FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Capital Circle Office Center ® 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

MEMORABDUM
April 24, 1997

DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF RECORDS REPORTING (BAYO)

TO

FROM : DIVISION OF COMMUNICATIONS ( . uﬁiﬁl
DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (CULPEPFPER) mgvht,

RE DOCKET NO. $7266-TI - MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS - PETITION
FOR EXEMPTION FROM RULES 25-4.113, 25-24.471 AND 25-
24.515 AND FOR AUTHORIZATION TO DISCONTINUE SERVICE
WITHOUT NOTICE AND TO REQUIRE ADVANCE PAYMENT FOR SERVICE
FROM CERTAIN CUSTOMERS

AGENDA: 05/06/97 - REGULAR AGENDA - PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION -
INTERESTED PERSONS MAY PARTICIPATE

CRITICAL DATES: MAY 8, 1997 - STATUTORY DEADLINE FOR DECISION

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 8:\PSC\CMU\WP\9TDRGRTEIREN |

CASE BACKGROUND

MCIl provides telecommunications services to inmates pursuant
to contracts with the Florida Department of Corrections (DOC) and
other inmate facility administrators. MCI typically bills
recipients of collect calls from inmates on a casual calling basis
through local exchange companies (LECs). MCI initially filed
tariff revisions to implement its high toll monitoring program on
December 9, 1996. Through customer complaints (3 examples of MCI
blocking service to subscribers in good standing, pages 33-39),
staff became aware that MCI was using this tariff filing as its
authority to bleock calle to subscribers without notice. Staff
raised concerns with MCI that ite ctariff did not supersede
applicable rules with respect to notice of discontinuance of
service and carrying all calls authorized by the confinement
facility. MCI thereafter discontinued its blocking policy on
inmate calls pending its request for an exemption. MCI
subsequently withdrew the tariff and revised and refiled new high
toll monitoring program tariffe T-97-0109 and T-97-0110
(Attachmente A and B, pages 13 & 20). The difference between its
first tariff and this filing is that MCI modified language
regarding security deposit requiremente for residential customers,
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instead requiring advance payments. The tariffs are effective and
authorize MCI to block inbound collect calls to subscribers it
identifies as high risk until prebilling prepayments are made by
those subscribers in amounts determined by MCI. However, MCI has
verbally agreed not to block additional inmate calls pending the
Commission’s decision on its Petition.

On February 6, 1997, MCI filed its petition (Attachment C,
page 25) for exemption from applicable rules sc that MCI may
implement the tariff revisions authorizing MCI te block collect
calis to certain subscribers if MCI believes them to be a credit
risk, even if the subscriber is in good standing with the LEC.
Blocked subscribers would be required to make advance paymente to
the LEC prior to MCI completing additional collect calls.

Pursuant to Section 120.542(6), Florida Statutes, notice of
MCI's request for exemption was submitted to the Secretary of State
for publication in the Florida Administrative Weekly on February
28, 1997. No comments were submitted during the comment period,
which ended March 30, 1997. The Commission must rule on the
petition by May 8, 1997, pursuant to Section 120.542(7), Florida
Statutes.

Because the policies MCI wishes to implement are new,
duplicate fraud control procedures used by LECs, affect consumers
in a "monopoly" environment controlled by MCI, and may violate
certain Commission rulee, staff carefully reviewed MCI's proposal
and believes the following recommendations are appropriate.
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RISCUSSION OF ISSUES

ISSUE 1: Should the Commission grant HCI's request for an
exemption from Rules 25-4.113, 25-24.471, and 25-24.515, Florida
Administrative Code, to permit MCI to block collect calls to local
exchange company subscribers MCI believes to be a credit risk and
to require advance payments from those subscribers before
completing additional collect calls, as set forth in ite tariffe T-
97-0109 and T-97-01107

EECOMMENDATION: No. MCI‘s Petition for Exemption does not meet
the requirements of Section 120.542, Florida Statutes. The
petition fails to demonstrate how the exemption will serve the
purpose of the underlying statutes or how the purpose will be
achieved by other means. Furthermore, staff believes the
procedure, if implemented, would subject recipients of collect
calls from correctional facility inmates to undue prejudice or
disadvantage in violation of Section 364.10, Florida Statutes. MCI
should not be allowed to implement its fraud control measures,
without notice, in a "monopoly" environment controlled by MCI. The
"monopoly® environment of the prison facility should remain subject
to effective regulation in order to protect the public welfare,
pursuant to Section 364.01(4) (c), Florida Statutes. MCI should
also be ordered to withdraw or refile tariffe T-97-0109 and T-97-
0110 accordingly.

ALTERENATIVE RECOMMENDATION: MCI‘s Petition should be granted, in
part. Although it does not meet the specific requirements of
Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, MCI's Petition for Exemption
substantially complies with the intent and purpose of that section.
MCI’'s Petition for Exemption should be granted, as it pertains tc
tariff T-97-0109, as long as the term "certain facilities,* found
in Section 2.2.2.2 of the tariff, does not include correctional or
hospital confinement facilities. As it pertains to tariff T-97-
0110, however, the petition should be denied. Staff b=lieves that
MCI should not be allowed to block calls from confinement
facilities unless inmates are allowed to call the personal 800
numbers of their families and friends, or to use competitive
services of other carriers. Furthermore, MCI should be directed to
submit a supplemental report to the Commission outlining how it
will address any billi and advance payment problems that may
arise, as well as how quickly a block will be lifted once payment
has been made. MCI should alsc be ordered to withdraw or refile
tariffs T-97-0109%9 and T-97-0110 accordingly.

EPRIMARY STAFF ANALYSIS: Section 120.542, Florida Statutes,
authorizes agencies to grant variances and waivers to the

regquirements of their rules, if petitions for such variances and
waivers are consistent with the requirements of the statute.

e
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Section 120.542, Florida Statutes, requires the agency to grant the
variance or waiver if the person subject to the rule demonstrates
that *the purpose of the underlying statute will be or has been
achieved by other means by the person” and if “the application of
the rule would create a substantial hardship or would violate
principles of fairness.” Section 120.542(2), Florida Statutes. The
statute goes on to define “substantial hardship” as a demonstrated
economic, technological, legal, or other type of hardehip to the
person requesting the wvariance or waiver. According to the
statute, “principles of fairness* are viclated when the literal
application of a rule affects a particular person in a manner
significantly different from the way it affects other similarly
situated persons who are subject to the rule.

Section 120.542(7), Florida Statutes, requires the Commission
to issue an order in writing granting or denying the petition and
stating the relevant facts and reasons for the Commission’s
decision. The Commission’s decision must be supported by competent
substantial evidence.

Section 364.10(1), Florida Statutes, prohibits
telecommunications companies from giving any undue or unreasonable
preference or advantage to any person or locality or to subject any
particular person or locality to any undue or unreascnable
prejudice or disadvantage in any respect whatsoever.

Section 364.01(4) (c), Florida Statutes, requires the
Commission to exercise its exclusive jurisdiction to protect the
public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring that "monopoly"
services provided by telecommunications companies continue to be
subject to effective price, rate, and service regulation. (Emphasis
added.)

MCIl'e Petition

In ite petition, MCI states that fraud is an increasing and
troubling problem, and MCI is attempting to limit ite exposure to
fraud through a hich toll monitoring process. MCI explains how the
procedure works and claims that its proposed practices comply with
Commission rules. Specifically, MCI claims that itms procedure
complies with Rule 25-4.113, Florida Administrative Code, requiring
notice of discontinuance of service; Rule 25-24.471(4) (c), Florida
ddministrative Code, requiring carriers to complete all calls
authorized by an inmate facility; and Rule 25-24.515(17), Florida
Administrative Code, requiring pay telephone providers to complete
all calle authorized by the inmate facility.

MCI asserts that ite blocking practices conform with Rule 25-
4.113, Florida Administrative Code, Refusal or Discontinuance of

- -
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Service by Company, because subparagraph (j) of that rule
authorizes a company to discontinue service without notice in the
event of unauthorized or fraudulent use of service. As applied to
correctional facilities, staff disagrees. Each number an inmate is
allowed to call is pre-authorized by DOC. Unauthorized calls are
already blocked. The calls that MCI seeks to block are authorized,
not unauthorized. Thus, the calls, on their face, would not appear
to be fraudulent. In this regard, DOC opposes MCI's proposal to
block authorized calls (Attachment E, page 32). Staff further
notes that none of the exceptions to the notice requirement found
in subparagraphs (h), (i), and (j) appear applicable to confinement
facilities.

MCI believes its proposed blocking practices comply with Rules
25-24.471(4) (c) and 25-24.515(17), Florida Administrative Code,
which require completion of all inmate calls allowed by the
applicable confinement facility. MCI asserts that inmates can
still make the calls; the called party just cannot receive them.
MCI believes that this practice is identical to what happens when
local service is denied for nonpayment. Staff disagrees. Local
service cannot be discontinued without notice, pursuant to Rule 25-
4.113, Florida Administrative Code, except in specific instances
set forth in subparagraphs (h), (i), and (j) of that rule. The
exceptions to the notice requirement do not appear to apply to
confinement facilities. Furthermore, since MCI's "monopoly* on the
correctional facility traffic would prevent the inmate from making
an authorized call through another carrier, staff believes that
Rules 25-24.471(4) (c) and 25-24.515(17), Florida Administrative
Code, prohibit authorized calls from being blocked, at any point,

by MCI.

MCI states that it filed its Petition in response to staff
concerns that the no notice blocking authorized by its earlier
tariff was contrary to Commission rules. MCI claims that approval
of its Petition is consistent with the legislative mandate to avoid
"unnecessary regulatory constraints" and to eliminate rules that
*delay or impair the transition to competition.*® Sections
364.01(4) (e) and 364.01(4) (£f), Florida Statutes (1995).

Staff is particularly concerned that MCI's proposal duplicates
fraud control measures that LECs are authorized by MCI in their
illing contracts to undertake, and that the application of these
fraud control measures in the "monopoly" environoment of a
confinement facility controlled by MCI can harm consumers and the
public interest. In a worst case scenario, collect calls may be
blocked to a subscriber fully willing and able to pay. The
subscriber must visit a local exchange company business office and
make an advance payment determined by MCI. Thus, the latter
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portion of staff’'s analysis in Issue 1, focuses on MCIl's request as
it relates to the "monopoly" environment of a confinement facility.
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Analveis

1. The Petition does not meet the reguiremente of the new
Administrative Procedures Act

In its petition, MCI states that granting its request for
exemption is consistent with the Legislature’s mandate to avoid
"unnecessary regulatory constraints and eliminate rules that "delay
or impair the transition to competition.” Section 364.01i4) (e) and
364.01(4) (f), Florida Statutes. MCI does not, however, demonstrate
how granting the exemption will achieve this purpose.

Furthermore, Sections 364.01(4)(e) and (f) ar= the only
statutory provisions cited by MCI. These provisions are not,
however, the provisions indicated by the subject rules as the law
implemented. The statutory provisions cited by the rules are:
Sections 364.03, 364.035, 364.063, 364.19, 364.32, 364.33, 364.337,
364.345, 427.704, Florida Statutes. MCI has not stated the reason
why the exemption requested will serve the purposes of these
underlying statutes, or even whether the exemption would affect the
purpose of the underlying statutes. As such, MCI has failed to
meet the criterion for its petition set forth in Section 120.542
(5) (d), Florida Statutes.

Also, MCI indicates that fraud is a "pernicious problem" from
which it seeks to limit its exposure. Staff agrees that fraud is
a real problem, particularly Subscription Fraud. It is, however,
a problem faced by all telecommunications companies. As such, the
fact that application of the rules to MCI may not protect MCI from
potential Subscription Fraud to the extent that it feels necessary
does not mean that application of the rules would result in a
substantial hardship for MCI. In addition, since all
telecommunications companies must deal with this same problem,
staff does not believe that application of the rules to MCI would
result in violations of principles of fairness since MCI would be
treated no differently than other companies. MCI has not,
therefore, established a basis, in accordance with Section
120.542(2), Florida Statutes, upon which its petition could be
granted.

Based on the foregoing, staff recommends that MCI‘s Petition
for Exemption for both of its toll tariffs be denied. MCl's
Petition for Exemption does not meet the requirements of Section
120.542, Florida Statutes.

disadvantage
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In addition to the fact the MCI's petition does not comply
with the new APA, staff believes that the petition should be denied
in view of the procedures to be implemented under tariff T-97-0110
and the effects of those procedures on recipients of collect calls
from correctional facility inmates. The procedures MCI seeks to
implement would hold particularly onerous consequences for
recipients of collect calls from correctional facility inmates.

MCI claims that its request for an exemption from Commission
rules is designed to enable MCI to protect itself from fraud.
Fraud is said to have cost telecommunications carriers $3.7 billion
in 1996, a 12% percent increase over 1995. Peiition, page 26.
Staff notes that the type of fraud MCI proposes to combat is
Subscription Fraud, where new subscribers choose a long distance
carrier, run up a high bill, and never pay the bill. Subscription
fraud amounts to approximately 12% of total fraud and is estimated
to be roughly 5500 million for all carriers nationwide. (See
Attachment D, page 31). Staff notes, however, that the lcsses
attributable to collect calls from prisoners are controlled by MCI,
because MCI prescreens and can block the numbers an inmate can
call®. Inmates are allowed to place calls only to certain
authorized numbers. MCI’'s Petition for Exemption does not focus on
inmate fraud that often results when inmates have full access to
the telephone network without the instrument-implemented fraud
control devices used in Florida.

MCI further states the Commission’s approval of its exemption
request is consistent with the legislative mandates to avoid
“unnecessary regulatory constrainte* and to eliminate rules that
"delay or impair the transition to competition.* Sections
364.01(4) (e) and 364.01(4) (£), Florida Statutes.

Staff, howzver, considers inmate facilities as the last true
"monopoly" environment. The rates paid by callers are higher than
rates charged to anyone else for station-to-station calling. Thus,
MCI‘s reliance on the Legislature’s mandate to eliminate rules that

! The DOC received a $893.328 commission from MCI just for the overcharge
portion of MCI's prison revenue from February 29 to July 10, 1996. Staff
estimates that MCI's annual payment to DOC 1s about $6 million. Staff notes that
MCI seeks out the confinement facility business in Florida. and in the case of
its contract with the DOC. 1s paying a commission payment of 53% in exchange for
1ts monopoly ition. Staff, therefore. believes that MC]l's exposure to fraud
related to its inmate calling contracts 15 minimal. Staff further notes that
while MCI has bid lower in response to a subs t DOC proposal for another

of facilities. staff notes the winner, Sprint, bid 57.5%. and second place,

11South, bid 57.2%, which su%gests that such traffic remains very lucrative,
even 1f the market 1s laced with subscription fraud. as MCI suggests

- 8 -
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delay or impair the transition to competition is misplaced. If the
calling or called party had a choice of carriers, staff would not
be as concerned with MCI's proposal to block calls. It is
precisely because there is no competition for inmate facility
traffic that staff is concerned with MCI'e proposals.

Furthermore, staff believes that implementation of MCI‘s fraud
control measures in a "monopoly" environment would viclate Section
364.10, Florida Statutes. Staff believes that MCI's plan to block
inmate calls when there are no alternate means of contacting the
called party, other than by mail, is unduly and unreascnably
prejudicial to consumers, most often the inmates’ families,
receiving such collect calls.

Staff notes, as previously stated, that unauthorized calls are
already blocked. The calls that MCI seeks to block are authorized,
not unauthorized. 1If, however, MCI were able to come to some
arrangement with DOC whereby DOC would remove certain phone numbers
from the authorized list upon a showing of fraud by MCI, thise
request for approval to block calls from correctional facilities
would be unnecessary.

In view of the foregoing, etaff recommends that the Commission
deny MCI's Petition for Exemption, as it applies to tariff T-97-
0110, and to MCI's proposal to implement fraud control measures,
without notice, in a "monopoly" environment controlled by MCI.
The "monopoly" environment of the prison facility should remain
subject to effective regulation in order to protect the public
welfare. See Section 364.01(4) (c), Florida Statutes. Staff also
recommends denial of the Petition as it applies to tariff T-97-0109
because the petition does not comply with Section 120.542, Florida
Statutes.

ALTERNATIVE STAFF ANALYSIS: Although MCI's petition does not
appear to comply with each specific requirement set forth in
Section 120.542, Florida Statutes, staff believes that the Petition
for Exemption substantially complies with the intent and purpose of
that section.

MCI states that fraud is an increasing and costly problem for
the company, which results in higher prices for consumers. MCI
explains that not only is fraud costly, but it can take an extended
amount of time to stop the offender. Petition, page 26. In
addition, collection efforts are not always successful, which
results in a loss to the company. MCI asserts that if it is
allowed to institute its call blocking procedures, it will be able
to protect iteelf and its customers from fraud while still
providing quality service. Petition, page 26.
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In addition, MCI states that the requested exemptions would be
consistent with the legislative mandates in Section 364.01, rlorida
Statutes, to eliminate any unnecessary constraints or rules that
may impair competition.

Staff believes that MCI's assertions of fraud adequately
establish that application of the rules at issue would work a
substantial haraship on MCI and its customers. Also, the statutory
provision cited by MCI, Section 364.01, Florida Statutes, is the
section titled "Powers of the Commission, legislative intent.® This
section sets forth the legislature’s mandates to the Commission and
delineates the areas of Commission jurisdiction and power. Thus,
staff believes that MCI has shown that the exemption will serve the
purposes of the underlying statute. As such, staff believes MCI
has substantially complied with Section 120.542, Florida Statutes.

At it pertains, however, to tariff T-97-0110, MCI and DOC are
able to control the numbers an inmate may call. With instrument
implemented fraud control devices, inmates’ outside calls are
restricted. The authorized list of phone numbers an inmate may
call is generally limited to fewer than 15. To make calls, inmates
must input their personal identification number (PIN), and the call
they wish to make must be on the authorized 1ist for that PIN
number. With such controls in place, staff does not see the need
for continuing to limit competiticn in this market.

At one time, having one carrier responsible for all calls was
a practical means of ensuring that inmates did not abuse the
telephone network or use the telephone network to defraud
businesses. This is no longer of great concern, due to instrument
implemented fraud control systems. Staff, therefore, recommends
that MCI not be allowed to implement its blocking proposal as it
applies to confinement facilities. Staff would, however, agree
with MCI's call blocking procedures if there were at least one
alternative calling arrangement available to inmates.

As an example, staff notes that MCI offers personal B800
numbers. The rates for 800 calls are much more competitive than
the rates charged by MCI for collect calles from inmates. If
inmates’ families had the option of cbtaining pereonal 800 number
services, with deposits where appropriate, and inmates were allowed
to dial the personal 800 numbers as one of their authorized
numbers, staff would view MCI's request more favorably.

Staff notes that MCI cites statutes applicable to competition.
Staff believes that allowing access to personal B00 numbers would
be consistent with the Commission’s comments on July 17, 1996, to
the FCC in CC Docket No. 92-77 in which the FCC requested comment
on how to make inmate calling more competitive. This would also be

= 10 =
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consistent with Section 364.01(e) and (f), Florida Statutes. While
the FCC has not yet acted in its own proceeding, staff believes
that the Commission is free to implement a Florida soclution. Staff
suggests that perhaps MCI should refile tariff T-97-0110 to include
this calling alternative. Accordingly, staff recommends denial of
MCI's Petition as it applies to tariff T-97-0110.

As it addresses tariff T-97-0109, staff notes that MCI's
Petition focuses on subscription fraud. MCI believes that if the
Commission grants its request for exemption, it will be better able
to detect fraud at an early stage, instead of waiting to go through
the cycle of sending a bill and waiting for payment. MCI asserts
that customers will also benefit by being alerted to fraud on their
account or by receiving early warning that they may need to better
manage their telecommunications expenses.

MCI explains that new accounts typically receive 60 to 90 days
of unrestricted usage before they are cancelled for non-payment. If
they are cancelled for non-payment, MCI must pursue collection
efforts for the unpaid debt. If those collection efforts are
unsuccessful, MCI must write off the debt. MCI asserts that the
key to avoiding such protracted fraud is to stop it early, before
it gets to the point of cancelling the account and implementing
collection efforts. Therefore, MCI monitors the usage of
customers, before bills are sent, to look for indications of a
fraud problem. MCI states that if fraud is detected at an early
stage, instead of waiting to go through the cycle of sending a bill
and waiting for payment, customers benefit by being alerted to
fraud or by learning to better manage telecommunications expenses.
Petition, pages 26 and 27.

Staff used the fraud summary chart included with MCI's
Petition, attached tc this recommendation as Attachment D, for its
estimates provided in this recommendation. Based on MCI's market
share, staff estimates that MCI's subscription fraud loss
nationwide is approximately $10 million and approximately $500,000
in Florida®.

With respect to the subscription fraud MCI describes, staff
has a different understanding of the way such debt is processed
between MCI and LECs. It is staff's understanding that LECs
typically purchase casual calling accounts receivable from MCI at
a discount, which represents the LEC's billing fee and an estimate
of the amount that will be uncollectible. The LECs subsequently
biil their own customers for these MCI charges. See Order Approvindg

?  These amounts include indirect costs, such as attorney fees and
management/staff time.
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, Order No. 13429, issued June 18, 1984, in Docket
820537-TP, where the Commission approved a billing/collection
stipulation submitted by the LECs and ordered the LECs to draft a
uniform tariff with uniform rates for billing/collection consistent
with the approved stipulation. If a call is disputed by the LEC
subscriber, the LEC routinely charges that amount back to the IXC.
If the calls are not disputed, or if MCI determines that the charge
is correct, the LEC is authorized to disconnect the subscriber’'s
local service for non-payment. Then the LEC is also authorized to
pursue collection of the entire unpaid balance through collection
agencies or other legal means if appropriate. 1In this regard, the
debt is to the LEC and not MCI. As such, staff is concerned that
both the LEC and MCI may be contacting the subscriber over the same
charges, with both MCI and the LEC insisting on advance payments
and/or a deposit. Moreover, staff is also concerned rhat it is
unclear to whom subscribers will make advance payments and how
quickly thereafter the block will be lifted. Staff alsc believes
that it is possible, due to bill cycles, that there will be cases
where advance payments made to MCI will not be deducted prior to
the LEC billing and attempting to collect the same charges. Staff
notes that in BellSouth’'s case, BellSouth collects deposits (for
local & toll) from 11% of ite new subscribers, potentially the same
subscribers toward whom MCI‘s tariff is directed.

While staff is concermed that MCI's proposal duplicates fraud
control measures that LECs are authorized by MCI in their billing
contracts to undertake, staff acknowledges that customers have
calling options. Thus, if customers are unhappy with MCI's ability
to block calls, the customers may use a competing carrier.

As for staff’'s concern that MCI's blocking procedures may
result in both the LEC and MCI contacting the subscriber over the
same charges, setaff believes that the benefits of early fraud
detection outweigh the potential billing problems. As such, staff
recommends that MCI‘s request for exemption be approved, but that
MCI be directed to submit a supplemental report to the Commission
outlining how it will address billing and advance payment problems,
andwnll as how quickly a block will be lifted once payment has been
made .

Furthermore, staff notes the similarity in the wording used in
both tariffs T-97-0109 and T-97-0110. Staff is concerned that even
if the Commission approves staff's primary recommendation in Issue
1, MCI may etill be able to block calls from confinement facilities
if it interprets the phrase "certain facilities," found in Section
2.2.2.2 of tariff T-97-0109 to include confinement facilities.
Thus, staff recommends that MCI should not be allowed to interpret
the phrase "certain facilities" to include confinement facilities.

- 17 =
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ISSUE 2: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes. If no person whose substantial interests are
affected by the Commisseion’s proposed agency action, files a
protest within twenty-one days, this docket should be closed.

STAFF ANALYEI1S: If no person whose substantial interests are
affected, files a timely request for a Section 120.57, Florida
Statutes hearing, no further action will be required and this
docket should be closed.

- 13 =
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FAX 404 250 5992

February 5, 1997

Mr. Vonnie Wiggins

Analyst, Division of Communications
FLORIDA PUBLIC BERVICE COMMIBSION
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Gunter Building

Capitol Circle Office Center
Tallahassesa, Florida 32399-0850

Dear Mr. Wiggins:
MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) hereby files

vith your office its F.P.5.C. Tariff No. 2 the following
pages of which are attached hereto:

Bage No,
1.1 147
] 2
9.1 ORIGINAL
12.3 3
13 7
13.1 1

Per discussions between MCI and Staff, MCI wishes to
formally withdraw tariff filing T-96107. issued on
December 9, 1996. The withdrawal of this filing does not
effect the revision numbers of any subsequent filings.

Per Staff’s request, MCI is filing the attached tariff
vhich prnrnll revisions to Rules and Regulations
regarding limitations for dilcontlnuing service with or
without notice. In addition, this filing revises Rules
and Regulations regarding Tlfilnt arrangemants.
Specifically, deposit language is being clarified and
updated to include prepayment regulations and toll usage
limits.

I have enclosed the original and requisite amount of
copies for filing. Please stamp, date and return the
attached duplicate of this letter and address any
inquiries or further correspondence to me at (800) 759-
JB13.

Sjincerely,

G o Kﬁ-ﬂ-s PAGE 13-A

ie L. Davis
Tariff Manager

Enclosures




MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION F.P.5.C. TARIFF WO. 2
7TH REVISED BHEET 1.1
. &TH REVISED SHEET 1.1
INTERCITY TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES TARIFF
CHECE SHEET
Sheets 1-3] inclusive of this tariff are effective as of the dats shown.

Original and revised pages, as named below, comprise all changes from the
original tariff in effect on the date indicated.
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ISSUED: February 6, 1997 EFFECTIVE: February 8, 1997

by Julle L. Davis PAGE 14
Hanager, Rates and Tariffs
7 Johnson Ferry Road
Sulite 700
Atlanta, Gesorgias 230342
(800) 759-381)



MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION F.P.5.C. TARIFF NO.

2.1
2.1.1

2.1.2

2.1.3

2ND REVISED SHEET
. ﬂ.luruwm-m:

Intercity Telecommunication Services is the furnishing of MCI
services for communications between specified locatlons under the
terms of this tariff. Channals will be those of MCI alone, or HCI's
in conjunction with thoss of othar participating, concurring or
connecting carriers.

Intercity Telecommunication Services consists of the furnishing for
the use of customers, of channels for the direct transmission and
ion of comsunications betwsen tha MNCI HNet litan Area
City Locations or MCI terminals and all service offerings
contained hearein which lntlnl.r“ the provision of such channals as
n:t of the offering are included Ln this category. BSuch service
the capablility of being extanded beyond ths respective MCI
Terminal Locations.

MCI, when acting at the customer’s regquest and as his authorized
agent, will make reascnable efforts to arrange for sarvice
requirements which may Ainclude terminal equipment and clircuit
conditioning.

CERTAIN MATERIAL PREVIOUSLY FOUND ON THIS SHEET CAN NOW BE FOUND ON SHEET 9.1.

ISSUED: February 6, 1997 EFFECTIVE: February #, 1997

by

PAGE 15
Julle L. Davis
Manager, Rates and Tarliffs
780 Johnson Fercy Road, Sulta 700
Atlanta, Georgla 30342
(BDO) 759-3811)
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2.2 LIMITATIONS

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION F.P.B.C. TARIFF NO. 2

— g

2.2.1 Service is offered subject to the availability of facilities and the
provisions of this tariff.

2.2.2 = The following appliss to discontlinuing
and/or bl sarvice with or without notice:

2.2.2.1

:-:-:-:

’Mﬁul HCI resarves ths r t to discontinue
urnishing service, upon verbal and/or written notice,
when necessitated by conditions beyond Llts control or
when the customer is using the service in violation of
Eh. provisions of this tariff, or in viclation of tha
aw.

uiFu_mu MCI reserves the right to block
traffic, without notice, to or from certaln facilities,
clties, city codes, NXX exc #, individual telephone
stations, or calls using certair customer authoriszation
codes, whan NCI desms it necessary to take such action
toe prevent unlawful use of, or nonpayment ifor, Aits
service or toc prevent the use of ite services in a
mannar that NCI determines to be in violaticn of this
tariff or when ths customer‘s call volume or calling
pattern results, or may result, in the blockage of HCI's
network or in the degradation of MCI's service. NCI
will unblock service as socon as it can without uniue
risk and will, upon request by the customer affected,
assign & new authorlzation code to replace thes ons that
was deactivated. In sddition, MCI may, at the requast
of the customer institute blocking of traffic to the
customer‘s 500 or 800 telephons number(s) from certain
facilities, cities, NXX exchanges, or individual
telephone stations in order to prevent telephons calls
made to annoy, abuse, threaten, or harass any person at
the called number or as tallored to satlsfy a customer's
regquest. MCl will, wupon written regquest, remove
customer requested blocks. HCI reserves the right to
limit the numbar of regquests for blocking per customer.
In order to control fraud, MNCI may refuss to accept
call Card, Collect Calling and/or Third Number Calls
which it determines to be invalld and/or may limit the
use of thesa billing options to or from certain
facilities, cities, or aress, ilncluding all or part of
tha state.

2.3 IERMS AND CONDITIONS

2.3.1 Barvice is

provided and billed on the basis of a minimus periocd of

at least on~ month, beglnning on tha date that bllling becomes

affective,

and continues to be provided untll canceled, by the

customer, in writing, on not less than J0 day’s notice from the date
of postmark on this letter.

2.3.2 Bearvice ies offered on a monthly basis, 24 hours per day. It Ls also
offered on a Hetered Usae basie, as described Iln Bectlion 1 follewing.

CERTAIN MATERIAL FOUND ON THIS SHEET WAS PREVIOUSLY LOCATED ON SHEET 9.

ISSUED: Februarcy 5,

by

1997 EFFECTIVE: Fabruary 8, 1997

Julie L. Davis PAGE 16

Manager, Rates and Tarlffs
780 Johnson Ferry Road, Sulte 700
Atlanta, Georglia 30342
(800) 759-3813




MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION F.P.5.C. TARIFF WO

2.6.9

IND REVISED SHEET 1
1

. mm.n REVISED

A customer for 900 Bervice shall reasonably discloss to

ential callers in promotional materials, which shall
nclude but not be limited to all writtsan or broadcast
un{ti.li.nq, the charges to ba bllled to callers using tha
sarvice.

2.6.10 MCI may discontinue or modify 900 Service Lf service volume

threatens the integrity of the network.

2.6.11 KCI will use reascnable efforts to block 900 Service call

2.6.12

origination from the following types of locations: public
E{‘phnn-l. prisons; hospitale; educational institutions; and

ls and motels. Motwithstanding this und-rttkl.n?. a
customer shall remain responsible for charges for use of the
MCI network arising from calles placed to & Customer's 900
nunber(s) from such locations.

MCI reserves the right to change a customer's 900 BService
nusber and may do so upon providing the customer with at lesast
saven (7) days' notice of the change.

2.7  PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS

2.7.1

2.7.2

The customer is responsible for payment of all charges for service
furnished to ths customar. Charges for Lnstallation, yslcal or
administrative changes, expedites, or for cancellation of orders are
payable upon completion. If, because of any such activity a non=MCI
carrier or supplier levies additicnal charges, these charges shall
be passed on to the customer. Recurring charges are billed in
advance.

Billing will be payabls upon recelpt. Intersst &t the rate of 1.50%
per month (unless proscribed by law, in which event at the highast
rate allowed law) will mccrue upon any unpaid amount (commencing
35 days after date of billing. MCI offers pre-payment credits which
are considered to be flnancial transactions and are ths subject of
ssparate letter agresemant.

CERTAIN MATERIAL LOCATED ON THIS SHEET WAS PREVIOUSLY LOCATED ON BHEET 13.

ISSUED: February 6, 1997 EFFECTIVE: February 8, 1997

by:

Julie L. Davis PAGE 17
r, Ratss and Tariffs
780 Johnson Ferry Road
Buite 700
Atlanta, Georgla 30342
(B0O0) 759-1B13




w MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION F.P.5.C. TARIFF NO. 2

TTH REVISED SHEET 12
6TH REVISED BMEET 1)

EAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS (Cont.l
2.7.3 Daposits, Prepaveents, and Iell Usags Limits 1/

2.7.3.1 lﬁﬂcnu for service or existing customers whose
4 cial condition is not acceptable to NCI, or is not
& mattar of al knowledge, may be required at any
time to ﬁov de MCI a security deposit. The deposit
will ba cash or the egquivalent of cash, up to an
amount al to the applicable installatlion charges, if
any, and/or up to one month’'s estimated charges bassd
upon MCI‘s experience with residential customars whose
service has been discontinued for non-paymant of thelr
first MCI involce. MHCI may refuse to furnish service(s)
under this tariff Lif the customar owes any MCI affiliate
for tariffed service(s) provided to the customer by an
affiliats. In case of a cash deposit, simple interest
at the rate of six percent (6%) annually will be paid
for the period during which the deposit ie held by MCI,
unless a different rate has been established by the
-gu-ppﬂlt- legal suthority in the jurlsdiction in which
the MCI service in wltm is provided. Such deposit
may be refunded to the customer's account at any time.

Also, MNCI ressrves the right to cease accepting and
processl sarvice nrders after it has reguestsd a
securit it and prior to the customer’'s compliance
with this request.

CERTAIN MATERIAL PREVIOUSLY LOCATED ON THIS SHEET CAN NOW BE FOUND ON SHEET 12.13.

i/

Except in situation- where MCI directly seeks & deposit from the customar
pursuant to this SECTION, in which case the security deposit provis ions of
this Tariff control, when billing and collection for Metersd Uss Barvice
option A (Execunet) and Option C (Credit Card) Lle performed on MNCI's
bshalf by a local sxchange carrier, the security deposit requirements and
late payment provisions set forth in the local tariff of the local
exchange carrier will apply to the customer‘s MCI service, the former in
lisu of ths provisions contained in this tariff. In additlon, where a
Local Exchangs Carriar chases MCI's customer receivables, late paymant
provisions imposed by the Local Exchange Carrler as set forth in the local
tariff of the Local Exchange Carrier will apply to thes customer's HCI
service, as repressented by the purchased recelvables.

ISSUED: TFebruary 6, 1997 EFFECTIVE: February B AR91,

by:

Julie L. Davias
Manager, Rates and Tariffs
780 Johnson Ferry Road, Bulte 700
Atlanta, Geocrgla 230342
(800) 759-3811]
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HCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION F.P.B.C. TARIFF NO. 2

- ST REVISED SHEET 13.1
N . ORIGINAL SHEET 13.1
2.7
' 2.7.3

2.7.2.2 Any applicant or sxisting customer may be required, at
any time, whether before or after the commencement of
service, to provide assurances of, or sscurity for, thes
ymant of MCI's charges for its services as HCI may
necessary, including, without limitation, advance
payments for sarvices alrsady rendesrsd (subject to ths
provisions of section 2.2.2.2), third party guarantess
of payment, pledges or other grants of securlity
interests in ths customers’ assets, and similar
arrangemants. Any advance paysants recelived will be

credited to the customer’'s account.
2.7.3.3 NCI may establish toll usage limite for applicants for
service or existing customars whose financlal condltion
cannot ba verified or Ls otharwise unacceptable to MCI.
2.7.3.4 MCI shall be entitled to require any appllcant for
sarvice or existing customars, requirl daposits,
prepaymants, or other assurances, to pay all ilts blills
within a specified periocd of time, and to make such
paymants in cash or ths eguivalent of cash. Any
required deposit or toll usage limite may be increased
or decrease by MCI as it deems appropriate in the light

of changing conditions.

2.7.4 Tha chargesa sat forth in this tariff for channal termlnations
contemplate installations made Ln normal locatlons and under normal
working conditlons. Any installations to be made under other
circumstances are subject to additional charges.

2.7.5 1f notice of a dispute as to charges is not received, in writing, by
MCI within two years after an involce is rendered, such invoice
shall ba desmed to be correct and binding upon thes customar.

2.7.6 Any sssssssants, franchise fees, privilege, llcense, occupatlion,
axcisa, or other similar taxes or fees, whather in a lusp sum or at
a flat rate, or based on recalpts or sed upon tha ¥y by any
governmental, authority shall be a pro rata, insofar as
practical, to the rates and charges stated in the Company's standard
schedules, in amounts which in tha aggregate for the Company's
customers of any political entity shall be egqual to ths amount of
any such tax upon the Company. ﬂmpﬂn{ shall, so long as any such
tax or fes is in effect, add to the bille of ths customars in such

litical en.ity pro rata on the basis of revenue derived by Company
rom sach such customer, an amount sufficlent to recover any such
tax or fee.
2.7.6.1 The Florida Gross Recelipts tax assessed pursuant to F.S8.
203.01 4is currently shown as a essparates charge in
addition to the lppflﬂlhli rates contained herein.

2.7.7 In ths event the Company ILncurs fess or expanses, Iincluding
attorney’s fess, In collecting, or attempting to collect, any
charges owed the Company, ths customsr will be llable to the Company
for the payment of all such fees and expenses reascnably incurred.

ISSUED: February &, 1997 EFFECTIVE: Februarcy hﬁ&"‘ﬂ
by: Julie L. Davis

Hanager, Rates and Tariffs
780 Johnson Ferry Road, Sulte 700
Atlanta, Georglias 30342
(800) 759-3812
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L Law B Public Policy

MCI T Aeon ey st T-97-0110-ATTACHMENT B
Atianta GA 30342
404 B4 E30)

FAX 404 250 5992

February 5, 1997

Mr. Vonnie Wiggins

Analyst, Division of Communications
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.

Gunter Building

Capitol Circle Office Center
Tallahasses, Florida 32399-0850

Dear Mr. Wiggins:
MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) hereby files

with your office its F.P.5.C. Tariff No. 2 the following
pages of which are attached hereto:

Revision No,
1.1 148
9.1 1
9.2 ORIGINAL

with this filing MCI proposes to revise Rules and
Regulations regarding discontinuance of service for
customers who recieve calls from confinement facilities.

1 have enclosed the original and reguisite amount of
copies for filing. Please stamp, date and return the
attached duplicate of this letter and address any
inquiries or further correspondence to me at (B0O) 759-
3813.

Qe P Mleei

Jylie L. Davis
riff Manager

Enclosures

Florkds woiow .

(MERE R

an F31 489 |
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HCI TELECOMNUNICATI CORPORAT ION F.P.E.C. TARIFF NO
8TH REVISED

. d
BHEET 1.1
7TH REVISED SHMEET 1.1

INTERCITY TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES TARIFF

CHECK SHEET

Bhests 1-33 inclusive of this tariff are effective as of the date shown.
Original and revised pages, &8 named below, comprise all changees from the
original tariff in effect on the dats indicated.

EHEET
1 42
1.1 l48e
1.2 %3
1.3 94
1.4 a0
1.% 2
2 11
2.1 16
2.2 1
3 1
3.1 a
4 2
4.1 ORIGIMAL
] 5
5.1 s
6 5
6.1 1
6.2 ORIGINAL
7 é
7.1 ORIGINAL
7.2 ORIGINAL
7.3 7
7.4 ORIGINAL
-] 10
8.1 4
8.1.1 1
8.1.2 1
8.2 |
8.2 4
9 2
9.1 1=
9.2 ORIGINAL®
10 1
10.1 ORIGINAL
11 b
11.1 ORIGINAL
12 8
12.1 -]
12.1.1 ORIGINAL
12.1.2 9
12.2 1
l:-’ J
1) 7
13.1 1
13.2 ORIGINAL
Issusd*
ISBUED: TFebruary 6, 1997 EFFECTIVE: February 8, 1997
by: Julie L. Davis PAGE 21
Ihn:gur. Rates and Tariffe
7 Johneon Ferry Road

BSulte 700
Atlanta, Cecrgias 210342
(800) 759=3811
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HCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

F.P.8.C. TARIFT NO.
18T REVISED BHEET

F
9.1
ORICINMAL SHEET 9.1

AECTION 2 - RULES AND REGULATIONS

2.2.1 Bervice is offered subject to the availabllity of facilities and the
provisions of this tariff.

2.2.2 nu,,n;m ﬂ.llfﬂﬂ = The following appliss to discontinuing
andfor bloc service with or without notice:

2.2.2.1

2.2.2.2

furni

1 MCI resarves tha right to discontinue
service, upon verbal and/or written notice,

when necessitated by conditions beyond its control or
whan the customer is using tha sarvice Ln violation of
the provisions of this tariff, or in violation of the

law.

Mithoyt Motice:

MCI reserves the right to block a customer from
receiving traffic from ocertaln conflnssant
facilities whan MCI deems it necessary to take
such action to prevent unlawful use of, or
nonpayment for, Lts service or to prevent the use
of its services in a manner that HCI determines
to be in wviolation of this tariff. NCI will
unblock service as scon as it can without undue
risk. In addition, HCI may, at ths regqusst of
ths customer institute blocking of traffic to tha
customer‘s 500 or 800 tel ne number(s) from
certain confinement facilities Iin order to
prevent telephons calls made to anncy, abuse,
threaten, or harass any perscn at the called
numbar. MCI will, upon writtsn reguest, resmcove
customar reguestesd blocks. MCl ressrvea tha
right to 1limit ths number of requests for
blocking par customer. In order to control
fraud, MCI may limit the use of zollect call
billing options from certaln confinement
facilitiesn.

CERTAIN MATERIAL PREVIOUSLY LOCATED ON THIS SHEET CAN WOW BE FOUND ON SHEET 9.2,

ISSUED: February 5, 1997

by:

EFFECTIVE: February I!Adé'iz
Julie L. Davis

 Rates and Tariffs

Hanager
780 Johnson Ferry Road, Suite 700
Atlanta, Georgla 20342

(800) 759-381)




2.2.2

‘u NC1 MIﬂ‘rliﬂmtIﬂ F.P.5.C. TARIFT NO

« 2
ORIGCIMAL SHEET 9.2

2.2.2.2 Mithout Motice (Cont.)

2.3 TERMS AND CONDITIONS

2.3.1 Bervice is provided and billed on the basis of a minisum perlod of
at least ons month, beginni on the data that billing bacomas
effective, and continues to provided until canceled, by tha
customer, in writing, on not less than 30 day‘s notice from the date
of postmark on this letter.

MCI ressrves the right to block traffic, without
notice, to or from certain facilities, cities,
city codes, NXX exchanges, individual telephone
stations, or calls wusing certaln customer
authorisation codes, whan NCI desms it necessary
to taks such actian to prevent unlawful use of,
or nonpayment for, its service or to prevent the
use of ite wservices in a manner that MNCI
determines to be in wviolation <? this tariff or
when the customer‘s call wvolume or ocalling
pattarn results, or may result, in the blockage
of NCI's network or in the degradation of MCI'me
service. MNCI will unblock service as soon as it
oan without undue risk and will, upon request by
the custocer affected, assign a new authorication
cods to replace the one that was deactivated,
In addition, MWCI may, at the request of the
customer institutes blocking of traffic to the
customar‘'s 500 or 800 telephons nusber(s) from
certaln facllities, citlea, NIX axchanges, or
individual telephone stations in crder to prevent
telephone calls made to annoy, abuse, threaten,
or harass any person at the called numsber or as
tallored to satisfy a customer’'s regquest. HCI
will, upon written request, remsove Customer
regquested blocks. HCI reserves the right to
limit the number of reguests for blocking per
customer. In order to control fraud, MHCI may
refuss to accept Cali.ag Card, Collect Calling
and/or Third Number Calls which it determines to
ba invalld andfor my limit the use of thess
billing options to or from certaln facllities,
cities, or areas, including all or part of the
state.

2.3.2 Barvice is offered on a monthly basls, 24 hours per day. It is also
offared on a Metered Use basls, as described Ln Bectlion ] following.

CERTAIN MATERIAL FOUND ON THIS BHEET WAS PREVIOUSLY LOCATED ON BHEET 9.1.

ISSUED:
by

February §, 1997

EFFECTIVE: February #A(‘}E‘ia
Julie L. Davis

Managar, Rates and Tarlffas
780 Johnson Ferry Road, Sults 700

Atlants, Georgia 10342

(800) 759-3811
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ATTACHMENT C

l-.rmu GRrEEN Sams & 5-1.

PROFCBSIONAL ABBOCIATION
ATTORNLYS AND COUNBELORS

WA e A DauID

TALLAHASSEL. FLORIDA 32314

1D BOUTH CALMOUN BTRCET

POST OFFICL DOX saRs

SO4 R RR-TBOO
FAR IBO-4) R R4-BRD |
FAE ipOuti 408-3418

Mriter‘s Direct Dial Wo.

(904) 425-2313

February 6, 1997

BARY B, MuNTES, 8.
SONATmAN 1. Jpumson
BOBERT &, mamwimg
AMBLLA B, mpEm O
BARTY v, PEmag

RARCH ®. PETEHVON

B, BCDTY BuTw

Ms. Blanca 5. Bayéb

Director, Records & Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Bhumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32355-=0850

970166 ~7C

Dear Ms. Bayé6:

Enclosed for filing on behalf of MCI Telecommunications
Corporation in the above docket are the original and 15 copies of
MCI’s Petition for Exemption.

By copy of this letter this document has been provided to
the persons on the attached service list.

Very truly ycurs,

VO

Richard D. Melson
RDM/cec

Enclosures
cc: Service List

PAGE 24
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ATTAC

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION HMENT C
In re: Petition for exemption from Rules

25-4.113, 25-24 471, and 25-24.515 and for

suthorizztion to discontinue service without Docket No.

notice and to require advance payment for service
from certain customers , and for such other
relief 25 may be appropriate, by MCI

Te ications C

Filed: February 6, 1997

it

PETITION FOR EXEMPTION

Pursuant to Commission Rule 25-24.505 (3), Florida Administrative Code, MCI
Telecommunications Corporation (“MCI™) petitions the Florida Public Service Commission
(“Commission™) for an exemption from Rules 25-4.113, 25-24 471, and 25-24.5135 1o the extent necessary
to enable MCI to require customers to provide advance payment for service and to block calls without
notice when it is necessary to prevent nonpayment for its service. In support of its petition, MCI states:

INTRODUCTION
1. Petitioner’s complete name and address is:
MCI Telecommunications Corporation
780 Johnsoo Ferry Road
Suite 700 .
Atlanta, Georgia 30342

2 All notices, pleadings, orders, and other materials in this docket should be directed to the following

on behalf of MCI:
Martha McMillia Richard D. Melson
Senior Attorney, MCI Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith
780 Johnson Ferry Road P.0.Box 6526
Suite 700 Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Atlanta, Georgia 30342
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3. MCl is centificated by the Commission as an interexchange carmier.

BRELIEF REQUESTED
4. Pursuant to Rule 25-24.505 (3), Florida Administrative Code, MCl is secking an exemption from
Rule 25-4.113, Refusal or Discontinuance of Service by Company, Rule 25-24.471, Application for
Certificate, and Rule 25-24 515, Pay Telephone Service. Specifically, MCI seeks suthority to require
advance payment for service from customers and to block calls, without notice, 10 prevent noopayment for
service. These measures would apply to the use of all MCI service, whether outgoing or incomi~e collect
or third-party billed calls, including collect calls from prison facilities. This will enable MCI to better
control toll fraud by consumers who use MC1's telephone service and then do not pay for it

BACKGROUND

5. In providing telecommunications services to consumers, it is MCI's goal to provide quality service
while protecting both MCI and its customers from fraud. The latter is an increasing and troubling problem
for the telecommunications industry as well. In 1996, fraud losses for United States telecommunications
carriers was estimated at § 3.7 billion, a 12% increase over 1995. Fraud drives the cost of service higher
for all consumers.
6. To combat this pemicious problem, MCI has implemented bish toll monitoring efforts to identify
and control this risk by limiting exposure 1o fraud, which occurs when a customer uses MCI service and
then does not pay for it. A significant amount of this write-off is generated by new accounts that never
make & payment. Hnmqﬁnnymﬁwﬁﬂ-;ﬂdlnﬂwmﬁmduuphdw:ﬂrym
cancelled for noo-payment, which results in MCI pursuing collection efforts for the unpaid debt. If the
collection efforts are unsuccessful, MCI must write-off the debt. The key 1o svoiding such protracted fraud
is to stop it before it gets to the point of cancelling the account and implementing collection efforts. Thus,
MCI monitors the usage of customers, before bills are sent, to look for indicators of a fraud problem, for
toll fraud falls into patterns and bears certain characteristics. 1f fraud is detected at an early stage, instead
of waiting to go through the cycle of sending a bill and waiting for payment, customers benefit by being
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alerted to fraud of which they were not aware or by learning 10 betier manage telecommunications
expenses, and MCI and its shareholders benefit by halting a fraudulent situation before its magnitude is
increased.

7. MCT’s high toll monitoring works as follows: high dollar usage is tracked at intervals to gauge the
amount of usage and the total balance due. If that tracking generates an alarm on a particular customer,
MCI analyzes whether the customer: (1) bas & previous history of the identified calling patterns, (2) has a
history of usage at the level which generated the alarm; and (3) is current on charges with the local
exchange company and/or MC1. Based on MCT's experience, if the customer's status indicates concern in
one or more of these areas, it is likely that the customer is intentionally running up charges for
telecommunications service without intending to pay for it. For example, if a customer’s sccount suddenly
shows a large oumber of calls in & short period of time 1o a telephone number in a country never before
called by that customer, and the customer also happens 10 be past due o charges to his local telephone
company, past experience shows that it is likely that the customer is engaging in toll fraud. MCI then
contacts the local exchange company 1o ascertain the date the cusiomer's account was installed, since new
customers are problematic; the payment history; and the services used and spending patterns. If the factors
nuﬁiumnidhutauu-nhumnwuuthunduuuunmuwnnnuuﬂucwumurunuwﬂﬂ:hh
explanation for the calls.

s In these circumstances, where it appears that a customer is using a high volume of MCI's services
without paying for them, MCT has two effective avenues of managing the risk of high bad debt: (1) block
toll calls to the customer's number, so that they cannot coatinue to run up high bills, and (2) require
payment for charges incurred to date, in advance of the billed invoice. While the full service denial
available from local exchange companies is an effective way of combating high toll fraud, it does not cover
all situations. The steps described are the caly ones MCI can take on its own to stanch such bad debt
Neither measure is unduly burdensome on the honest customer. Requiring advance payment is simply
asking the customer to immedistely pay that which he already owes, instead of waiting for the monthly bill
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containing the charges to be sent. When a customer makes an advance payment, that is reflected on the
. customer's monthly bill as a credit or payment received, with caly any additional charges Listed as the
balance duc. The toll call blocking is in effect until psyment is received, so by having cootrol over when

9.  MCI believes that these practices comply with Rule 25-4.113, Refusal or Discontinuance of
Service by Company. Subparagraph () of that Rule authorizes a company to discontinue service without
notice in the event of unauthorized or fraudulent use of service. MCI's policy is fashioned to protect

without paying, which is a form of constructive fraud

10.  MCI believes that these practices comply with Rules 25-24 471 (4) (c) and 25-24.515 (18), which
require completion of all inmate calls allowed by the applicable confinement facility. Inmates are able to
make their calls; any blocking occurs only on the recipient end This is identical 1o the situation which

" occurs when a customer's local telephone service is discontinued for nonpayment. Such customers would

pot be able to receive calls made by inmates, for their telephone service would be discontinued Under any
circumstance of discoatinuance of service, customers cannot receive calls, whether they are placed by
inmates at & confinement facility or by a business or by a college student, for the callers have no control
over the conduct of the recipient of we calls.

11.  The Commission Staff has advised that it does not belicve that subscription fraud falls within Rule
25-4.113 () and that MCI's practices, which have been in effect at the interstate level via FCC Tariff No :
1, Revised Page 9.1 and Revised Page 12.3.3.2, do not comply with the Rule. S:=Y has firther suggested
that to the extent these practices affect customers who receive calls from inmates ai confinement facilities,
they do not comply with Rules 25-24 471 (4) (c) and Rule 25-24.515 (18). MCI accordingly requests that
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the Commission grant an exemption from those Rules to allow MCI to require advance payment and place
toll blocks without notice in circumstances which suggest toll fraud.  The Commission’s approval of thus
exemption request is consistent with the legislative mandates o svoid “unbecessary regulatory constraints™
and to eliminate rules that “delay or impair the transition to competition " Sections 364.01 (4) (¢) and
364.01 (4) (), Florida Statutes (1995).

WHEREFORE, MCT respectfully requests that it be granted an exemption from the applicable
rules to the extent the Commission interprets them to prokibit a company from placing toll blocks upoe,
and requiring advance payment from, customers in circumstances suggesting toll fraud, and for the
Commission to take such other relief as is consistent with this petition and the competitive policies
embodied in revised Chapter 364.

Respectfully submitied, this 6* day of February, 1997.

HOPPING, GREEN, SAMS & SMITH

!511°"61IH"-

Richard D. Melson

Post Office Box 6516
Tallahassee, Florida 3230
(904) 222-7500

Martha McMillin, Esq

MCI Telecommunications Corporation
780 Johnson Ferry Road

Suite 700

Atlanta, Georgia 30342

Anorneys for MCl Telecommunications Corp
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.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was furnished
to the following parties by U.S. Mail this éth day of February,
1997.

Martha Carter Brown

Division of Lagal Servicas
Florida Public Ssrvice Commission
2540 Bhumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 321399

B et >

Atterney
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FLORID,
CORRECTIONS Goversor
LAWTON CHILLS
Secretary :
Ao Affirmative Acuon/Equal Opportunity Employer HARRY K. SINGLETARY, JR.
Fel 20, 1997 2601 Blair Stone Road » Tallahassee, FL 32399-2500
Mr. J. Alan Taylor, Chief
Bureau of Service Evaluation
Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard

Tallahassee, Florida 32300-0850

Dear Mr. Taylor:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the MCI's proposal to institute high toll
monitoring in Florida. The Department of Corrections is already fairly restrictive in
allowing inmates to call outside parties. You may be familiar with our process of
initisting authorized call lists to limit outside calls. Our restrictions are based on the need
of the inmate to contact the desired party and the acceptance of the outside party to
receive the call.

Because of our current policy, we would prefer not to have any additional call blocking
imposed by the telephone company. As you have described high toll monitoring, calls
originating from confinement facilities may be blocked merely on the suspicion that, due
to high volume, the billed party may become a credit risk; even though they are current in
their payments. The department would be especially opposed to implementing such a
program. Inmates whose calls are blocked will naturally tumn to the department for
explanation and [ certainly would not want to try 1o defend such an arbitrary policy.

The department would strongly support PSC's opposition to this request. If additional
input from us is needed, nlease advise.

Sincerely, A
¢ Aames N. Biddy '
Deputy Assistant

JNB/mt

cc:  Nancy K. Wittenberg, Assistant Secretary for Administration
Rhonda Vause, Chief of Finance and Accounting
Karin Morris, Chief of General %R'dﬁsaz

Ouality is Contagioss



wsme _LOWE-BELL, BETTIE Compary_MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

Aadress 1505 32 AVENUE acen. _SUSAN DELAFIELD 122129
Tetepnone #_(813) -247-268]

cityszip TAMPA 33610 county_HILL e

Account Nusber Bate

Company Contact Limited Reporne N

FOR IMMEDIATE ATTENTION:
Mrs. Lowe-Bell states a block has been put on her phone without reason by MCI.

Her bills are up to date and it is imperative that she has complete access to
her line A.S.A.P. Please expedite this inquiry and provide us with a detailed
report as to why this situation is such.

4/30/96 Report received. Kenya to close.

05/17 - Received Report.kat.

PAGE 33
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Request me. 122129]
o SCA time 4:20 PH sacedd/16/9
000 _yim FAX  secedd/16/96

type_S form _Phone

Category EI"OE

Infraction

Baply Received |

e e T T AT TR TR S ey

CONSUMER REQUEST

FLORIDA PUBLIC
SERVICE
COMMISSION

Stella Allen

DUE: _05/01/96




FROM:MC] CEDAR RAPIDS IR To: FPSC APR 32, 1996 11531 P.D

“TM" '
Corporastion .
= Consumar Makets Division

m 323 Thira Surest 5C
Cedar Rapeds, 1A 5240°
April 30, 1986

MS BETTIE LOWE-BELL
16056 32 AVENUE
TAMPA FL 33610

Desar Ms. Lowe-Bell:

This letter comes in tesponse to the claim you filed with the Florida Public Service
Commisslon, In regerd to your telephone number, 813-247-2681.

You stated in your claim a collect call block was placed on your line without reason.

You expla you pay {our bills In & timely manner and thet it Is imperative you
have complete sccess. It Is requested the block be removed.

MCI records show a Collect Call Block was placed on the phone number of B13-
247-2681, on March 27, 1996, and the block wes removed on Aprll 16, 1996.
MCi's High Toll Anslysis department reported collect cells being placed from a
Correctiona! Facllity to your phone number of 813-247-2681, resulting in & collect

call block.

MCl's HI&h Toll Analysis department Is responsible for analyzinga prebilied traffic In
order to identify whether traffic is a high risk to MCI or the customer. The prebliled
lcfunin' allows to reduce freud end bad debt. The sccounts are reviewed for
possible fraud, abllity to pay and to ensure that the high traffic volume is valid trafiic
for customer’s account. MCI will attempt 1o contect the customer by call or mail,
In some cases, a block may be placed efter one phone attempt to the customer
depending on the nature/sensitivity of the waffic. (enclosure Tarilf B-2.03)

In this case. the High Toll Analysis department identified traffic (collect calls) being
placed over MCI's Network from & correctional facllity to your phone number
resulting in placing a collect call block on her line. Collect calls from Coirectional

Facilities are considere ' high risk.

| spoke with the High Toll Analysis department to confirm the block was removed,
They indicated the block was removed on Aprll 15, 1896. MCI regrets any
inconvenience you may have experlenced. If | can be of further assistance in this
inatter, please contact me et 1-800-661-2849

Ilncl}-iv.
ity G i vie
et

MCI Commission Specialist
cc: Ms. Stella Allen, Florida Public Service Commission
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. mame RUSSELL, RAYDELL

Compary MC1 TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

agdress _7]9 22ND STREET aten. _SUSAN DELAFIELD 12343]
Tetephare #_{407) -422- 1558
Can Be

cityszip ORLANDO 32805 county_ORN Reached

Acoount Busber Eote

Compary Contact MR _ENG SUPERVISOR HIGH TOLL ACC.  (imited Reporse Y

tequest 1. 1234311 e

oy DBM rime _11:52 AN 0u:e04/26/96)
100, time F oatel4/26/96
type_S torm _Phone

Category _PR-06

Infraection

Customer’s husband is an inmate at the Orange County Jail and MCI has charge of
the phone service. Due to high usage, MCl asked for a High Tell Accessory of
$322.50. Customer paid this on Thursday April 18th. MCI has put a block on the
customer’s phone so she cannot recieve calls from the jail. They now say it may
take three weeks in order to remove the block. Please contact the customer and
respond.

05-06-96- report recieved.

05-09-96- File closed.

PAGE 35

Closed by DBM _ pate _05/09/96 |
Beply Recelved | .

CONSUMER REQUEST

FLORIDA PUBLIC
SERVICE
COMMISSION

%_S-ll SHUHAIE ?ﬂll BOULEVARID
904-413-6100

ARSI RS,

_Douq Martin
DUE: _05/13/96




’ FROM:MC] CEDAR RAPIDS 1R 10! FPSC MY 6. 1956 3:40PM

r whoeeereeiniill) @

Consunes Markets Daison

m 333 Tried Swaat SC
Cedar Ragids, IA 57401

May 6, 1996

MR. RAYDELL RUSSELL
7198 22ND 8T
ORLANDO FL 328065

Dear Mr. Russall,

This letter comes in response to the complaint you filed with the Florida Public
Bervice Commission regarding a concern for your telaphone number, 407-422-1558.

Mr. Raydell, you stated in your complaint a collect call block was placed on your line
due to high usage and was informed it could teke three weeks 1o remove the block.
It was requested MCI Investigate and remove the block.

MCI records show a Collect Cell Block was placed on ihe phone number of 407-
422-1658, on April 16, 1996, and a request to have the block removed was made
on April 18, 1996. MCI's High Toll Analysis department reported collecy calls being
placed from s Correctional Facllity to your phone number of 407-422-15668.

MCI's High Toll Analysis depertment Is responsible for enalyzing prebliled traffic in
order to Identify whether traffic Is a h;uh risk to MCI or the customer. The prebilled
lnrnnfn? allows to reduce fraud and bed debt. The sccounts are reviewed for
possible fraud, abllity to pay and to ensure that the high traffic volume is valid treffic
for customer’s account. MCI will attempt 1o contact the customer by call or mall.
In some cases, & block may be piaced after one phone attempt to the customer
depending on the nature/sensitivity of the traffic.

In this case, the High Toll Analysis department identified treffic (collect calls) being
pleced over MCI's Network from a corrections! fecllity to your phone number
resulting in placing a collect call block on your line. Collect cells from Correctional
Facliities are considerad high *isk.

| spoke with the High Toll Analysis department to confirm the block was removed.
They indicated you contacted MCI on April 18, 1996, and requested the block be
removed, this request was submitted st that time. A.ddhiunlllg, the request was
again submitted on April 23, 1996. MCI records show the block has been removed.

MCI apologizes for the delay In removing the block placed on your line. At this time,
MCI Is having system difficulty resulting In the delsy of collect call blocks belng
removed in the 72 hour time frame. MCI Is working to resolve the problem so we
may return to mnllu:a the 72 hour time frame. We appreciate your patience while
this matter is resolved.

PAGE 36
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. -
veme _WO0DS, THERESA Compary_MC1 TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION _  tequest ne. 1212661 =
address _208 & HALF EARL STREET aten. _SUSAN DELAFIELD 121266 oy KES rime _1:5]1 PM_ o0aee04/10/96
Telaphore #_(904) -248-0748 10 CO__ rime _FAX sete04/10/96
cityraip DAYTONA BEACH 32118 comey VOL  fesched _(800)-320-9565 trpe_S_torm_Phone
Account usber wote Jfp Category _GI-08
Company Contact Limited Reporne N Infraction
The customer said a collect call block was placed on her line. She said she has closed by KES _ oate _w.—u
paid her bills in a timely manner, and there was no reason to place the block on Reply Received _T

her line. Additionally, she said the company did not contact her before placing

e e e e S S Y
the block on her line. She said that the company said the block would be

removed on 04-01, but the customer said she was told by MCI the system crashed. CO"SMR REMEST
The customer said the block has not been removed yet. Please follow up by the
date below.
4/24/96 - Final report received. Block removed, customer satisfied. FLORIDA P“BLIC
5/21/96 - File closed. SERVICE
COMMISSION &
1540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAH 32399-0850
904-413-6100

PLEASE RETURN THIS
WITH REPORT OF ACTION TO:

_Kate Smith

PAGE 37 DUE: 04/25/96
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FROM:MC] CEDAR RAPIDS 1A O FPSC 2 EPR 24. 1996  3:24PM BT

Consumer Moviwis Division

April 24, 1996

ATTN MS KATE SMITH

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399 0B850

RE: Request Number 1212661
Ms. Theresa Woods

Dear Ms. Smith:

This letter comes in response to Request Number 1212661 filed by Ms. Theresa
Woods regarding a concern for her telephone number, 904-248-0748,

ISSUE;

Ms. Woods stated in her claim a collect call block was placed on her line without
her knowledge. She explained she has paid her bills In a timely manner and there
was no reason for the block to be placed on her line. It s requested the block be

removed.

MCI recoids show & % ci Block was placed on the phone number of 904-
248-0748, on February 16, 1996, and a request to have the block removed was
made on April 1, 1986. MCI’'s High Toll Analysis depariment reported collect calls

hm placed from s Correctional Facility to Ms. Woods phone number of 904-248-
0748.

MCl's Toll Analysis department Is responsible for analyzing prebilied tratfic in
order to identify whether traffic Is high risk to MCI or the customer. The prebilled
screening sllows to reduce fraud and bad debt. The accounts are reviewed for
possible fraud, ability to pay and to ensure that the high treffic volume is valid traffic
for customer’s account. MCI will attempt to contact the customer by call or mall.
In some cases, a block may be placed after one phone attempt to the customer
depending on the nature/sensitivity of the traffic, (enclosure Tariff B-2.03)

In this case, the High Toll Analysis department Identified traffic (collect calls) being
placed over MCIi’s Network from a correctional facility to Ms. Woods phone numbaer
rerulting In pl‘ulnP & collect call block on her line. Collect calls from Correctional

Facilities are ¢ dered high risk.

| spoke with the High Toll Analysls department to confirm the block was removed.
They indicated Ms, Woods contacted MC! on April 1, 1996, and requested the block
be removed, this request was submitted at that time. Also, Ms. Woods was
informed the removal of the block could take up (o two weeks. | requested the
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FPR 24. 1996 3:25PM

FROM!MC! CEDAR RAPIDS IR TO! FPSC
Y
L ]
& ®
- 4
Ms. Kate Smith
Page 2
April 24, 1996

removal of the block be submitted agaln, as Ms. Woods had ingicated In her claim
It was still not removed as of April 10, 1896.

| contacted Ms. Woods and spoke with her ugnrdln the collect call block and she
informed me that the block has been removed as o April 15, 1886. Ms. Woods
was very pleasant and seemed to be satisfied with MCl's response. Attached is the
letter | sent to Ms. Woods regarding her concern. If | can be of further assistance
in this matter, please contact me at 1-800-861-2849

Jifpp-sty

Enclosure
cc:file
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