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Ordering and Billing Forum Exhibit 3B
Issue Identification Form

OBF Issue Number SWB1

Date Submitted 7/19/99

Date Accepted
Initial Closure at OBF #
Final Closure at OBF #

Issue Category Active

Document Name(s):
Industry Segment:

Part A, Page 1

Issue Title: Truth-in-Billing New Service Provider Notification

Issue Statement/Business Need: The FCC mandated Truth-in-Billing order requires that
new service providers be identified/highlighted on the end-user bill. A new service provider
is defined as having not provided service to the end-user for the past x fi.e.,, 6) months (the
time frame is currently being addressed via waivers).

The FCC Truth-in-Billing order compliance date is currently 9/5/1999.

Impact of Other Issues or Procedures:

Desired Results: Establish a new record that identifies to the billing EC that the service
provider identified on the record requires identification as a new service provider on the

end-user bill.

Committee Assignment: Message Processing Committee

Associated Committee:

Issue Champion(s): Chris Read

Company Name: SWBT Company Name:
Address: Dallas TX Address:

Telephone Number: (214)464-2163  Telephone Number:
Email: Email:

Resolution;




Ordering and Billing Forum
Issue Identification Form

Exhibit 3B

OBF Issue Number

Date Submitted 7/19/99

Date Accepted

Initial Closure at OBF #
Final Closure at OBF #
Issue Category Active

Document Name(s):

Industry Segment:

Part B, Page 1

Issue Title: Truth-in-Billing New Service Provider Notification

Status History:




DRAFT ISSUE #
REVISION DATE: DATE:

New Field Description(s)

Date of New Service

A B-position numeric date field (YYMMDD) that provides the date of when the
end-user began using the associated service provider's services (i.e., date of
first call, date of service authorization, date of service initiation). This date is
required on the 39-10-04 record.

Type of Service Provider
A 1-position numeric indicator defining if the service provider is the
presubscribed carrier. If the service provider is the presubscribed carrier, this

indicator is required to be a value of “1”.

Valid values: 0 — not appilicable
1 — presubscribed carrier
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DRAFT ISSUE #
REVISION DATE: DATE:

New Record Description

39-10-04 (this is the Record ID)

Category: 39 CUSTOMER INFORMATION
Group: 10 CUSTOMER INFORMATION
Type: 04 NEW SERVICE PROVIDER

INITIAL BILLING NOTIFICATION

Use of Record:

This record is provided when billing by a “new service provider™ begins. This
record would serve as notice to the billing EC {i.e., agent) that the service
provider must be “highlighted”* on the end-user’s next bill.

““new service provider” - per the FCC Truth-in-Billing order, any provider that
did not bill for services on the previous month's billing statement is “new”.
Waivers have been filed with the FCC to redefine “new service provider” to any
provider that did not bill for services within the previous 6 months.

** “highlighted” — per paragraph 36 of the FCC Truth-in-Billing rules,

“Carriers have discretion to determine the best means to highlight the required
information ..... For example, following suggestions by the FTC and NCL,
colored ink or different fonts or type sizes, along with explanatory notes, could
be used to highlight, within the body of the bill or on an existing summary page,
the names of new presubscribed carriers and service providers.”

Headers/Trailers: CMDS Local
20-22-03/04 Y Y

Special Considerations:




DRAFT ISSUE #
REVISION DATE: DATE:

Section 2 - Record Identification

When a new record is created, Section 2 must be updated appropriately.
New Category requires a definition of that category.
New Group requires a definition of that group.
New Type requires listing that type.

Section 2.1 ~ Category Definitions:
Code Description

Section 2.2 - Group Assignments:
Code Description

Section 2.3 - Record Type Assignments:
Category 3¢ Customer Information
Group 10: Customer Information
Record Type

04 New Service Provider Initial Billing Notification

NOTE: Only applicable sections must be completed. For example, if you‘add a
new Group to an existing Category and Record Type, only fill in the Section 2.2 -
Group Assignments section.




DRAFT ISSUE #
REVISION DATE: DATE:

New Record Layout

Customer Information
Customer Information
New Service Provider Initial Billing Notification

39-10-04
Field Name Char Length Pos-Pos
Record ldentification X 6 1-6
Category X 2 1-2
Group X 2 34
Record Type X 2 5-6
Date of Record 9 6 7-12
Year 9 2 7-8
Month 9 2 9-10
Day 9 2 1112
Reserved X 42 13-54
Date of New Service 9 6 55-60
Year g 2 55-56
Month 9 2 57-58
Day 9 2 59-60
Type of Service Provider 9 1 61
Reserved X 8 62-69
Return Code X 2 70-71
From RAO X 3 72-74
Local Company Information X 3 75-77
Reserved X 17 78-94
indicator 14 X 1 95
Reserved X 9 96-101
Obligation Id X 8 102-109
Billing RAO X 3 110-112
Billing Number X 10 113-122
NPA X 3 113-115
NXX X 3 116-118

Legend for Characteristic:
9 = Numeric
X = Alphanumeric
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DRAFT
REVISION DATE:

New Record Layout

Line Number
Reserved
Library Code
Reserved
Carrier ID
Reserved
Carrier 1D Expanded
Reserved
Indicator 29
Reserved
LSPID

Reserved for Local Company
Use

Legend for Characteristic:
8 = Numeric
X = Alphanumeric
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ISSUE #
DATE:

119-122
123-146
147-148
149
160-153
164
150-154
165-165
166
167
168-171
172-175
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DRAFT
REVISION DATE:

New Record Layout

Line Number
Reserved
Library Code
Reserved
Carrier ID
Reserved
Carrier 1D Expanded
Reserved
Indicator 29
Reserved
LSPID

Reserved for Local Company
Use

Legend for Characteristic:
9 = Numeric
X = Alphanumeric
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Bell Adande ]?:Q:arie T. Bresiin
1300 I Streec, NLW. recor
Suirc 400 West _ Federal Regularory i
Washingren, DC 20003 (202) 336-7893
| (202) 336-7856 (Pax)
' June 29, 1999
EX PARTE

Mr. Glenn Reynolds

Acting Chief-Enforcement Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12® Strest, S. W,

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Reynolds:

RE: CC Docket No. 98-170, Truth-in-Billing and Bming Format

1 am writing 10 follow-up on recent discussions with you and Bureau staff abou
¢larifying the Commission’s new regulations on the format and content of telephone bills. As we
have indicated, Bell Atlantic believes that its existing formats comply with the new rules.
Hawever, if our understanding of one of those requirements is not comect (and the staff has
suggested that it is not), then Bell Atlantic cannot be in compliance by the rule's effective date,
July 20.

Section 64.2001(a}(2) requires that telephone bills provide “notification to the customer
that a new provider has begun providing service.” Bell Atlantic’s bills meet this requirement.
First, Bell Atlantic's bills contain statements to inform the customer when she hag changed her
presubscribed inter- or intraL ATA toll carriers. Second, the summary of charges section of the
bill lists in one place all providers whose charges are included on that month’s bill. A review of
this list permits the customer 1o see at a glance when a new provider has begun providing
service. If the Commission believes it 1o be necessary, Bell Atlantic could add language in this
part of the bill urging customers to review this list carefully to identify new sexvice providers.

The staff has suggested that language in the order adopting these rules indicates that the
Commission had additional notification in mind as to non-presubscribed camiers. Parsgraph 3¢
of that order suggests that the billing company must compare the current bill with the previous
manth’s bill and then “highlight” new providers in some way. This is not required by the words
of the new rule, however, which reguires only “potification.” In addition, as discussed below,
the Commission could not lawfully have adopted such a requirement. Absent confirmation tha:
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the current Bell Adantic practice described above is consistent with the rule’s “notification”
requirement or a Commission stay of this requirement, Bell Atlantic will be forced 10 seek 8 stay

of the nile pending judicia.l Teview.

- , If the rules rcqum: this comparison and highlighting, then it would be impossible for Bell
Atlantc to comply by July 26.. Today, Bell Atlantic bas no systems to do such a comparison.
New databases would have to be developed to contain the latest month’s billing information for
ell Bell Atlantic custormers. As.new bills are being prepared, the systems that do that wark
would have to stop bill processing to check with these new databases to identify any new
providers. The billing systems would also have to be modified to receive this information,
process it and print it on the bill. These new databases and modifications would have to be mads
for all five of Bell Atlantic's existing billing (including the four legacy systems which we are
phasing out and plan 10 stop using within the next 18 months). We estimate that it would take in
the neighborhood of 200,000 person-hours to do all this work. There is no reason to believe that
the public benefit o be zaiped by “highlighting™ in addition to “listing” justifies costs and
dislocation of this magnitude. '

The Notice in this procccdmg sought comment on whether the Comimss:on should
require that bills identify new services, not new service providers.? Bell Atlantic and numcrous
other commentors explained that such a requirement would be prohxbmvc]y expensive.’ The
Comrmission accepled that conclusion and rejected such a rcquxrcment However, the order
went o Lo assert, without any record support whatever, that “highlighting each new service
provider, as opposed to.each new service, will be considerably more economical to lmp]cmcnt.
As described above, this is simply not the case. The Commission's conclusion, therefom is not

supported by the rccord and i 1s arbitrary and capricious.

‘ The rule a5 interpreted by staff woudd produce bizamre results and would actually
confuse consumers. The Commission hes defined a “new service provider” as “any provider that
did not bill for services on the previous billing statament.” Section 64.2001(a)(2)(ii). Therefore,
if 2 consumer does not use her presubscribed carrier in one month, that carrier becomes a “new
service provider” under the rules the next time it bills the customer for service and would bave to
be “highlighted™ as such. In addition, at least one major carrier has Bell Atlantic bill customers
on a bi-monthly basis. Becanse there would never be a charge from this carrier on the
customer’s “previons billing statement,” this provider would always be identified as “new,” even
where the customer had been using it for years. Consumers would surely find it confusing to
have service providers that they have never changed highlighted as “new providers.”

. Nozice, 13 FCC Red at 181859 19.

: Bell Atlantic comments at Arachment, “Answers to Specific Questions,” at €;
Ameritech comuments at 11-12; Sprint comments at 7-8; RCA comments at 4; MCI comments at -
34-35; U 5 WEST conunents at 5, 20; PCIA comments at 9.

¢ Order§ 35.
S Order q 35.
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Moreover, the Commission lacked authority te impose such a requirement. The Order
indicates that the Commission found its authodty to adopt its new rules in szction 258 of the Act,
the section that rcqﬁuires the Commission to adopt carrier change verification procedures to
combat slamming." Slamming, of course, is the unauthorized change in a customer's
presubscribed carrier, and the anti-slamming provisions of the Act do not give the Commission
jurisdiction to adopt rules having 1o do with non-presubscribed carpers. As the Commission
recognized in this order, section 201 (b) does not give it authority to impose any obligation on
local exchange camer billing sérvices, as those services are not communications services subject

to Title I of the Act.”

Burean staff has asked whether it would be possible to change the industry EMI billin
record standard 1o allow a service provider 10 send the billing entity a notification that it is a new
service provider under this rule. The answer is that the EMI standard could be changed, and i
typically takes at least a year for changes to be agreed to and implemented throughout the
industry. However, you should understand that a service provider will not necessarily know
whether it is “new” as that term is defined :n the rules. Section 64.2001{a)(2)(if) defines a “new
service provider™ 2s “any provider that did not bill for services on the previous billing
siarernent.” A service provider has no way of knowing exactly when its charges are included or.
a customer’s bill — it could be the day after it sends vs billing information or three weeks larer.

. Therefore, it will not know when it submits additional charges whether it *billed for services on
the previous billing statement” or on some other billing statement, Bell Atantic believes that
this will force non-presubscribed service providers to err on the side of always assuming they
could be new 1o a customer and populating the EMI new provider indicator. In the abssnce of
data 1o determine whether a customer is new for an unknown monthly billing period, Bell
Atlantic expects that ALL non-presubscnbed seqvice providers will appear under the heading of
new provider each month, Jeading to more customer confusion and complaints. It is unclear that
there is any public policy/consumer benefit from a telephone bill that list “new service provider”
versus one that already flags other providers on the bill

Bell Atlantic shares the Commission's contems about cramming and bas taken a number
of steps to protect consumers from this practice. These actions have caused cramming
complaints to drop significantly since last year. Bell Atlantic will continue to modify its billing
practices in the interest of its customners, apd the auached News Release is the latest example of
such actions. The “new provider” rule as it is being construed will cost millions of dollars and
provide litte, if any, banefit. In fact, as written, it will actually confuse consumers more than
help them. We again ask either that you agree that our existing bills satisfy the notification

6 “[TThe truth-in-billing principles and guidelines adopted herein are justified as
slamming verification requirements pursuant to section 258, Order J 23.
7 Detariffing of Billing and Collectior Services, Report and Order, CC Dockst No.

85-88, 102 F.C.C.2d 1150 (1986). The order recogmzes this limitation in the Comumission’s
authority and explains that, as a result, “The guidelines adopted here apply to the camier
providing servics to custorners, not o those carriers’ billing agents.” Order § 25. While tha:
staterpent is true for most of the requirements of the new rles, it is not 2ccurate with respect to

the “new provider” requirement.
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requirement of section 64. 2001(3)(2) or that thc Comymission on its own stay the cffecuvencss of
this rulc. ..

" - Pleasc call me if you have a'ny que;ﬁc;ﬁs concerning the above information.

- . Sincerely,

: Arr.achmcqt

cc: Magalic Roman-Salas
Lawrence Strickling
Dorothy Attwood
Anita Cheng
David Koouch
Christopher Wright
Kevin Martin
Linda Kinney
Sarah Whitese]]
Kyle Dixon |
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@Bell Atlantic

NEWS RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE . Contact:
June 29, 1959 N Pau] Milier
804-772-146Q

miller@ba.com

Mark Marchand
518-356-1080
mark.a.marcband @bellat]lantic.com

Bell Atlantic Escalates War on ‘Crammers,’
Enables Customers to Block Miscellaneous Charges

~ First Phone Company in Nation to Take Such Bold Action

NEW YORK - Starting today, Bell Atlantic customers from Maine 10 the Virginias cap
protect themselves from baving fraudulent charges appearing on their phone bills. Bell
Atlantic, a rccognized Jeader in combating the fraudulent practice of “cramrming,” is the first
tzlephone company in the counury to offer cuslom!:n' the optuion of blocking “nﬁsceuanéous"
charges. Miscellansous chargcs are usuoally monthly expenses unrelated to actual telephone
usage, like voice mail and Web-page design and maintenances.

Cramuming, which surfaced late in 1997, is the prectice of putting bogus miscellaneous
tharges that are unrelated to basic telephone use on phone bills.

“We have made it clear from the outset that Bell Atlantic has no paticnce {or companie:s.

that use our bills to take unfair advantage of our customers,” s2id Fred D’ Ajessio, group

--MORE--
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Bell Atlantic News Release, page 2
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- . president for Bell Atiantic Consurmer Sefvices. “This is truly one of the most important customer-

e
™

o ".'ca._i'.f_c muabvcs OU;VBI.’Ismcss has undertaken. Today's action hammers another pail into the

coffinsofthos;wh;prcy on the innocent and unsuspecting.”

The blocking option doc_s&'_:bt 'api:al y to charges from 3:11 Atlantic or the customer's
selccted local-toll and fong dis:an;;s "companies. In addition, customers who choose this option
could still be bille‘d by Ball Atantic for calls they make using other providers, such as *10-10"
dial-around companies, sinpc such charges are not considered ruseellansous.

Residental customers who wish 10 block such services from their phone bills can do sg,
starting loday, by calling the appropriate toll-free number for their pla.cé of l-'csitlienca: 1-800-
249-8719 for New York and the New Exgland shates and 1.888-579-8926 for Pennsylvania, New «

Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia.' West Vifginia and Washington, D.C. Business costomers .

can sign Up by cdntactir;g the Bgzll Aﬂy_ﬂjc business ofﬁce-

- | "Ou.r ;:ug;t;mcrs can nowl mal;e a choicc as to whether they want these miscelianeous
charges appearing on their bill ” D" Alessio said. “Some may elect to keep the charges on the bill,
because in many mnstances they are for legitimate services thét the customer may want to use.”

Bell Atlantie’s efforts 1o protect its customers from cramming bave s¢rved as a mode] for
the rest of the telecommunications indu_s;(ry. Since 1aupching its initiatives over a year ago, the
company bas discontinued providing billing services to some 80 telecommunications service
providers. The move resulted in a decline of more than 80 percent in the number of cramming

compizints from Bell Atlantic customers.

--MORE-~
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“A year or so ago we were averaging soms 30,000 complaints a month refated 1o
cramming,” D" Alessio said. “And most of those complaints pointed to a few bad apples.” Sincs
taking action against these suspected cremmers, Bell Atlantic’s complaints from residential
customers have plunged to roughly 5,000 2 month,

Bell Atlantic, which serves 22 million households on the east coast, provides billing

*a

services for a wide variety of ielecommunications providers. Many customers prefer having all

of their ielecommunications services on one bill.

Last summer, Bell Alantic was one of the first telephone companies in the country to

A

instiwte a “first-call resolution” policy. Under the new policy, when a customer callsBcll

Atlantic with a cramming complaint, the company immediately rgmqﬁ.rgs_._ 1h . chafgc from the bill,

instead of refecring the customer to the-company that initiated the chirge.
Bell Atlantic routinely screens proposals for billing new services and reserves the right

not to bill for objectionabic services,

‘Bell Atlantic is at the forefront of the ngw communications and information industry.
With 43 million telephone access lines and nine million Wireless customers woridwide, Bell
Atlantic commpanies are premier providers of advanced wireline voice and data services, market
leaders in wireless services and the world's largest publishers of directory information. Beli
Atantic companies are also among the world’s largest investors in high-growth global
comumunications markets, with operations and investments in 23 counrries.

s

INTERNET USERS: Bel] Atlantic news releases, executive speeches, news media contacts and
othar us=ful information are available at Bell Atlantic's News Center on the World Wide Web

(http:/fwww.ba.com), To receive news releases by email, visit the News Center and register for
personalized antomatic delivery of Ball Atlantic news releases.
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USTA Comments Regarding OMB Control No. 3060-0854 Attachment B
Page 1

INDUSTRY ESTIMATED COST AND RESOURCE BURDENS
TO IMPLEMENT FCC TRUTH-IN-BILLING FIRST REPORT AND ORDER
RELEASED MAY 11, 1999, CC DOCKET NO. 98-170

Data used for this table was taken from the public record of this proceeding or was
provided informally by USTA member companies. Estimates of cost and burden are shown as a
dollar cost, the number of person hours to implement TIB or both when information was
available. The categories shown on the table are defined as follows:

Overall Cost: Estimates of total cost and hours to implement the Truth-In-Billing
requirements. Used only when break outs of the specific subcategories was not
available.

Deniable/Non-Deniable: Cost estimates for the implementation of the requirement to
mark services as deniable or non-deniable of local service for non-payment.
Highlighting New Service Providers: Cost estimates for the implementation of the
requirement to highlight monthly new service providers appearing on the customers bill.

Deniable/ Highlighting New
Overall Cost Non-Deniable Service Providers Notes

$ hrs $ hrs $ hrs
Ameritech 3,500 hrs 8,500 hrs 1
AT&T $4,000,000 2
Bell Atlantic 200,000 hrs 3
Cinncinati $ 500,000 4
SBC 16,000 hrs 5
Sprint $ 500,000 5000hrs 6
USWest $1,200,000 11,000 hrs 7
Small ILECs $ 63,000 439 hrs $ 125000 8
Cable Plus § 350,000 2,200 hrs 9
Totalsof § $5,613,000 $ 125000 $1,000,000
Totals of hrs 13,639 hrs 19,500 hrs 213,500 hrs

Grand Total: $ 6,738,000 & 246,639 hrs

USTA Attachment prepared by Frank McKennedy, Director of Legal and Regulatory




USTA Comments Regarding OMB Control No. 3060-0854 At‘tgchmeznt B

age

Notes:

1.

Ameritech’'s estimates provided to USTA informally. These estimates include only
information systems development work. Not included in the estimates are user
acceptance testing, manuals and procedures development, field training, project
management and business requirements development.

AT&T Petition for Reconsideration, filed July 26, 1999. See page 5. AT&T's estimate
reflects the costs for implementing TIB only for its business customers, including
residential customers would be a much higher cost.

Bell Atlantic Ex parte letter filed June 29, 1999, CC Docket No. 98-170, Truth-In-Billing
and Billing Format. See page 2.

Cincinnati Bell provided to USTA informally a broad estimate of not less then $500,000
for implementing the FCC'’s “highlighting” requirement .

SBC Petition for Reconsideration, Attachments C and D, filed July 26, 1999. See
Attachments C and D, SBC estimates 2000 workdays for the Southwestern Bell and
Pacific Telesis areas. For consistency in this analysis, SBC’s workdays have been
converted to person hours by multiplying the workdays by 8 hours per standard workday,
for a product of 16,000 person hours.

Sprint Petition for Reconsideration filed July 26, 1998. See page 6.

U S West Petition for Reconsideration filed July 26, 1999. See page 19.

Small ILEC data was provided informally to USTA by member companies. The data has
been aggregated to protect confidentiality of competitively sensitive information of each of
the participants providing the data.

Cable Plus, L.P. and its affiliate, MultiTechnology Services, L.P., d/b/a Telephone Plus
{collectively “Cable Plus”) Petition for an Expedited, Temporary Waiver, filed July 20,
1999. Cable Plus is a small CLEC. See page 3.

USTA Attachment prepared by Frank McKennedy, Director of Legal and Regulatory
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USTA SUMMARY OF FCC’s SUPPORTING STATEMENT OF THE REQUEST FOR
EMERGENCY PROCESSING OF ITS
INFORMATION COLLECTION 3060-0854, TRUTH-IN-BILLING

The following table is a summary of the FCC's estimate of the individual respondent and total respondents cost and
resource burdens for implementing the requirements of the FCC’s First Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-170, Truth-
in-Billing. The data was taken from Item 12 of the “Supporting Statement, Paperwork Reduction Act Submission, Truth-
In-Billing and Billing Format, First Report and Order” that was an attachment to the FCC’s Request for Emergency

Processing, Information Collection 3060-0854, Truth-In-Billing Format filed in June, 1998. Detail information was note
included in the FCC's re-submission

Per Respondent Total Respondents
Hours Dollars Hours Dollars
a. Clear identification of service providers: 1 $ 40 3,099 $ 123,960
b. Separation of charges by service provider
and highlighting new service provider information: 80 $ 3,200 183,600 $7.344,000
c. Full and non-misleading billed charges (plain 2 $ 80 6,198 $ 247920
language):
d. Clear/conspicuous disclosure of inquiry contracts
(1-800 numbers for providers): 1 $ 40 3,099 $ 123960
Total Burden Per Respondent 84hrs $ 3,360 195,996 hrs $7,839,840

(cont.)

USTA Attachment prepared by Frank McKennedy, Director of Legal and Regulatory
3




USTA Comments Regarding OMB Control No. 3060-0854 Attachment B
Page 4

(cont.)

The FCC'’s revised submission of information collection 3060-0854, dated July 23, 198 to the
OMB reduced the "Total Annual Burden” downward to 194,338 hours. (Page 1 of the
attachment “Supplementary Information”.) The revised filing had no supporting detail to explain
the derivation of the revised estimates.

Using the $40 per hour loaded costs that the FCC used in the June, 1999 submission to OMB,
the total annual industry cost would be $40 X 194,338 hours equaling $7,773,5620. The FCC's
June submission to the OMB showed an estimate of 195,996 hours and total costs of
$7,839,840. The revised filing included no supporting detail costs.

USTA Attachment prepared by Frank McKennedy, USTA Director, Legal and Regulatory.




USTA Comments Regarding OMB Control No. 3060-0854 Attachment B
Page 5

COMPARISON OF INDUSTRY AND FCC ESTIMATED
COSTS AND BURDENS

CARRIER ESTIMATED COSTS AND WORK HOURS FOR TiB IMPLEMENTATION FROM
PAGE 1:

As filed in comments on the public record (small company data excepted):

Ameritech 12,000 total work hours

AT&T $ 4,000,000 Total costs

Bell Atlantic 200,000 work hours for highlighting
Cincinnati $ 500,000 For highlighting

SBC 16,000 work hours for deniable/non-deniable
Sprint $ 500,000 5000 work hours for highlighting

U S West $ 1,200,000 11,000 total work hours

Ave. per small LEC § 63,000 (Average total costs of 3 small {LECs)
Cable Plus $ 350,000 2,200 total work hours
Average per Individual Large ILEC: $ 1,550,000 and 48,800 hours
Average per Small ILEC: $ 63,000
Cable Plus $ 350,000

FCC ESTIMATE FOR INDIVIDUAL CARRIER TOTAL COST TO IMPLEMENT TIB FROM
PAGE 3:

Based on the FCC June, 1999 submission to the OMB:
Totai hours per respondent: 84 hours

Average total cost per respondent: $3,360

USTA Attachment prepared by Frank McKennedy, USTA Director, Legal and Regulatory.
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TRUTH IN BILLING
Ameritech:

Comments Filed November 13, 1998

General;

“In fact, Ameritech is on the verge of converting to a new wireline residential bill
format that it believes will be a positive competitive differentiator for its services.
To assure that its new bill format is responsive to its customer’s desires,
Ameritech used focus groups of residential users to determine their expectations
and needs. In addition to this “front-end” customer research, Ameritech "tested”
its new format with more focus groups. As a result of these efforts, 92% of
residential customers surveyed found the new bill format easy to understand, and
73% rated it as extremely or very easy to find important information. Ameritech
is now in the final stages of implementation and expects to begin to use the new
bill format in the near future.” Page 2

“...any outcome of this proceeding should recognize the wide range of system

capabilities that are inherent in different billing systems, and should not impose
rigid or overly detailed requirements that may needlessly impose hardships on

certain carriers and their customers.” Page 3

"Ameritech was only able to complete its new bill project within 18 months with a
manageable $8 million budget because the project was intentionally limited to
format changes that entailed no significant software or hardware changes to
billing and underlying legacy systems....as several of the proposals in the NPRM
would require.” (emphasis added) Page 3

“Thus, the $8 million cost of implementing Ameritech's new bill format pales
when compared to the costs that would have to be incurred if the changes had
required significant modifications to billing or legacy systems. “ Page 3

“Ameritech has redesigned its bill at great expense—Dby the time the first bill is
issued Ameritech expect to have spent $10 million dollars. Yet, in order to
control costs, Ameritech was careful to ensure that the new bili involved only
reformatting of existing billing information from existing billing feeds.” Page 11

“...Ameritech believes that based on the content of the NPRM, this proceeding is
and should be focused on residential wireline billings. Business and carrier-to-
carrier billings often involve bills that are highly specialized to meet the demands
of sophisticated users, and involve different circumstances and needs than
residential bills. Moreover, in many cases, business and carrier-to-carrier bills
are provided in special and electronic formats to enable the business to more
readily review and audit them through electronic and other means. Under these
circumstances, imposition of mandatory bill format requirements on business and




Ameritech (cont.):

carrier-to-carrier might actually inhibit the ability of carriers to respond to the
needs of their business and carrier customers.” Page 6

Deniable/Non-Deniable:

“Ameritech provides this information through a separate mailing. Ameritech’s
delinguency notices advise customers of the amount they must pay to avoid
termination of local service, which does not include any amounts for a non-
deniable service. In addition, delinquency notices include an explanation of the
process to dispute charges or to request a payment arrangement to avoid
disconnection. Further, Ameritech’s service representatives have knowledge of
this information. Thus, there is little danger that customers will pay a disputed
non-deniable charge out of fear that otherwise they will lose their local or long
distance service.” Page 15

Y2K issues:

“Further complicating the issues in this proceeding is the fact that Year 2000
computer software issues apply to billing systems. As a result, Ameritech will
focus on preventing these software problems in 1999. For that reason, Ameritech
will generally impose a half-year moratorium on billing system changes for the
latter half of 1999. It may also need to resolve in the first half of 2000, any
residential problems that arise. Ameritech recommends that the Commission
likewise not require implementation of any billing system changes that require
software changes until the middle of 2000. “ Page 19

Petition for Reconsideration Filed July 26, 1999:
General:

Ameritech requests that the new service providers and deniable/non-deniable
implementation date be waived until April 1, 2000.

Y2K Issues;

“...deferring the effective date of this requirement until April 1, 2000 will provide
the stable systems necessary for Ameritech to effectively identify, resolve, and
test or computer software problems caused by the so-called “Y2K" problem, and
to facilitate quick resolution of any Y2K problems that may arise.” Page 3




AT&T:

Comments Filed November 13, 1999:

General:

“...any Commission rules on these subjects must not interfere with, or constrain,
conscious choices made by customers.” AT&T goes on to list a number of
combinations of services that customers choose that do not fit the FCC rules
mode. Page 4

“In addition, no new billing rules should apply to telecommunications services or
charges for large business customers.” Pages 4-5. Footnote 2 comments
regarding the Commission’s forbearance of geographic rate averaging for
business customers: “...Such action was completely appropriate, because those
services are subject to intense competition and the customers who buy them are
sophisticated and have significant opportunities to negotiate all the terms and
conditions of their services arrangements.” Fn 2, page 5

Petition for Reconsideration Filed July 26, 1999:

Deniable and Non-Deniable:

Wants to use alternatives to marking services on bills — eg. and internet websight
for business customers which give them necessary info. (Page 4)

Technical and programming efforts for residential customers not inconsiderable.
{ Page 4)

For business customers, particularly those in multiple jurisdictions,
“implementation of those rules will be neediessly complex, burdensome and
expensive when compared to AT&T's proposed altemnative.” (Page 4)

“...uses more then a dozen billing systems to bill its business customers.”
“...Each would have to be modified....” (Page 4)

“AT&T's billing systems for high-end customers have very limited messaging
capability, and typically can include only a line or two of text on a bill.” Page 5, fn
4.

“...it would cost over $4 million dollars to implement the billing system
changes...on its business customers' bills.” Page &

“Even with the expenditure of this time and money, it is entirely possible that
customers will find the final results to be inconvenient and less useful than
simpler alternatives such as web-site notification. Pages 5-6




CenturyTel:

Comments Filed November 13, 1999:

General;

MCl:

“CenturyTel urges that the Commission adopt broad guidelines rather than
precise prescriptions...Carriers, such as CenturyTel, that have invested time,
money and resources to generate bills that are reader friendly should not be
burdened with additional regulations and costs that would do nothing to reduce
customer confusion or serve the public interest.” Pages 1-2

“CenturyTel has sought customer input and has taken such input into
consideration as it has developed billing procedures and formats. As a result,
these procedures and formats have evolved over time to best meet the needs of
consumers. This is an ongoing process, as CenturyTel is currently investing
millions of dollars in new billing and records system for its wireline services that
will include even more customer-oriented enhancements.” Page 2

Petition for Reconsideration Filed July 26, 1999:

General:

“Unlike the Commission, however, MCI WorldCom believes competition, not
increased regulation, is the best means of advancing these consumer interests.”
Page 2

Deniable and Non-Deniable:

“MCI WorldCom requests that the Commission reconsider and eliminate this
requirement because it does not advance the Commission’s stated objective, will
impose enormous new costs on the industry, will seriously harm the ability of
some carriers to recover alt charges due to them, and extends beyond the
Commission’s jurisdiction.” Page 3

Regarding jurisdiction:

“The Commission states in the Truth-in-Billing Order that, with the exception of
the guidelines involving standardized labels for charges relating to federal
regulatory action, the truth-in-billing principles and guidelines adopted in its
Truth-in-Billing Order *...are justified as slamming verification requirements
pursuant to Section 258, and this can be applied to both interstate and intrastate
services. " Pages 4-5




MCI (cont.):

“It is clear the Commission has jurisdiction over carriers’ interstate
charges...under section 201(b). The ...requirement ...extends to billing for
intrastate services. Similarly, it is clear the Commission has authority under
section 258 to take steps needed to reduce and prevent unauthorized
conversions in the interstate and intrastate telecommunications markets.
However, the Commission has not identified... any linkage between a customer
knowing which charges, if not paid, will result in termination of basic service, and
(his) ability to prevent or detect unauthorized conversions. Identifying which
charges would result in termination of basic service if not paid conveys no
meaningful information to the customer that would help determine...whether an
unauthorized conversion has occurred.” Page 5

Regarding Impact:

“...such a requirement will lead to an increase in industry fraud, uncoilectables,
and rapid change of carriers.” Page 6

“...placing upward pressure on rates that must be paid by the very customers
that should be receiving the benefits of competition.” Page 6

Northwestern Indiana Telephone Company, Inc:
Comments Filed November 13, 1998:;
General:

NITCO is ldcated in Herbon, Indiana and has 12,400 subscribers in five
exchange areas in rural northwestern Indiana. Page 1

“NITCO submits that such a requirement would be expensive and burdensome
for carriers to implement. To provide such information to customers would
require the development of a new database to track such information. The cost
of compiling and maintaining such a database would be expensive, and not
necessarily recoverable, particularly for small and rural carriers such as NITCO.
Such LECs and their billing contractors do not presently have databases which
support a presentation of the types of summary information the FCC is proposing
be provided to customers. To require a complete overhaul of these systems is
unreasonable and places a roadblock to competition... * Page 2 (Included
because this is a small LEC even though there is no real data.)




Qwest:

Comments Filed November 13, 1998

General:

“Many of the Commission's proposais would impose significant administrative
and cost burdens on carriers. ...the costs incurred by carriers complying with
stringent billing rules will increase the cost of telecommunications services and
ultimately be paid by consumers.” Page 2

“...Qwest has implemented a simple consumer bill and is in the process of
migrating business and wholesale customers to receive the same type of bill that
is easy to read with a clear description of each charge. Qwest urges the
Commission not to adopt overly burdensome prescriptive rules that may
undermine the processes that Qwest and other carriers are already undertaking
to meet consumer demand. “ Page 3

Deniable/Non-Deniable:

SBC:

“Qwest opposes a requirement that all bills differentiate between deniable and
non-deniable charges. Qwest’s billing system is not equipped to provide such a
characterization, and we would incur substantial costs to implement such a
modification. Qwest communicates with direct-billed customers about non-
payment liability, including the termination of long distance service...” Page 7

Comments Filed November 13, 1998:

Deniable/Non-Deniable:

“Experience has shown that bad debt increases it consumers perceive no risk in
terms of disconnection of local service for non-payment of other charges. Sprint
LLong Distance has experienced uncollectible revenues which are 23% higher in
states which prohibit termination of local service for non-payment of toll charges
than in states which do not prohibit such disconnection. Sprint Local also has
experienced an increase in bad debt as well as an increase of approximately 20
additional days for customers to pay in those states which require separation of
deniable and non-deniable charges.” Page 15

Petition for Reconsideration Filed July 26, 1999:

(SBC requests only a month delay in the new service provider and deniable/non-
deniable requirements for SNET. Also they only took about four and a half




SBC (cont.):

months to completely rewrite their billing system. | think this is NOT very strong
support for USTA but | included it for information.)

(SBC) SNET project started in May 18, 1999 and is scheduled for completion in
October 1, 1999. This is about four and a half months. Page 5

(SBC) SNET *“...has a billing project in progress..." that will aliow them to list
dial-around service providers. This project “...will not be completed until October
2,1999..." past the September 6 required date. Page 4

(SBC) SNET estimated their billing project to be 1140 hours of work but “...that
estimate was revised after further definition of the billing requirements and
specifications for the SNET Information Technology systems. " Page 5

Deniable/Non-Deniable:

(SBC) SWBT states that because of Y2K they “...have issued a software freeze
during the November 1, 1899 to March 1, 2000 timeframe (but) ...(a)n exception
is being made for the deniable/non-deniable project in order to try to achieve the
March 2000 implementation SWBT seeks only an extension of time until the end
of March, 2000 to comply with the deniable/non-deniable requirements.” Page 7

(SBC) SWBT “...the very earliest possible date by which the billing system
revisions can be completed is March (1999), if the process is expedited and
proceeds according to schedule. * Page 6

(SBC) SWBT “More than 1000 workdays (8000 hours) are estimated by all
disciplines.” Page 8

“SBC...requests ...the Commission...extend the date of compliance (with the
deniable/non-deniable requirement) to the end of March 2000.” Page 8

SBC attached two affidavits to their PFR, one each for SWBT and Pacific which
are the source for the estimated 1000 workdays, the March, 2000 implementation
date and the exception to the Y2K programming moratorium. Both affidavits
state: “A typical timeline for a major billing project, such as this one, spans about
a 9 to 12 month period of time from inception to implementation. For a project of
this magnitude, a March of 2000 implementation date is very aggressive...”
Attachments C and D, Affidavits, each at ltem 4, page 1.




Sprint:
Petition for Reconsideration Filed July 26, 1999:
General:

Based on its own customer surveys, Sprint has developed a new local bill to
meet same objectives FCC espouses. Page 5-6

But, its new bill is not scheduied for release until the first quarter of 2000. Page 6

In designing its new local bill, Sprint held 26 focus groups involving 260
customers in 9 cities. It also held 31 personal interviews with leaders in 13 states
served by Sprint local operations. Further, it performed secondary research,
benchmarking, and internal call center studies to assess billing-related contacts
and issues. Fn 3, page 6

“...Sprint has invested hundreds of thousands of dollars and nearly ten thousand
programming hours toward developing the new local bil.”  Page 6

“Sprint projects that a total of 45,000 hours and$4.5 million dollars will be needed
through the first quarter of 2000 to define requirements, code, test, and install the
system. This projection assumes that the new bill, as designed, satisfies the
requirements of the Commission’s order.” Page 6

“Furthermore, it does not appear that the Commission has properly evaluated the
effect of certain of its rules (including the identification of ‘new’ service providers
and non-deniable charges...) in terms of whether they will, in fact, benefit the
public. “ page 9

New Service Providers:

If FCC requires highlighting of all new service providers..."the cost of
implementing the new bill will increase by an estimated minimum of $500,000
and 5000 programming hours.” Page 6

“If required to highlight new service providers...Sprint will require an additional
three months’ minimum extension until July 2000. * Page 7

Deniable/Non-Deniable:

“If required to track deniable and non-deniable charges, Sprint's implementation
timeline would be further extended, depending upon the time required to properly
identify non-deniable charges and to develop industry-wide definitions and
standards.” Page 7

“If long distance carriers are required to track non-deniable charges on every
combined bill..., in addition to the costs of developing a database and of




Sprint {(cont.):

systematically linking that to billing data, they will surely experience an increase
in their bad debt and deterioration in cash flow.” (Emphasis added.) Page 9

In footnote 5, Spring cites its comments filed November 13, 1998 in this
proceeding where they present evidence based on experiences in the states that
customers overall took longer to pay when the state prohibited termination of
local service for non-payment of toll charges. Spring says in this footnote: “The
Commission dismissed this concern, simply stating (Order, para.48) that carriers
may still remind their customers “of their obligation to pay all authorized charges
and of the consequences...of a failure to pay any authorized charge.” Fn 5, page
9

Y2K Issues:

The Sprint timeline for implementation of its new bill “...is extended by the
moratorium on software changes and redirection of resources implicated in Y2K
preparation. * Page 8

Time Warner Telecom, Inc.:
Comments Filed November 13, 1998:
General:

“...TW Telecom billing personnel studied the proposals set forth in the Notice and
calculated the likely impact of those proposals on TW Telecom’s biliing costs.
Those costs include management and maintenance fees associated with the
billing process, production costs, environmental enhancements, and printing and
distribution costs. TW Telecom estimated the increases to its billing costs
using two sets of assumptions: a ‘low end’ scenario in which the currently-
used billing format remained in use by with expansion of certain fields to
permit enhanced description of services, and a ‘high end’ scenario in
which all of the changes proposed by the Notice were factored in. Under
the low end scenario, TW Telecom estimates that its billing costs would
increase by approximately ten percent. Under the high end scenario, its
billing costs could increase by over an estimated sixty percent!” (emphasis
added) Page 4

“Adoption of carrier billing requirements which will increase new entrants’ costs of
market entry will reduce the amount of capital available to those companies to
fund network construction and expansion.” Page 4

“...irrespective of how these additional costs are incurred, ultimately those costs
will be borne by consumers of telecommunications services in the form of higher
prices for those services. Impaosition of price increases on consumers because




Time Warner Telecom (cont):

of regulatory action is facially inconsistent with the objectives of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.” Pages 4-5

“As the Commission acknowledged in the Notice, one of the goals of the 1996
Act is to make available to consumers new services and technologies by
promoting the development of competition in all aspects of telecommunications
service....Congress's purpose... was to increase choice and lower prices to
consumers. ...What is not debatable is that the Commission should avoid actions
which raise the costs of providing service and result in higher prices to
consumers for services which are supposed to be competitive. Regulations
which will increase the cost of competitive entry and which raise the prices to
consumers of increasingly competitive services should be avoided unless such
regulations are absolutely necessary to prevent abusive practices.” Page 5

“In addition to competing with each other based on such factors as interest rates
and incentive premiums...banks and other financial service companies in the
credit card business have modified and enhanced their billing formats and details
- not in response to government regulation, but in response to consumer
demand. That has begun to occur and will continue to occur in the
telecommunications industry.” Page 12

“Recent press reports have described the commitment of telecommunications
carriers to improving their customer billing systems in response to expressions of
dissatisfaction about their current systems. See, e.g. ‘Telecom Talk; Carriers
Tackle Cramming,’ Los Angeles Times, October 12, 1998, section C, page 3
(‘GTE and other phone companies have begun voluntarily enacting policies to
combat rogue operators who bill consumers for unauthorized services...” ‘Pacific
Bell, BellSouth and Bell Atlantic also won’t bill for noncommunications-related
services..." ‘Ameritech is changing its bills to include a summary page at the
front that lists service providers’ names and contact information. “ fn 20, page 12

Deniable/Non-Deniable:

“TW Telecom is concerned that over time attaching the label “non-deniable” to
services on telephone invoices may indicate to consumers that those charges
may be ignored without risk of disruption to their telephone service....Separately
identifying deniable and non-deniable charges on bills may significantly reduce
the collection rate for those services listed as non-deniable, thereby increasing
the collection costs for those services, and ultimately the prices for those
services.” (emphasis added) Page 14




U S West:
Comments Filed November 13, 1998
General.

“...U S West produces around 12.2 million bills a month. The billing information
to populate the bill comes from seven different account centers. There are three
primary billing systems across our territory. A single billing change involves
manipulation of lines of code for each of those systems, in addition to re-coding
of the bill formatting database itself. Additionally, around 30 different databases
interact with the three primary billing systems and changes to the primary biliing
systems involve changing the interfaces to all of these other databases. Thus,
billing changes involve large, complex database changes and interactions that
require advance design, coding and testing.” Page 20

i

the Commission must be sensitive to the limitations inherent in the billing
infrastructure. ...assess the costs...with the benefit...” Page 20

“It (the Commission) must also permit sufficient time for any required system
modifications to be deployed.” Pages 20-21

Petition for Reconsideration Filed July 26, 1999:
Jurisdiction:

“The Commission can cite no provision of the 1996 Act granting it jurisdiction
over LEC billing for its own intrastate services.” Page 11 '

“...that Section ‘authorizes the Commission to adopt verification requirements to
deter slamming in both the interstate and the intrastate markets.” But how a
charge is billed with respect to its deniability has nothing to do with the matter of
carrier verification or slamming, a connection the Commission itself
acknowledged as critical to any exercise of jurisdiction under Section 258.” Page
11, also see fn35.

Cost Burden for both Service Provider and Deniable/No-Deniable Changes:

“U S West believes that a reasonable estimate of costs to create the kinds of
functionalities the Commission mandates in the area of service provider changes
and deniable/non-deniable will cost U S West a minimum of about 1.2 million
dollars and involve over eleven thousand person hours.” Page 18

See also AFFIDAVIT and CERTIFICATION OF DALE BRECKON attached to the
U S West PFR, page 6.

Para. 21 cites exact hours and dollars.




U S West (cont.):

Para. 22 states the work would take fourteen weeks to the exclusion of all
other projects including Y2K compliance work.

“All told, the changes the Commission mandates cannot be accomplished easily
or cheaply. And, they most assuredly cannot be accomplished at al! during
1999.” Page 20

Y2K Issues:

“And, the Year 2000 moratoria or embargoes means that in the best of cases the
work would not be queued for compietion until at least after the end of January
2000.” Page 3
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