Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

)
)

Presubscribed Interexchange Carrier Charges ) CC Docket No. 02-53
)

- COMMENTS OF SPRINT CORPORATION

Sprint Corporation hereby respectfully submits its comments in response to the
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 04-96) released on April 23, 2004 in the
above captioned proceeding. In this FNPRM, the Commission seeks to refresh the record
and seeks specific comment on cost support information recently filed by BellSouth in
support of its PIC-change charge increase.

Sprint approaches this issue with the perspective of both a LEC and an IXC and is
uniquely positioned to present a balanced viewpoint regarding PIC-change charges. Sprint
believes the possible changes listed in the FNPRM, sﬁch as bifurcated charges for manual
and mechanical PIC-changes, assessing the PIC-change charge on the ordering party, and
creation of a separate PIC-freeze charge will add unnecessary complexity, cost and
customer confusion to the PIC-change process. The presumed benefits will not outweigh
the costs of implementing any of the items in question. Accordingly, none should be
adopted and the current process should not be changed.

As Sprint stated in its comments filed in 2002, the costs of managing the customer

PIC-change process for a LEC goes far beyond the actual PIC-change process itself. PIC
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freezes, slamming investigations, and inquiries to customer service all require resources in
order to be properly performed and managed. Sprint stated that its costs of administering
the PIC charges roughly equaled its PIC-change charge. Sprint also stated that when
comparing the level of the PIC-change charge to overall costs of customer acquisition,
Sprint’s IXC experience has been that the PIC-change charge is but one small component
and certainly is not a barrier which prevents customers from switching IXCs.

Sprint believes the current PIC-change rules and safe harbor levels are sufficient
and do not warrant changes at this time. Sprint has not experienced any material cost
changes that would suggest its analysis of the level of its PIC-change charge in relation to .
its costs has changed since it last commented in this matter in 2002. Further, the cost and
price levels of an RBOC, such as BellSouth in this case, should not be imposed on Sprint
or other LECs. Smaller LECs do not have the scale and scope of larger LECs and,
accordingly, have much higher unit costs which they should be allowed to fully recover.
Basing smaller LEC cost recovery on RBOC costs will prevent full cost recovery for

smaller LECs.

A Separate Charge For Orders Requiring Manual Processing Should Not Be
Established

Sprint does not support creating separate charges for mechanized PIC-changes and
manual PIC-changes. Sprint believes the additional administrative costs and complexity
that would be created by the imposition of complicated rate structures or customer-specific
rating schemes would outweigh any presumed benefits. A bifurcated rate structure, or

charges based on individual customer circumstances, would create the need for LECs to
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develop, implement and monitor new systems and procedures to accurately identify, track
and bill the new charges.

Such a system could create an opportunity for gaming by LECs to shift more orders
to a manual process to increase revenues. A bifurcated system would also be more
confusing for customers, who may unnecessarily pay a higher manual rate simply because
they are not aware of all of their options to have an order placed with a LEC.

(
The PIC-Changé Charge Should Not Be Levied on the Ordering Party

The current rules provide for the PIC-change charge to be assessed on the end-user
customer. The rules are appropriate and should not be changed. The end-user customer is
the party initiating the PIC-change. Whether the order is placed by the end-user or the
carrier is irrelevant. Carriers cannot initiate a PIC-change without customer permission.
To do otherwise would mean the carrier violated the Commission’s slamming rules.

Although, in some circumstances, LECs currently assess the PIC-change charge on
IXCs, this service is performed only as part of a contractual arrangement with the IXC
where the IXC has agreed to assume the liability of the end-user customer for the PIC-
change charges. To avoid customer confusion and maintain consistency, the current
procedure of assessing the PIC-change charge on the end-user customer, absent such an

agreement, should be maintained.
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PIC Freeze Costs Should Continue To Be Recovered Through the PIC-Change
Charge

PIC freezes are a fundamental component of the PIC-change charge process. As a
result of the implementation of equal access in the long distance market, and the ability to
change a customer’s PIC, instances arose where PIC’s were changed without customer
authorization. In an effort to combat unauthorized changes, the PIC freeze was created. If
a customer utilizes a PIC freeze, the IXC PIC’d to his account cannot be changed without
the customer’s authorization. Accordingly, PIC freezes are only relevant in the confext of
the ability to change the customer’s PIC. Therefore, the costs of PIC freezes should be
recovered as part of the PIC-change charge.

The Commission should not mandate that these charges should be recovered
through an independent assessment on only those who utilize the freeze. As pointed out
above, there are a variety of other PIC-change-related activities whose costs, in Sprint’s
view, can fairly be recovered through the PIC-change charge — such as responding to
customer slamming complaints, responding to customer service inquiries about the PIC-
change process and the like. There is no reason to arbitrarily select one component of a
more comprehensive process and require a separate charge for that component. To require
separate charges for each of these activities would add unnecessarily to the complexity of
the rate structure and the customer’s bill, and would likely create more confusion for
customers. Separate charges for these various activities would ignore the additional
administrative burden of separately tracking the costs of each activity. Carriers should be
free to refine their rate structures if they wish to do so, but there is no warrant for an FCC-

mandated change in the rate structure.
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CONCLUSION

The Commission should not modify its PIC-change charge rules at the present time.
The current system is an effective tool that enables end-user customers to exercise their
right to choose their IXC in a clear and consistent manner while providing LECs the

opportunity to recover their costs for performing this important function.
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