl, which usually
charges 25 cents a minute in daylight
hours, will match AT&T's 15-cent rate- but
only if customers demand it. (MCI Commu·
nlcations Corp. claims it doesn't dicker: It
stands by a 12-cent-a-minute rate for
cllstomers who spend at least $25 a
month.)

"When I called AT&T, at first the
('Ustomer rep acted like sht~ didn't know
what I was talking about," says Cheryl­
Ann Barrington, a One Rate customer in

1-800-444-3333

1-8oo-CAll-An
(1-800-225-5288)

1-800-524-4685

1-800-PIN-DROP
(1-800-746-3767)

tolL... • ,tlill

One Rale Plus: 10 cents per minute on any long­
distance call plus a $4.95 per month lee that is
sometimes waived lor two or more months.

IFY"~_Mk

Sprint Sense Day: 15 cents per minute, around the
clock, if you tell Sprint you're awork-at-home person
or homebound. Sprint also offers a 10-cents-per­
minute rate on the one number you call the most

None, apparently. "We're not in the promo game
al all," a spokesman says.

Option S: 25 cents per minute 6 am 10 6 p.m.
and 10 cenls all other times: Option T: 15 cenls
per minute around the clock

One Rate: 15 cents per minute on any long-distance
call made at any time in the U.S.

AMir.........

Sprint Sense: 10 cents per minute 7 p.m. to 7 a.m.
Mon.-Fri. and all weekend. During the day the
charge is 25 cents per minute

All America: 19 cents per minute on daytime calls,
14 cenls on evenings, 12 cents aller 11 p m. and
weekends

MelOne: 12 cents per minule if you spend at least
$25 a month. Spend less Ihan $25 and the per­
minute charge IS 15 cenls. Mel also bundles wire­
less, Inlernet and other services into its package.

~
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•
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By JOHN J. KELLER
Staff Reporter of TilE WALL STRF.F.T JOURNAL

Shhhh. Don't tell anybody, but now
Ma Bell is a "dime lady," too.

Millions of customers switched to
Sprint Corp. 's dime-a-minute plan over the
past two years, lured by the simple but
limited offer from its "dime lady" pitchwo­
man, Candice Bergen. The Sprint plan
charges just 10 cents a minute for long-dis­
tance calls on nights and weekends and 25
cents a minute on weekdays. Stung, AT&T
Corp. responded with a nat-rate offer that,

ITELECOMMUNICATIONS'
while less catchy, charges 15 cents a
minute around the clock. AT&T named the
plan One Rate.

Now it turns out that One Rate actually
is two rates: AT&T customers can get
dime-a·minute ('ailing 24 hours a day,
seven days a week - if only they know to
ask for it. That is the hardest part, for
AT&T has bpen uncharatterislically Quiet
about the new offer. The company hasn't
advertised it; it hasn't sent out press
releases heratding the latest errort to
one-up the folks at Sprint. AT&T's CIIS­

tomer-service reps don't even like to
talk aboul it.

"How did you find out about this'!
Who lold you'!" one AT&T represen'
tativl' drmanded to know when a ('ustomer
dialt~d the company's main toll-free num­
her seeking the secret discount.

/\·t\\,1"s "YIlII-I{olla-ask-rnr'it" plan is a
risky dt'fl'nse, While aimed at stopping
customers from sprinting away to Sprint. it
is /{oill/{ It) irk people who discover they are

llu.- Wa.U Sn-f.et JO'UInoJ.
2/l3/q7 p. Bl
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Continued From Page81, .
offer he also landed a refund of S27.90 for.. ; ..
the ~iCkel-a·minute extra he has been ~ "
paying since sicning up ~th One Rate,.~ ..,
And he got AT&T to waive the SUS·fI.-.
month fee - albeit for only two months- '. .'
rather than six. . . <.

"The individual negotiations are ndic-. ':.' .
ulous." Mr. Balos complains. "The.y're not· "
advertising this. and that's not fair to t~~ ....
people woo have siKT!~ up for AT&T ~_ .. ':
IS-cent One Rate plan. , .'

.An AT&T spokesman ~akes ~o apolo- ~:.

gies for the special ~riCtng, given the.
intense competition. It. IS us~. he says. 00 .;
"a case-by-case basiS with an AT~T­

customer who has gotten an attractive
offer from a competitor." ~:'.,:

But consumers might well wonder ,.:
"woo's being true;' says Yank~e GrouP. ".
analyst Brian Adamik. borro~mg from, ':~
AT&T's high·profile ad campaign for the .. '
True Reach discount p~am. Over the ~..
past year or so "all earners have h~ :.::.
secret pricing offers in their back pocke~~ '.;:
and they take them out and use them whe~ "~.'

needed;' he says. . '.
AT&T gave its te!emarketers the dlme.. :".

Ian two weeks ago to keep cu~tomers, ';..
from fleeing to rival discou~t serv~ces. Its·) ..
unusual level of discretion 10 makmg On~
Rate Plus known may be understandable:
The plan marks a 33~o ,discount off the .:
existing One Rate. If millions of ~ustome~: ~- _
grabbed for it. that would ~mder the. ..
already·slow growth in AT&T s revenue., ....
which grew 2.1% last year. .. .' •

That is why AT&T has been ralSlng:. fl.,
its basic rates in the past couple. Of· I, '
years and why rivals have been followmg
in lockstep. They aim to offset.a faUo~f 10 .J

revenue brought about by dlscountl~~.~ .'
Consumer watchdogs have long dec,ned:, '..
the fact that more than half of. AT&T ~ SO,. ' .. _
million household ~ustomers still pay 11lgh~ ;. ,.
basic rates. apparently unaware of. or ~.,
uninterested in. cheaper plans.' . O· ;.'::'

EVen the $4095 monthly fee 10 n~." ::
Rate Plus may not necessarily alleVl'_~ : '.~

t the revenue pressure. Under the 15; .. ~..
~e~t-a-minuteplan; a customer who m~kes: ~ •.':
300 minutes of long-distance calls lOa ,~.~:
month would be charged 545. The sam~.r . ~

customer at a dime a minute would, ~.~ ",'
charged 534.95, or 22% less. even factonn~ .~.;:

. in the 54.95 fee. J •~ :.

The mishI1UWl of discounts and hard •.; .'.
bargaining will Probal>ly increase as CUi': .~ ":
tomers nego~ate indiVidual service plari,.;:..~:
that bundle 10 everything from lOCal and 'I ;.;"

long-distance phone service to ceUIda(;.:·::~
pagihg and Internet access. It lets t1ie,;...~.
phone companies try to differentiate theirl'~~'
services from commoditylike long-distance ~ .
rates. ~ _'...._

MCI bundies local. loni-d.istance. Inter•.~~;,:•.
net and Wireless services with its MGI o(.,,~
One, plan. Sprint bundles long-distanc&'-:;'­
paglng. loll·free calls and other services... 1:4'
GTE Corp. has begun to do this in it$:,-i ~
national ffia:l'kets. Such packaging could. ~ ~ ~~.:
enable earners to wean consumers off.;..J.

discounts - but wiJl require customers to:f' f ~i
become saVvier about the back-and-forth";. ~',.~~:

A media executive. say. couJd get.~ .....
her own bundle of poone. Internet and ,<~
other services. while a person with a .
home office could get his different bundle
at different prices. With every comba.-.-:...
tant- from AT&T to even something caJJetb l ~.

. the Long Distance WholesaJe Club- offer- r­

ing cut-rate pricing. "fighting on Pricl':';·.~
alone just isn't Sustainable," says Mr. ";r
Adamik of Yankee Group, a Boston re-~ f ..
search llrm. "Another company will al.- _
ways rise up to beat your price,"

AT&T is .willing to take up the chal-
t

.;:;.
lenge - for now. altbough it won't sa)!;."""
how long the dime. deal wiU last. Wbile l " It

silch barrains are unadvertised. with it~!:.
little persistenceYOU can find out about thcf~r ~;:'
latestone by Calling the company. Just dlaJ.~i .
l-SOO-C Arr OTT ~ .. "
~ . I·;·~... "" ....~ ..



Residential and Business Customer Perspectives and
Experiences with Local Exchanged Carrier Billing

Prepared for

Federal Communications Commission
Local Exchanged Carrier Billing for Other Businesses

Public Forum

by

Raymond Lawton, Ph.D..
Associated Director

\

June 24,1997
Washington, D.C.

The National Regulatory R~search Institute
1080 Carmack Road

Columbus, Ohio
http://www.nrrl.ohio~state.adu

The views and opinions expressed herein are not necessarily those of the National Regulatory
Research Institute, the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, or of any

particular state regulatory commission.
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CHAPTER l' FREQUENCY COllNT

Billing

Billing is the third major aos area examined that consumers can initiate a QOS

action with their local telephone company. All survey respondents were asked to

evaluate the bills they receive from their local telephone company in terms of three

attributes: understandability, amount of detail, and accuracy. Two general patterns can

be observed in Tables 1~31. 1-32, and 1-33. The first is that business/nonresidential

customers award lower grades on ease of understanding, detail, and accuracy, than

residential customers do. The second is that bill accuracy gets the highest grades,

followed by "bill detail,· and ease of understandability.

Survey respondents were asked to say how many of their bills over the last 12

phone bills contained one or more errors. A filtering questions was used for

business/nonresidential respondents to find the person who receives the bill. The data

in Table 1~34 reveal that 65.1 percent of business/nonresidential and 76.0 percent of

residential customers report that they had no bills with errors in the last' 2 months.

Ordinarily percentages of this magnitUde might indicate that no particular problem

exists. However, it is reasonable to conclude that it is a problem if 23.4 percent of·

business/nonresidential and 20.2 percent of residential customers report one or more

bills containing an error in the past 12 months.

Respondents were also asked if they had contacted their local telephone

cemp,any about any billing problem, including long distance charges listed on their bill.

Table 1·35 tracks the information given by respondents in Table 1-34 and indicates that

31.8 percent of business/nonresidential and 24.4 of residential have centacted their

local telephone company about the billing problem. Those respondents with a billing

problem were asked to describe their most recent billing problem (Table 1-36). Billing

problems most frequently mentioned had to do with long distance toll charges.

THE NATIONAl. RcGVL.ATORY RESEARCH INSTlTUTC· 43



CHAPTER 1,' FREQUENCY COUNT

TABLE 1-31

GRADE GIVEN ON HOW eASY BILL IS TO UNDERSTAND
(expressed in percentages)

Grade Business/Nonresidential Residential

A 37.9 42.4

B 30.6 31.9

C 16.6 14.6

D 6.5 4.5

F 5.3 3.5

DKINA 3.1 3.1
Source: ROee and e071.

TABLE 1-32

GRADE GIV.fN ON HOW MUCH DETAILED INFORMATION IT GIVES YOU
(expressed in percentages)

Grade Business/NonresidentiaI Residential

A\ 45.6 52.6

B 32.1 30.1

C 12.7 10.3

0 3.4 1.9

F 2.8 1.4

oKINA 3.4 3.8
Source: ROS7 and B072.

44 - TH~ N...nONAl. REGULATORY R~SENfCH INSTITUTE
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CHAP7'ER 1: PREQUENCY COUNT

TABLE 1-35 ..
HAS RESPONDENT HAD CONTACT WITH THEIR LOCAL TELEPHONE
COMPANY ABOUT A BILLING PROBLEM IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS?

(expressed in percentages)

Response Business/Nonresidential Residential

Yes 31.8 24.4

No 65.4 75.1

OK/NA 2.8 0.5
Source: RQ70 and 8076.

TABLE 1-36
MOST RECENT BILLING PROBLEM

(expressed in percentages)

Problem Business/Nonresidential Residential

900 calls 2.7 6.2

LD: call not made 39.3 53.8

LD: slamming 0.9 , .0

LD: charging error .' 4.5 3.6

LD: overbilling 7.1 2.6

Bill not received 2.7 4.1

Did not understand bill 13.4 3.6

Overbill: local 0.9 5.6

Slamming: local 0.9 3.1

Payments not credited 2.7 5.1

LD carrier selection 0.0 1.5

Other 20.5 8.2

DK/NA 4.5 1.5
Source. RQ71 and 8077.

46 - THE NAnoNAt. REGULATORY RESEAACH fNST1TUiE
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CHAP7CR 1: FREQUENCY COUNT

TABLE 1~7

EASE RESPONDENT HAC FOLLOWING RECORDED VOICE INSTRUCTIONS
(expressed in percentages)

Degree of Ease BusinesslNonresidential Residential

Easy 80.8 73.8

Difficult 19.2 12.8

No instructions 0.0 5.6

OKJNA 0.0 7.7
Source: R072 and B080.
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Aggregated, long distance relevant billing problems were identified by 50.5 percent of

business/nonresidential and 67.2 percent of residential respondents. Two relevant

issues arise here. The first is the need to determine the root cause of the long distance

billing problems. The second is the early indicator the responses here provide

regarding potential future third-party billing problems. As it is widely expected that local

telephone companies will serve as third-party billing agents in the future for a wide

range of telecommunications providers, these data suggest that third-party billing

functions may need more attention.

Most business/nonresidential and residential respondents indicated that they

found the recorded voice instructions easy to follow relevant to billing. Table 1-38

below reveals that most found it easy to reach a live representative. However, a large

percentage of business/nonresidential (42.3 percent) and residential respondents

(44.6 percent) found it difficult to reach a live representative.

THe NATlONAl. REGUI.ATO~Y RE~RCH INSrrruie - ..7



CHAPTER 1: FREOUENCY COUNT

TABLE 1-38

FOR THose RESPONDENTS HAV'NG RECORDED INSTRUCT'ONS,
PERCeNTAGE SAYING IT WAS EASY OR OIFFfCULT TO REACH A UVE

PERSON TO DISCUSS THEIR BILLING NEEDS
(expressed in percentages)

Degree of Ease Business/Nonresidential Residential

Easy 55.8 53.6

Difficult 42.3 44.6

oKINA 1.9 1.8
Source: RQ73 and 8081.

As shown in Tables 1-39 and 1-40, the grades given for billing knowledge are

fairly low, with business/nonresidential respondents giving slightly lower grades. Again

residential customers give higher courtesy grades than knowledge grades.

The largest percentage of business/nonresidential and residential respondents

said they had their billing problem resolved within one day. However. 12.5 percent of

business/nonresidential and 10.2 percent of residential respondents indicated that it

had taken more than 14 days to resolve their billing problem (Table 1-41).

Respondents were also asked how satisfied they were with how their billing

problem was resolved (Table 1-42). Satisfaction scores are higher than the grades

given for the knowle~ge of their billing service representative. even though expressed

on a different scale (see Table 1-39). More residential customers (65.1 percent) said

they were very satisfied than business/nonresidential respondents (53.1 percent).

Those respondents that said they were not very satisfied were asked to say why they

were not satisfied. The results of their descriptions are summarized in Table 1-43.

Residential respondents most frequently said they still had an unresolved billing

problem. Businesses had a mixture of reasons, with no clear pattern emerging.

48 - TH~ NATIONAl. REGULATORY RESEAFfCH INS777"UTC
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Tj\BLE 1-39 .
GRADE RESPONDENTS GAVE REGARDING THE

KNOWLEDGE OF THEIR SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE AS IT
RELATED TO SOLVING RESPONDENTS' PROBLEMS

(expressed in percentages)

Grade Business/Nonresidential Residential

A 31.3 34.9

B 34.9 34.9

C 14.5 15.3

0 6.0 2.6

F 8.4 9.5

DKiNA 4.8 2.6

CHAPT'ER 1: FREOUENCY COUNT

THe NAnONA~ REGULA TORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE - 49

Source: RQ74 and aae2.

TABLE 140

GRADE RESPONDENTS GAVe REGARDING THE COURTESY
SHOWN BY THEIR SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE

RELEVANT TO RESPONDENTS' PROBLEMS
(expressed in percentages)

Grade Residential

A 55.6

B 27.5

C ·6.9

0 3.2

F . 3.7

DKINA 3.2
.Source. RQ75.
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• Ohio Survey

• May 1997 billing experience

• Quality-af-service trilogy

• Repair

• Installation

• Billing

• Types of customers

THE NA TlONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24, 1997 2



Findings

• Business/nonresidential give lower grades on the understandability.

detail, and accuracy of their bills than do residential customers.

• Bill accuracy is graded highest) then bill detail. followed by· ease of

understandability·

Understandable

Detail

Accuracy

Percent Giving An "AU Grade

Business Residential

37.9% 42.4%

45.6% 52.6°/0

52.1°k 63.6%

THE NATIONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24,1997 3



• 23.4% of"business/nonresidential and 20.2% of residential customers

reported receiving a bill containing an error in the past 12 months.

• 31.8% of business/nonresidential and 24.4°k residential customers

report contacting their local telephone company about billing problem

• Most frequently mentioned billing problem: long distance charge

errors

• 50.5% business/nonresidential

• 67.2°10 residential

THE NA noHAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24, 1997 4
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• Most customers (74°/or-81°/ob) found recorded voice instructions easy

to follow

• 42.3% of business/nonresidential and 44.6% of residential found it

difficult to reach a live representative

THE NA T/ONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, Juno 24, 1997 5



• Lowest grades for billing

Per Cent "Alt Grades Given For Knowledge of
LEe Service Representative

Billing
Installation
Repair

Business
31.3%
42.2%
45.8%

Residential
34.9%
55.3%
40.8%

I,.-~
• Lowest satisfaction levels for billing

Per Cent Saying They Were Very
Satisfied With Their Most Recent Experience

Billing
Installation
Repair

Business
53.1%
66.00/0
73.0%

Residential
65.1%
78.8%
72.9%

THE NATIONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24,1997 6



• Optional Billing Payment Plans

• 19.3% of all residential respondents said that they had been

informed about alternative payment plans

• Most (89.6%) were" satisfied with the payment plan explanation

• 35.1 % of the respondents aware of optional billing plan used plan

in last 12 months

. .
• 96.3% felt payments were accurately credited

THE NATIONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24, 1997 7



• 27.4% business/nonresidential respondents indicated specific billing

improvements needed

• Active users differ

Per Cent Giving "AU Grade

Average Active
Bus. Res. Bus. Res.

Understandable 45.0 51.5 31.6 31.4
Detail 48.5 53.1 43.0 52.0
Accuracy 59.8 71.7 45.2 54.2

Per Cent Reporting Errors
in Last 12 Months

Errors 8.0 6.2 38.2 37.7

THE NATIONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24, 1997 8



Is LEG Billing for Others Important to Consumers?

1. Yes.

2. Linchpin model

A. Resale

B. Unbundling

3. Red flag: third-party billing

4. Four-part bill approach

A. Summary

B. Detail

c. Definitions

D. Contact point

THE NA nONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, June 24, 1997 9 .



5. Budget billing plans work

6. No cut-off of basic service for nonpayment of non­

basic services

7. Billing weakest member of quality-af-service triad:

competitive impact

8. Eligible telecommunications carrier

9. Cannon polishing

THE NAnONAL REGULATORY RESEARCH INSTlTUT~ June 24, 1997 10



TABLE 1-49

BILL IMPROVEMENTS SUGGESTED BY

BUSINESS/NONRESIDENTIAL RESPONDENTS

(expressed in percentages)
. '.~ .

.•• Suggested Improvements Business/Nonresidential

Remove $5.00 service charge 1.8

Simplify bill I 16.7

More itemize and detail 8.8

Bill consolidation 2.6

Timely bill correction 0.9

Information on called party I 3.5

Information on calling party I 1.8

More explanation on bill 4.4

Rate design: level 18.6

Improve clarity 19.3

Bill accuracy 3.5

Summarize bill 1.8

Eliminate brochure I 0.9.

Other 13.2
Source: 8087.
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TABLE 1·35

HAS RESPONDENT HAD CONTACT WITH THEIR LOCAL TELEPHONE

COMPANY ABOUT A BILUNG PROBLEM IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS?

(expressed in percentages)

Response BusinessJNonresidentiaJ Residential

Yes 31.8 24.4

No 65.4 75.1

DKINA 2.8 ~ '~~ 0.5
Source: Ra70 and 8076.

TABLE 1-36

MOST RECENT BILLING PROBLEM

(expressed in percentages)

Problem Business/Nonresidential ResidentiaJ
.

2.7900 calls 6.2

LD: call not made 39.3 53.8

LD: slamming 0.9 1.0 I
LD: charging error 4.5 3.6

LD: overbilling 7.1 2.6

Bill not received 2.7 4.1

Did not understand bill 13.4 3.6

Overbill: local 0.9 5.6

Slamming: local 0.9
.

3.1-

Payments not credited 2.7 5.1

LD carrier selection 0.0 1.5

Other 20.5 8.2

DKINA 4.5 1.5
Source: RQ71 and son.
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Business Respondents
N:: 403

Figure 2. Jdentification of customer with various combinations of ~pair,
installation, and billing quality-of-setvice problems.
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Figure 1. Distribution of quality-af-service characteristics
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