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Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On May 21, 2012, the Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico filed with 
the Commission an ex parte letter in which it summarized a series of meetings held on May 17, 
2012 with Commissioners and various staff members. According to that letter, the Board's 
efforts regarding the Lifeline (low-income) program were discussed. The letter provides little 
detail as to what aspects of Lifeline were discussed beyond mentioning the Board' s efforts to 
identify possible duplication of eligibility, its one-per-household policy, and its establishment of 
a Puerto Rico database which includes, inter alia, both last names of applicants and full 9 digit 
Social Security numbers. 

Disagreements between the Board and this finn's client, TracFone Wireless, Inc. 
("TracFone"), have been before the Commission for more than five months commencing with 
the filing of TracFone's Emergency Petition for Declaratory Ruling and Interim Relief filed 
February 22, 20 12 in the above-captioned docket as well as in WC Docket No. 03-109 and CC 
Docket No. 96-45, and its more recently-filed Request for Clarification and Declaratory Relief, 
filed April 10, 2012. The Board' s May 2 1, 2012 ex parte letter does not indicate whether any 
matters responsive to those filings or supplemental to the Board's written responses were 
mentioned or discussed. 

TracFone deems it necessary to respond and to provide updated information on the issues 
regarding Lifeline in Puerto Rico-- issues which remain largely unresolved and which have been 
the subject to filings made with the Board by several other Lifeline service providers, including 
T-Mobile and Claro. At the outset, we note that the Board' s ex parte letter indicates that two 
Board members as well as the Board' s legal counsel, its technical advisor, and its outside legal 
counsel and outside economic advisor attended the meetings. Not attending the meetings was 
the third member of the Board -- Associate Member Nixyvette Santini Hernandez. We do not 
know why Board Member Santini was absent from the meeting. We do know, however, that 
Board Member Santini has dissented from the Board' s two member majority on an important 
matter regarding the Lifeline program, specifically regarding the Board's 2-1 vote to establish an 
Online Control Code System. Attached to this letter is Board Member Santini 's April 23, 2012 
Dissent and an English translation of that dissenting opinion. As noted by Board Member 
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Santini, the Board's order approving the Online Control Code system was adopted despite the 
fact that several participating Lifeline providers raised concerns with the Board and its consultant 
prior to its adoption, and explained why the system would not be workable. TracFone is one of 
those participating providers who raised such concerns with the Board and with its consultant. 
The Dissenting Opinion then identifies several specific problems: 

1 ). The Board's Online Control Code system requires Lifeline providers to assign 
telephone numbers to Lifeline applicants before the provider has determined that the applicant is 
eligible to receive Lifeline-supported service. No Lifeline provider can responsibly assign an 
applicant for Lifeline service a new telephone number until the applicant's eligibility has been 
determined. The only way that any Eligible Telecommunications Carrier ("ETC") can provide a 
telephone number prior to completion of the Lifeline enrollment process is if the carrier already 
has assigned a working telephone number to the customer. That would only happen if the 
customer already was receiving service from that provider. Only the incumbent wireline local 
exchange carrier would be likely to have provided a telephone number to a potential Lifeline 
customer (and existing telephone service customer) before verifying the customer's eligibility for 
Lifeline. 

In addition, requiring assignment of phone numbers prior to enrollment of customers in 
Lifeline would render Lifeline service virtually unavailable to those households which do not 
currently have telephone service and therefore have no assigned telephone number. Unserved 
low-income consumers are among those consumers who most need Lifeline assistance. 
Enrollment of such unserved households should be encouraged -- not subject to unnecessary and 
artificial Board-created roadblocks. 

2). The Online Control Code system does not validate addresses of public housing 
locations, certain condominiums and certain rural addresses. Many Lifeline-eligible low-income 
households reside at such addresses. 

3). The system does not accommodate number porting, notwithstanding the fact that 
number porting is required by federal law. 

4). The Online Control Code system during testing enrolled consumers who were already 
receiving Lifeline benefits from other providers (i.e. , "duplicates") thereby failing to achieve one 
of the Board's stated primary objectives -- detection and prevention of duplicate enrollment. 

In addition to the problems identified by Board Member Santini, the Board has still not 
articulated any reasoned explanation as to why Puerto Rico -- unlike any of the other 51 states 
which administer Lifeline programs (the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are States under 
the Communications Act) deems it necessary to require that Lifeline applicants provide second 
last names and 9-digit Social Security numbers. The Commission's rules and those of other 
states only require last 4 digits of Social Security numbers. While it is not unusual for Hispanic 
persons to have two last names, Puerto Rico is not the only jurisdiction with a significant 
Hispanic population. Requiring Lifeline applicants to provide second last names does nothing to 
prevent fraudulent enrollment and nothing in any filing by the Board or in any Board order 
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indicates otherwise. Requiring ETCs to obtain full 9-digit Social Security numbers does nothing 
to prevent fraudulent enrollment but it does compromise legitimate security rights and 
expectations of consumers by requiring consumers to divulge to private corporations and to 
government departments their entire Social Security numbers when the last four digits are 
sufficient to validate consumer identities. 

The Board's Online Control Code system deviates from Commission requirements, 
including requirements promulgated in the Commission's recent Lifeline Reform Order (Lifeline 
and Link Up Reform and Modernization, FCC 12-11, released February 6, 2012) in other ways. 
For example, the Puerto Rico system does not allow for consumers to enroll in Lifeline if their 
addresses are deemed "commercial," even though commercial addresses may be used in 
appropriate circumstances. Because of this flaw, persons residing in temporary locations 
including, for example, nursing homes and shelters, are unable to enroll in Lifeline programs. In 
addition, this system, developed by the Board's retained consultant, requires that each Lifeline 
applicant be assigned a unique identifier called a "Codigo de Control." If the Online Control 
Code indicates that the address is not a valid residential address, the Lifeline provider must send 
a screen shot of the error notice returned by the system. It then becomes the responsibility of the 
consumer to take the screen shot to the Board's offices in San Juan. Many applicants for Lifeline 
service in Puerto Rico, including persons who are rejected by the Online Control Code based on 
invalid addresses, reside in rural communities great distances from the Board's offices in San 
Juan and have no means of delivering those screen shots to the Board. The impact of the Online 
Control Code system is to deny Lifeline-supported service to many eligible low income 
households who are entitled to such support under the Commission's rules governing Lifeline. 

TracFone also deems it appropriate to provide updated information on certain Board 
communications with Puerto Rico Lifeline consumers. On April 10, 2012, TracFone filed in this 
proceeding a Request for Clarification and Declaratory Relief. That request was deemed 
necessary to bring to the Commission's attention certain events which had transpired subsequent 
to its Emergency Petition for Declaratory Ruling and responsive comments to that petition. 
Among those subsequent events was a notice dated March 26, 2012 signed by the Board 
President and Secretary notifying certain de-enrolled Lifeline customers (i.e., those whom the 
Board had ordered be de-enrolled as of March 1, 2012 based on a check of Social Security 
numbers) informing those customers that they may immediately request re-cnrollment with the 
provider of their choice (not with the provider who served the customer first as directed in a 
March 7, 2012 Board order). In its April 17, 2012 response to the Request for Clarification, the 
Board stated that the signed March 26, 2012 notice had not been issued, that it had been sent to 
the State Electoral Commission for approval, and accused TracFone of improperly obtaining that 
notice prior to its public dissemination.1 

1 The assertion that TracFone had improperly obtained and disseminated a non-public document 
is a serious allegation. As explained in TracFone's April 24, 2012 reply, the March 26, 201 2 
notice was provided to an attorney representing TracFone by a reporter in Puerto Rico who had 
received a leaked copy of the notice from the Board's public relations officer. 
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Accusations about how TracFone obtained the March 26, 2012 notice and questions 
about to whom the Board and its staff may have provided copies have now been mooted by the 
fact that the Board has sent such a notice dated April 10, 2012 to Lifeline customers who were 
de-enrolled on March 1, 2012.2 Copies of that Apri l 10, 2012 notice and an English translation 
of that notice are attached hereto. In most respects, that notice is similar to the earlier version 
that was attached to TracFone's Request for Clarification. It notifies those de-enrolled customers 
that they may immediately request a subsidy for a single wireline or wireless service. Nothing in 
that April 10, 2012 notice limits consumers to re-enrolling with the provider who served them 
first. The notice does reference a lack of information provided to consumers regarding Lifeline 
benefits and states that the lack of information is "apparently caused by the telecommunications 
companies." The Board offers no explanation for that accusatory and defamatory statement. 
Lifeline providers were directed by the Board to send de-enrollment notices to consumers 
identified by the Board as receiving duplicate benefits. The Board instructed those providers 
what information to provide to those consumers. In the absence of any evidence that TracFone 
or any other telecommunications provider failed to communicate to de-enrolled Lifeline 
customers the information required by the Board, blaming providers for a lack of information is 
unexplained and unexplainable. 

By its terms, the Board's April 10, 2012 notice to customers (like its March 7, 2012 
Order) is only applicable to those Lifeline customers who were de-enrolled on March 1, 2012 per 
Board edict based on Social Security number. To date, the Board has provided no rulings, 
orders, notices or anything else which establish any re-enrollment rights for those thousands of 
Puerto Rico Lifeline customers who were de-enrolled on April 1, 2012 per Board directive based 
on residential address, for those consumers who were de-enrolled as required by the Board on 
May 1, 2012 based on allegedly incomplete information (second last names and 9 digit Social 
Security numbers), or for any consumers who the Board may require to be de-enrolled in the 
future for any reason. 

Moreover, even for those March 1, 2012 de-enrollees who were later allowed to re-enroll, 
first only with the provider who served them first (per the March 7, 2012 Order), then with the 
provider of their choice (per the April 10, 2012 notice), the violation of Section 54.405( e) of the 
Commission's rules remains uncured. That rule states, in relevant part, that ". . . upon 
notification by the Administrator to any ETC in any state that a subscriber is receiving Lifeline 
service from another eligible telecommunications carrier and should be de-enrolled from 
participation in that ETC 's Lifeline program, the ETC shall de-enroll the subscriber from 
participation in tit at ETC's Lifeline program within 5 business days" (emphasis added). By its 
terms, Section 54.405(e) allows qualified consumers to receive one-- and only one-- Lifeline
supported service. Section 54.405(e) neither requires nor permits states to deprive qualified 
persons of all Lifeline service. Those customers who were de-enrolled from their Lifeline 
programs on March I , 2012 were not allowed to re-enroll with their preferred provider until after 
receiving the April 10, 2012 notice -- a period of six weeks. Therefore, for those six weeks, the 
Board prevented qualified low-income Puerto Rico households from receiving any Lifeline 

2 TracFone knows that the Board's April 10, 2012 notice has been sent since it was provided 
with a copy by one ofTracFone's de-enrolled customers. 
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service, in violation of Section 54.405(e). To date, the Board has provided no explanation or 
justification for this most egregious violation of federal law. In addition, the Board's violations 
of Section 54.405(e) with respect to those Puerto Rico households who were de-enrolled on 
April 1, 2012, May 1, 2012, and on subsequent occasions are continuing. It is not known when, 
if ever, the Board will allow the consumers who have been deprived of Lifeline service for up to 
4 months -- and counting -- to obtain Lifeline benefits from their provider of choice or from any 
provider. 

As described herein and as has been explained in prior filings, the Board's rules and 
policies governing Lifeline enrollment and de-enrollment are ever-shifting. While various 
changes to those requirements and policies have been announced from time to time, none of 
those announcements change the critical and undisputable fact that the Board' s actions have had 
the unfortunate effect of depriving thousands of low-income households of Lifeline support to 
which they are entitled. In addition, by threatening to fine ETCs up to $10,000 per violation, 
notwithstanding those ETCs' good faith efforts to comply with unworkable requirements and 
procedures which seem to change almost on a weekly basis, the Board is removing any incentive 
for any ETC to provide Lifeline service in Puerto Rico. This is especially unfortunate in the case 
of TracFone which has never sought nor received a single dime of support from the Puerto Rico 
Universal Service Fund -- the fund whose resources the Board is ostensibly protecting by those 
requirements and procedures. 

Accordingly, TracFone reiterates its request that the Commission declare that all state 
policies, practices and procedures governing duplicate enrollment in Lifeline programs supported 
by the federal Universal Service Fund ensure that all consumers receive notification that 1) they 
may only receive one Lifeline-supported service per household; 2) that they will be de-enrolled 
from all except one service; and that 3) they must be afforded a choice of which Lifeline
supported service in which to enroll. Furthermore, the conduct of the Board deems it necessary 
for TracFone to request that the Commission declare that states may not impose Lifeline 
enrollment requirements beyond those set forth in the Commission's rules for those ETCs who 
receive no support from state universal service funds. 

Finally, TracFone respectfully requests that the Commission prohibit states from 
imposing Lifeline enrollment requirements which are not necessary to achieve the purposes and 
goals of the Lifeline program and which impede the ability of qualified consumers to receive 
federal benefits to which they are entitled. With particular respect to the Board, TracFone asks 
that the Commission prohibit the Board from requiring that telephone numbers be assigned to 
customers before completion of the enrollment process, and that the Board be prohibited from 
requiring ETCs to obtain second last name and full 9 digit Social Security number data in the 
absence of a showing by the Board that such information is necessary to prevent fraudulent 
enrollment by persons not qualified for Life line benefits or to prevent duplicate enrollment. 
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Pursuant to Section l.J 206(b) of the Commission's rules, this letter is being filed 
electronically. Please direct any questions to undersigned counsel for TracFone. 

Attachments 

cc: l-Ion. Sandra Torres 
Hon. Gloria Escudero 
Hon. Nixyvette Santini Hernandez 
Ms. Alexandra Fernandez 
Mr. Michael Steffen 
Ms. Angela Kronenberg 
Ms. Christine Kurth 
Ms. Priscilla Delgado Argcris 
Mr. Nicholas Degani 
Mr. Trent Harkrader 
Ms. Kimberly Scardino 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~~ 
~~ // / 

Mitchell F.1jreCher 
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(Board Member Santini's April 23, 2012 Dissent) 
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23 de abril 2012 r-• .. ::.: 
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I .~t ordcn administrattvn (0 :\ ) ljUC hoy nos o~.:upa., cstablecc que el 1 de mayo Jc 2012, cl 
sls t(·m,t de ('utl;~o "~ Ci)llfmi m !.Jilt:u ~CCL), ser:i Ia herramienra tjUt: las t:omp<Ulias utilizaran para 

n~ritictr Ll dcgtbilidad de consumidores al progr.tm;l de ~ubsidio ,\ trnvcs del 1:ondo de .~en.'ICIO 

L:nivcrsal (f-''Sll I:J FSU, fue creado con el prop6sito de ayudar a lo~ ~.:iudadanos m:1s ncccsitados e n d 

de scp riembre de 1996, set,rtln enmendatb, 27 L. P.R.r\ § 265, ct seq. El sistema de CCL ha sido 

cnm1Sio n;tdo po r esta Junta con d prop6sito de cvita.r Ia cxistcncia Jc duplicatlos en Ia asignaci6n Jc los 

~~~h~idlf'\~ . ( :nn~ist(' en ltn ~~~ft'rn:l centr.ll <lllf' <>ervir:i de cnnrrnl r:lr:'l veritir:lr h elegihilitl:-td de C'lth 

c1ud:tdano que desee adquinr un serv1cio de tdefonia subsidiado mediante el FSU. Con csta 1ntenc16 n 

de Ia Junta, no posco objecion <tlguna, sino por el contrnrio apoyo cl esfuerzo para akanzar una mejor 

t>per;KI<)n en hi asii?;T'I<Icion de los subs1dios. 

Previo a e~te sistema en linea scr ado prado po r Ia Junta, se acord6 Lt realizaci6n de un;ts pruebas 

po r p.mc de I:L-; companias de tclecomunicacioncs durante los di.ts del 2 al -1 de abnl de 20 12, csto p;tra 

conoccr sobre Ia efcctividad de Ia aplicaci6n en linea y si habia una net:csidad de hat.:cr moditi~.:acioncs o 

ITH!Ioras para d beneticio de rodos. Lts compaiiias ten ian hasta el II de abril de 2012. par.-1 cnviar sus 

..:om cnt:trios y preowpacione~. si alguna, con el sistema. Los comentarios fucron en\'iados a Ia J unta en 

l.1 t'ct:ha .l<.:ordat.hl y r.ttl!c:tdos por d Direcror de Sistemas Je Int.orm;tl.:tt)n Jc ht ;tgcni.:J:I p<tra cvalu.lt.:J(m 

de Ia Junta d 13 de abril de 2012 a las -1:08 P t\ 1. Tambien los comcntarios fuero n enviados 

mdividualmenre por las compaiiias a cada uno de los M1embros :\sociados med1ante carta . 

. \ pcsa.r de Ia Junta haber impuls;tdo estc fuer1.o de prueba, bt o rdcn administrativa :tprob:tda 

por 1:1 mayo ri:.1 pas:.1 por alto todas las preoc.:upaciones presenradas por las compariias. y b misma 

< >GL<;J<>ncn h pcrdida de Ia contia.nza en el mismo por parte de los ciud:ttbnos. 

.:~~ 
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sistema resulta aun m;ts prco<.:up;lnte ya que ht mz6n primordial porIa que sc 

~omisiono Ia creaci()n de esta aplicacic)n iue para e::vitar prccisamcnre el tjUe 

~onsumiJor·cs rc~ibicrw d subsiJio duplicado. 

r .:t aprobaci6n de csta OJ\, que busca una mcjor administraci6n de los fondos del FSU, un 

mten!s loable con d ~uai ~on~urro totalmente, tlene el efecto de agilizar Ia tmplantacion Jcl sistema 

< :CI. ljllC Ita demostraJo no c~tar lis to rodavia. No podemos en tender por<.jue h1 insistencia de l,t 

m.tyoria en to rnr Ia implantaci6n de Ia aplicacion sometiendo a los ~iudadanos al uso de csta, su1 antes 

.t~cgur.trsc Jc: h~tbcr .ltc:.:ndidu ) ~(JrrcgiJc, h; prol;lcnus "{UC h.ul ~idu idcntiticaJ(;S [h'r l,t;; ~~>mp.ul i..t;; 

dumnte d penodo de prueba. El t'o rz<tr Ia implantaci6n del sistema aea.ni unos proccsos adi~ionales, 

r:tl vez onerosos pam los ciudadanos, por lo t1ue el est'uerzo de esta Junta deberia estar dirigido a 

1·$ta :tprobacion para comcnzar el uso tiel ststema a mvel de toda Ia isla, pudiera afectar el 

.tcccso de los ciudadanos m;is necesitados de nuestra poblaci6n a los beneticios que se han creado para 

.t~'t~thrles a obtem:r servicios de telecomunicaciones a precios acccsibles. t os prcocupa tJUC ante d 

hccho de que se re:lliz() una cantidad muy limitada de pruebas, h.IS companias hayan identiticado 

rnuchos problemas con el sistema. Po r tal raz6n, y buscando el mayo r interes publico, cntiendo que Ia 

.1plicaci6n debe ser probada nuevamentc luego de corregirse las drticienci;tS ya senahdas, y antes de su 

tmplantacion fonnal en toda Ia isla. El que se retra..c;e Ia implanraci6n po r un pcriodo de prueba de 30 a 

60 dias y con un muestreo mayor de solicitudes, no deberia crear mayor incomodidad ni preocupaci6n. 

f~n csta t()nna sc podr;i.n corrcgir los dcfectos adicionales que se e::ncuentrcn sin un unpacro mayor en 

l. t comunidad de ciudadanos tjUC ttcne derecho a bcneticiarse del fondo de servicio universal, y 

s:1lvaguardando de •guru manera Ia contianza y Ia intet,>Tidad de los procesos de esta Junta. 

I ~I prop6sito de esta apli~acion cs cvitar Ia duplicidad del hcneticio y aseguntr que cada 

ciud:tdano clcgible a rec1bir el beneticio lo reciba contorme Ia ley. El sistema CCL de Ia Junta no 

s•stcm,t e::ntorpezca cl :teceso de los consumidores elegibles a! subs1dio, el mtsmo se e · 
D 



DISSIDENT OPINION OF THE APRIL 19,2012 ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER 

JRT-2001-SU-0003 
Nixyvette Santini Hernandez 

April 23, 2012 

The Administrative Order (AO) that occupies us today establishes that on May I, 2012, 

the Online Control Code system (OCC) shall be the tool used by companies for veri fying 

consumer eligibility to the subsidy program provided by the Universal Service Fund (USF). The 

USF was created with the purpose of assisting needy conswners with the payment of their 

wireline or wireless telephone service bill. See Act No. 213 of September 12, 1996, as amended, 

27 L.P.R.A. § 265, et seq. The OCC system was commissioned by this Board with the purpose 

of avoiding duplicity when assigning the subsidies. Said system consists of a centralized system 

which will work as a checkpoint for verifying the eligibility of every citizen who desires to 

receive a telephone service subsidized by the USF. With regards to this purpose, I do not hold 

any objections; on the contrary, I support the effort of achieving a better operation of the subsidy 

assignment process. 

Prior to the adoption, by the Board, of this online system, we agreed on conducting a 

series of tests with the telecommunications companies during April 2 through 4, 2012, in order to 

learn about the effectiveness of the online application and if there was a need to make any 

modifications or improvements that would benefit everyone. The companies had until April I 1, 

2012, to send their commentaries and preoccupations, if any, regarding the system. The 

commentaries were sent to the Board for evaluation on the agreed date and were properly filed 

by this agency's Information Systems Director on April 13, 2012 at 4:08 PM. Further, each 

company sent their commentaries by letter to each of the Board's Associate Members. 

Even though the Board promoted conducting such tests, the administrative order 

approved by the majority ignores all of the concerns brought forth by the companies, and the 

same lacks clear guidelines for addressing said technical issues. It is our belief that, before 

issuing said administrative order, the issues confronted by the companies during the tests runs 

must be addressed so that the island-level implementation of the system is not affected by any 

1 
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defects which could cause the general public to lose faith in the system. After all, it is the general 

public whom will be benefiting from the system since their eligibility to participate in the 

program will be assessed through said system. It is because that J dissent from the determination 

made in the administrative order. 

Nonetheless, the administrative order issued seems to suggest that the OCC system 

operated without any major diffLculties and, as such, ignores the operational difficulties brought 

forth by the companies. This is reflected in footnote number five of the AO where it mentions 

that the tests showed that there were no major problems in the use of the application. This 

footnote greatly contrasts with the remarks presented by the companies in their communications. 

Some of the difficulties which raise the most concern are summarized below, along with my 

opinion regarding the same: 

1. The system requires the assigned telephone number to be provided prior to 

validating the customer's eligibility. This requirement is incompatible 

with the business model used by several companies in our industry which 

do not assign a telephone number until the person has signed a service 

contract with the company. 

2. Some of the companies faced problems in the process of validating the 

eligibility of citizens whose addresses were from public housing, 

condominiums and rural areas. The system never provided the control 

code validating their eligibility for the subsidy. 

3. Some of the companies confronted problems when they tried to transfer 

numbers from a c lient who already received Lifeline benefits since the 

system does not provide the option for those cases where a customer 

wishes to switch providers while keeping the same telephone number. 

This has a negative impact on customers benefiting from the program who 

confront issues when requesting that their number be transferred to 

another service provider. The ability to retain their telephone number is a 

right granted to every telephone service customer, pursuant to federal law, 

see section 251 ofthe Federal Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §25 l(b)(2). 

2 



4. Some companies informed that the system validated certain customers 

who should have been denied access to the program due to duplicity. This 

fault in the system is of great concern since the main purpose for the 

creation of the program was to precisely avoid duplicate consumers from 

gaining additional benefits. 

The approval of this AO, which seeks a better administration of the USF funds, a worthy 

interest with which I concur in its entirety, has the effect of speeding up the implementation of 

the OCC system, which has been proved to be not yet ready for its implementation. We are 

unable to understand why the majority insists on imposing the implementation of this 

application, forcing consumers to use the same, without previously making sure of addressing 

and correcting the issues that have been identified by the companies during the testing period. 

Forcing the implementation of the system will create additional processes, which will most likely 

be burdensome for consumers; therefore the efforts of this Board should be directed to correcting 

these defects, and then being its online use. 

!' 

This approval to begin using the system on an island wide level could negatively affect 

the accessibility to affordable telecommunications services by denying benefits to consumers 

who need it the most within our population. It worries us that, even though the number of tests 

conducted were limited, the companies have identified many problems with the system. For this 

reason, and keeping the best public interest in mind, it is our belief that the system should 

undergo further testing, after the deficiencies notified by the companies have been corrected and 

before it is implemented island wide. Delaying its implementation for a period of 30 to 60 days 

and with a larger sampling of possible customers would not create any major preoccupations or 

problems. This way, it would be able to correct any additional issues that may arise during this 

further testing period without affecting the consumers who have the right to receive benefits 

from the universal service dun, thus equally safeguarding the trust in the system and the integrity 

of the Board's process. 

The purpose of this application is to avoid duplicate benefits and to make sure that every 

consumer eligible to receive such benefits does so in compliance with the law. The Board's OCC 

system cannot defeat the purpose for which the local and federal USF were created. To the 
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extent that the system hampers an eligible consumer' s access to the subsidy, the system would be 

acting against the very purpose for creating the subsidy. It is because of these concerns that I 

cannot agree with the majority at this moment, since they are forcing the implementation of this 

application without it being ready for it and without ensuring that consumers who are entitled, by 

local and federal law, to receive such benefits are not left unjustly excluded from participating in 

the program and that the OCC system truly fulfills its purpose. If new tests are made and it is 

found that no major problems arise, such as the ones identified by the companies in their 

communications, I would be in the position of concurring with the majority opinion of 

commencing the implementation of the OCC system throughout all of Puerto Rico. 

(signed) 

Att. Nixyvette Santini Hernandez, PE 
Associate Member 

. ' 
~\ ' 
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(AprillO, 2012 Notice) 
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NOTICE 
------------------

IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING LIFELINE BENEFIT 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS REGULATORY 
BOARD OF PUERTO RICO 
500 AVE. ROBERTO H. TODD 
SAN JUAN, PR 00907-3941 

MARiA FEBUS RAMOS 
HC 02 BOX 4 128 
CO/\MO PR 007690000 

Dear Citizen: 

Apri l lO, 2012 

In the past weeks, you received a notification from your telephone service provides informing you that 
you would lose your Lifeline subsidy beginning on March I st, 2012, due to the identification of duplicate 
systems, according to the information provided by service providers . You were a lso informed that you 
could file a cla im at the Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico. 

We have reviewed the claims fi led by many citizens just like you, which reveal that there has been a lack 
of information regarding the Lifeline benefits, apparently caused by the telecommunication companies. 
This has resulted in thousands of Puerto Ricans receiving more than one benefit, contrary to the 
provisions of the applicable regulations. 

Due to the above, and to other reasons, not attributable to the consumers, on March 7, 20 12, the 
Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico issued a Resolution and Order, through which it 
suspended the rule applicable1 to customers identified by social security as receiving duplicate subsid ies. 
Consequently, you may immediately request a subsidy for a single wireline or wireless service pe r 
person, as long as you are eligible for such services. 

Shou ld you have any questions or should you understand that your service providers has not provided you 
with adequate guidance, contact the Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico located at 500 
Ave. Roberto H. Todd, San Juan, PR 00907-3941; through our website: www.jrtpr.gov; or call us at 787-
722-8606 or 787-756-0804 ext. 3012. 

1 
Regulation Number 8093, Provisional Amendments to the Universal Service Regulation 


