






fiif!r.er than r u x  unaurhorize 

bng been cvidcnt, namely', that inbounci callin 

nnr ia tlmc any evidence fhnt it is likely to do so, 

- 7 

' This intcnrai for the compari!iart was setectrd because PIC disputes us 
&y.r plter i t  subscriber's carrlsr change occurs. 





As in the fi:derui forum. n p p l y i q  this nlie to inboun 

doing bus;il~rss in South Dakota io it:cur s~gnificar~t a 

rill@% f ~ u r  curtomcrs. Since verifying an inlrourd request for 

roeaningfuirl oddMona1 prolectian, \he iidditiorral cost 

to uu!heiancl calls only, 

ATBT scquests triariii'ioatior 

thiii ~otlfI~+nis the subscriber's ch 

irl it$ enrirrty" statclt~ent. South Dakota 

is based, states, "{tlhe third-party verifica~i 

confinnation rcgaeding rhe change and sha 

'2lectmnic record" of the cuaomer's oral choice during its tlii 

~ ~ ) E : L " S S  ('T'V") and maintains that record for an entire year. 

consistent with federal rules and the South Dakota statute, it 

recad, ir, i ts entirety" an audio version ol'the entire telephone call. 





attuchnd for the Co~ninissisn's review as Exhibit A, 

RT&T requests rhzt the ('otnmission reconsider irs cdoption of Rule 

20: 10:3i1:02(4), which req~ni~rcs hfle r.i:ime m d  toll-free number of the new 

tc2ecommut1icnrions company to be incl~~clttcl as 

discussed in  its ini~iul conirnc!its. AT&T pr 

lidiilltr~ent Ictxer, not during the third-party verification, For a n 

beZieves thc f~lltillment letter is the appropriate vehicle lo provid 

customer, AT&T ~~nderstninds and agrees, 

number to the customer. However, it currently providcs this informat 

is nmst convenient to the customer. 'To require the same inforn~ation be pr 

third-party verification procedure would result in developing a 

unique for South Dakota, r~esulting in increased cosis th  

the custonlcr in thc fo~i11 of higher rates. Therefore, AT&T respect 

Calnnlission dclete this rule or, alternatively, include Ian 

t11c tolI information in the 'I'PV process where i t  is in 

carrespundei~ct: or the like. 

3. LIKEWISE, INCILUSION OF NAME AND TOL 
VERIPlCATiON OF CARRTlER CHANGE IN T 
CREATES DUPLJCATION AND INCREASES 



AI'PcT requests that t!he Cort~rniss*cn reconsider its adoption of Rule 

20: 110;34:03{0), which requires a toll-free ~ ~ u m h e r  to be i 

that customers carw verify if tiheir requested canier change hils taken place 

it8tcxs t~'i111 a h  Conmlission t l ~ t  this information should be provi 

I.towe\w, ATB7 does not pravicle this !dl-free number in 

In il:; hIfi44n~nt leiter. As stated in our cnriicr con-menis, the le 

sent TU t'nc selected 

;stit~o~~;ril'ijb~ri. 'E'he canier d ~ a n g e  will 11cst be implemented until 

tlw IcW of'agerrcy ko the selected carrier. For that reason 

inibrmalion in the fulfill~nei~l letter, \rhich will be seht to t 

11% heat made, in  that manner, the fi~lfillment letter actually serves 

ch;lrigc has bwn implemented and providing the customer with 

verify tlzc changc is  just one additional method for the customer to veri 

wlcctiun has i k e n  completed. 

RT&I' agrees that i t  hi important to 

cmbk ahem to veriQ that their carrier selection ha 

br!ievc.s thar i t  currently provides this infclmation in a 

the cut;tsmcr. To require the same information be p 

resuh in dcvclophg duplicati~re and unique rnaterial for South Dakot 

irrcrcased costs that could produce higher rates for the customers. A1 

requests that tlze Co~nnrission strike thi:; obligation from tlzc rules or 

& p c y  Ieftcrs one of seveml ~t,ltemotivts in which carriers may notify custo 

numbt:ss. 
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I ,  INTRODUCTION - I_C~________ A W  PE,OCEUUL%L HISTORY 

of" die requineinent contained in 

Pclccomnunicarions providcr S 

protect consumer 

telccanlnlunications carrier, a1 

1998 and will go into effect on December 10, 1998. 

13,T.E. 98-94, 

Massachusetts' Slamming Law requires a telecommutkx 

ictter of agency From the custonler or a t 

G.L. c. 93, $ 2 Og(a). The Dep 

rcquirernent if the carrier can dernonstra 

o f  protection for consumers equivalent to that of a tape recording. G.L. c 

Pursuant to notice duly issued. a public hearing on AT&Tts periti 

lo intenwile of Sprint Communications Conlpanp L. 

Telegraph Con~pany d/b/a Bcll 4tlaniic-blassachusetis ("Bell Atinntic"),, an 

Telecomlunications of Massachusetts, Inc. The Attornq Gencral 





f c~ Ibvs  as well as through evidens: of the small number 

primary interexchange carrier ("'PIC") 

initiated by AT&T in Mas!jachusetis, ~ h ~ t  

vtlrific~tim systems that ensure a i 

rape recording (AT&T lIni ti 

scriprs soii~it  from the 

obtain from the customer a uniquc 

saved electronically (id. - at 2-3). I tl the custsnler is un 

confirm his or her respomw and choice, 7hc verificali 

processed (AT&?- Reply Brief at 3). 'PPV empfoyt'c9ace nmo 

these ssripts, and all specified prccedures (_AT LQT initial Drkf iu 3), - 

AT&T con~pfy with the requiremznts of G.L. c. 159. t2E(2) (id. ;it 4~5)~ AT *& 

verification systems hate opented succussfully, poi] 

has received only two s lmmin 

involving TPV, and thalt this sr 

AT&TYs total PIC changes in Massachusetts (id. at 51, AT&T takes the pad - 

dcr~~anstrated that its TL'V systems and procedures provide con 

s1:unming that is ecluivalent if not superior to that nftilrdcd by tope 

and that it should therefore be g~anted a waiver fr 







To r~xeive il waiver c~f  the tape reccrding re 

pathiorler's syskcrz m ~ s t  capture in 

xzcorded un&r 3 1 Q9(c)(2)."This witten or electro 

petiticmi~tg entity ox the TPV company fur at 

tipon request, to the Department, Ihc ,4l.torney 

gathered! fiwm the 'TPV call shall nor be used for a 

'To ensure cnnsislency, the employee of the TPV 

information required in rj  109(c)(2). and sha!l be prohibited Crol 

bloreover, the TPV emplolyee shall b 

billing telephone number {"BTN") 

a discrepancy arise between the B 

the carrier's agent or employee and th 

OCCUP. Lastly, monitoring of the T'PV employees for quality 

both the petitioning carrier and the TPV corn 

these factors musl he present in  n petitioner's TPV s 

The Department also may look to the carrier's sl 

and whether thc carrier's agreement with the 'TPV company requires anti-slam 

- - 
3 Section 1 O9(c)(2) requires that the following 

employee and tape recortle 
data; the authority of the person to authorize a c 
local service provider 101. l 
that the c~ls to~ner  has aul horized to be the new p r i~  
provider. G.L. c. 93, $ 109(c)(2). 



thi? 'FPV employees as cviderrce that the carrier's system providesi 

r;o~~su~n.ers equivalent to recording. C 

bow that carrier's TPV system, ais rep-esented 

The D ~ p a r h e r i ~  recognizes thai nmsnrl: 

make these employees aware 

changes, 

Ir. applying these standards t;r- AT& 

years (Exh. DTE- 1 9, at 2). 1 

bT&T and AT&T does not sell this infar~natiun to third parties {Esh, 

Employees of AT&T1s 

- ,  

4 The record is silent. 1 
the Dcpart~nent, the I 

standard, we will reyuir 









Accordingly, after due notice, hearing, and cumideration, it is- 

1 @ 9 ( ~ ' ) ( 5 ) ~  of'the requirement that i t  tape record TPV calls, bc: 

FLJRfHER ORDERED: 'illat AT&T shali be re -..__l--- 

rucords of TP%'cea:lls available to the De 

request and 21 no charge. 

By Order oSthe:De15ariment, 

-- , --- 
Janet Gail Besser, Chair 

---- 
Paul 13, Vasingtun, Cunmissioncr 









IN THE MATFgR OF PWOI'OSEI) ) 
TE~~CURIMUNECATIONS RULES 1 Docket 'No. W198-00 1 

W + ' W  *.w+.-.-'-----,"- 

kliettib4d that the FCC had riot 

W d i  that k i i d .  ATLQT reqluested this Commissio 

appfdcabilit;y of the new Sol~tR Dakota rules. 

w r n k  tri npply verificatio~.i to inbound calls, ATGsT urged the 

. , dc@i$ioti. [he primary driver of this reyuest was to avoid 

tlw ~ w l d  lbz Incumd by having a requirement that was inconsist 

:wd unique tu Sauth Dakota. 
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James H, Gallegos 
tJ S W,ST CCOM~ICA,TIOIVS, N C ,  
180 8 California Street, Suite 5 100 
Iknwer, CO 80202 

WilIim P. Heaston, Esq. 
Uhkola Telecommunications Group 
P,O. Box 66 
29705 453" Avenue 
f rrsne, 8L9 57037 

Richud D. Coit 
South Dakota hdependenl. Telephone: Coalition 
207 East Capitol Avenue, Suite 206 
Piem, SD 54501 

Donald A. Low 
Sprint Corrununicatiolls Company, L.P. 
8 140 Ward Parkway - 5E , 
K n n w  City, MQ 641 14 


