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The  following a dditiona l com m e nts  a re  s ubm itte d in the  a bove -ca ptione d proce e ding on

be ha lf of Accipite r Com m unica tions ,  Ta ble  Top Te le phone  Com pa ny, Va lle y Te le phone

Coope ra tive , Coppe r Va lle y Te le phone , Arizona  Te le phone  Com pa ny, S outhwe s te rn Te le phone

Com pa ny a nd One P oint Com m unica tions -Colora do (colle c tive ly,  the  "Com m e nting

Com pa nie s ").

INTRODUCTION

On Ma y 22, 2001, the  Arizona  Corpora tion Commis s ion's  Utilitie s  Divis ion S ta ff

("S ta ff") dis tribute d propose d rule s  on s la mming a nd cra mming ("S la mming Rule s" a nd

"Cra mming Rule s") for re vie w a nd comme nt. A workshop to discuss  the  propose d rule s  wa s

held June 13, 2001. On July 2, 2001, Staff issued a second draft of the proposed Slamming
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2

the  June  13 workshop. S ta ff reques ted tha t additiona l comments  on the  proposed rules  be  filed

by Monda y, Augus t 6, 2001.

3

4
As a  pre fa tory comment, the  Commenting Companies  be lieve  tha t the  revis ions

5
incorpora ted by S ta ff in the  second dra ft of the  proposed S lamming Rules  and Cramming Rules

6 s ignificantly improve  Me  rule s , and S ta ff should be  commended for lis tening to the  conce rns  of

7 the various parties and attempting to address those concerns.

8 The  Commenting Companie s  continue  to urge  the  Commiss ion to split off the  Cramming

Rule s  into a  s e pa ra te  docke t to proce e d a t a  la te r da te , if ne ce s s a ry. Howe ve r, in the  e ve nt the

11
Commiss ion proceeds  with adoption of Cramming Rule s , the  rule s  should apply only to ca rrie rs

12 with 100,000 a cce ss  line s  or more , s ince  a ny proble ms  of cra mming would like ly be  limite d to

13 the  me tropolitan a rea s  of the  s ta te  whe re  limited loca l compe tition currently exis ts .

S LAMTVIING RULES

R14-2 -1901 .  De fin itions .

14
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The  de finition of "cus tome r a ccount fre e ze " in R14-2-190l(C) should include  Inte rne t

e na ble d a uthoriza tion with e le ctronic  s igna ture , e le ctronic  a uthoriza tion a nd voice -re corde d

a uthoriza tion. As  curre ntly dra fte d, the  de finition only re fe rs  to "e le ctronic" a uthoriza tion.

20 Like wise , the  de finition of "le tte r of a ge ncy " in R14~2-1901(E) should spe cify Inte rne t

e na ble d a uthoriza tion with e le ctronic  s igna ture , e le ctronic  a uthoriza tion a nd voice -re corde d
2 1
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23
a uthoriza tion .  As  curre ntly dra fte d ,  the  de fin ition  only re fe rs  to  "In te rne t e na ble d  with

e le ctronic  s igna ture . as
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The  words  "e nd us e " be fore  "cus tome r" in the  de finition of "S la mming" in R14-2-1

2

3

190l(F) appea r to be  supe rfluous  and should be  e limina ted to avoid confus ion.

R14-2-1902. Purpose and Scope.
4

5
It appea rs  tha t S ta ff has  omitted e ithe r a  punctua tion mark or an a rticle  in the  second line

of R14-2-1902 be twe e n the  words  "cus tome r's  loca l" a nd "intra LATA." The  words  "long-

dis ta nce " a re  duplica te d in the  fourth line . Als o, the  word "compa ny" in the  fourth line  s hould

6

7

8

9

be  plura lize d, a nd the  words  "by e s ta blishing" should re pla ce  the  word "e s ta blish. "

R14-2-1903. Applica tion.
10

11
R14-2-1903 s ta tes  tha t the  S lamming Rules  "apply to each te lecommunica tions  company

1 2 tha t is  re quire d to provide  inte rLATA, intra LATA e qua l a cce s s . " S ince  long-dis ta nce

1 3 companie s  a re  not required to provide  equa l access , this  provis ion a s  dra fted would limit the

1 4 applicability of the  S lamming Rule s  to loca l exchange  ca rrie rs , which we  pre sume  is  not wha t

1 5
Sta ff intended. This  provis ion should be  revised to make  clea r tha t the  S lamming Rule s  apply

1 6

1 7
to loca l and long dis tance  companies . Using the  same  language  as  in R14-2-1902, a s  modified

above , would accomplish this  .

R14-2-1904. Authorized te lecommunica tions  company change  procedures.

18
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Sections A and B of R14-2-1904 are redundant, and subpart B should be eliminated.

Als o , the  Commenting Companie s  re ite ra te  the ir prior comment tha t the  two-yea r record
22

ke e ping pe riod se t forth in R14-2-1904(C) is  too long, a nd conflicts  with the  re quire me nts  of
23

24 the  Fe de ra l Communica tions  Commiss ion. A more  a ppropria te  time  pe riod is  s ix months ,

25 which would be  cons is tent with the  pe riod se t forth in R14-2-2005(B) of the  Cramming Rule s .

26

3



1

2

In R14-2-1904(D) and (E), the  words  "te lecommunica tions  company executing a

cha nge " should be  re pla ce d with "Exe cuting Te le communica tions  Ca rrie r," which is  the

3
de fine d te rm. Also, "una uthorize d cha nge " should be  de fine d in R14-2-1901, a nd the

4

5
Commenting Companie s  recommend the  following de finition:

6

7

An "Unauthorized Change" is  a  change  in a  te lecommunica tions  company
submitted on beha lf of a  cus tomer which change  was  not authorized by the
cus tomer and/or not ve rified in accordance  with R14-2-1905 .

8 R14-2-1905. Ve rifica tion of orde rs  for te le communica tions  s e rvice.

9
R14-2-1905(B)(6) s ta te s  tha t an e lectronica lly s igned le tte r of agency is  a  form of written

a uthoriza tion. Thus , R14-2-1905(A)(1) should be  re vise d to a dd the  words  "including Inte rne t

12

13

e na ble d a uthoriza tion with e le ctronic s igna ture " otte r the  words  "writte n a uthoriza tion." The n,

R14-2-1905(A)(2) should be  revised by replacing the  words  "Inte rne t enabled authoriza tion

14

15

with  e le c tronic  s igna ture " with  the  words  "e le c tronic  or voice -re corde d a uthoriza tion. " This

will cla rify tha t the  va rious  type s  of pe rmitte d cus tome r a uthoriza tions  a re  (i) writte n (including
16

17
Inte rne t enabled with e lectronic s igna ture ), (ii) e lectronic (where  the  cus tomer pushes  buttons

18 on the  te lephone  keypad) or voice -recorded (where  the  customer's  ora l responses  to

authoriza tion ques tions  a re  recorded ove r the  te lephone ), and (iii) third pa rty ve rified.

R14-2-1905(B)(3) pe rmits  authoriza tion by a  "qua lified repre senta tive . " The  S lamming

21
Rules  should de fine  "qua lified repre senta tive" a s  a  pa rent or lega l gua rdian of a  cus tomer of

re cord who is  a  minor, a  spouse , the  holde r of a  ge ne ra l or limite d powe r of a ttorne y, or in the

ca s e  of a  bus ine s s , a ny pe rs on ha ving a ctua l or a ppa re nt a uthority to ha ndle  the
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telecommunications needs of the business.
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1 The  language  proposed in R14-2-1905(B)(4) is  unnecessa rily re s trictive . The re  is  no

2 legitima te  rea son to limit the  type  of inducement to a  check. If a  te lecommunica tions  company

3
e lects  to offe r a  free  ca lling ca rd, a  baseba ll cap or some  othe r form of inducement, the

company should be  pe rmitted to do so. Furthe r, a  te lecommunica tions  company should be
4

5

6

7

pe rmitte d to include  a  le tte r of agency with the  promotiona l ma te ria ls  tha t a re  sent to a

cus tomer. Othe rwise , the  te lecommunica tions  company mus t send two ma ilings  to cus tomers .

8 Regarding Rule  R14-2-1905(B)(5), an authoriza tion submitted to an executing

9
te lecommunica tions  ca rrie r in a  fore ign language  should be  accompanied with an English

10

transla tion unless  the  executing te lecommunica tions  carrie r has  agreed to accept such

authoriza tions  in the  fore ign language .

R14-2-1905(D) should make  clea r tha t a  te lecommunica tions  company is only re quire d

to e s ta blish a  toll fre e  numbe r if it e le cts  to use  re corde d te le phonic confirma tion. Also,

subpa rts  D and E should be  combined into a  s ingle  provis ion and included unde r subpa rt C for
15

16

17

18

cla rity. The  Comme nting Compa nie s  re comme nd the  following re vise d subpa rt C:

19

20

21

C. A te lecommunica tions  company tha t obta ins  a  cus tomer's  e lectronic
voice  recorded authoriza tion sha ll confirm the  cus tomer identifica tion and
se rvice  cha nge  informa tion. If a  te le communica tions  compa ny e le cts  to confirm
sa le s  by e lectronic voice  recorded authoriza tion, it sha ll e s tablish one  or more
toll-fre e  te le phone  numbe rs  e xclus ive ly for tha t purpose . A ca ll to the  toll-fre e
number sha ll connect a  cus tomer to a  recording mechanism tha t sha ll record the
required information rega rding the  te lecommunica tions  company change ,
including a utoma tica lly re cording the  origina ting a utoma tic numbe r
ide ntifica tion informa tion, if tha t informa tion is  a va ila ble .

R14-2-1905(G) should be  combined unde r subpa rt F, a s  it dea ls  with independent third

pa rty ve rifica tion.
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1 R14-2-1906. Notice  of cha nge.

2 R14-2-1906 require s  tha t a  change  in se rvice  provide r be  "clea rly and conspicuous ly

3
identified" for the  cus tomer, "including the  name  of the  new te lecommunica tions  company ,

4

5
the ir [s ic] addre ss  and te lephone  number. " This  rule , howeve r, pre sents  s ignificant problems

6

7

for the  Comme nting Compa nie s . Firs t, the  billing sys te ms  a nd softwa re  use d by ce rta in

incumbe nt loca l e xcha nge  ca rrie rs  ("ILE Cs") ge ne ra lly do not pe rmit the  e xe cuting

8 te lecommunica tions  company to include  a  one -time  message  identifying the  "new"

9
te lecommunica tions  company on the  bill, or to include  the  address  and te lephone  number of the

10

new te lecommunica tions  company (the  executing te lecommunica tions  company may have  an

address  and te lephone  number for the  new te lecommunica tions  company, but they may not be

13 corre ct for cus tome r conta cts ). The  proble m is  iilrthe r complica te d whe re  a  cus tome r se le cts

14 diffe re nt intra LATA a nd inte rLATA long dis ta nce  ca rrie rs . Toda y, ma ny cus tome rs  volunta rily

15
and frequently switch the ir long-dis tance  ca rrie rs  in orde r to ge t be tte r and be tte r dea ls  on

se rvice . The  upgra de  or purcha se  of ne w billing sys te ms  a nd softwa re  to a llow ILE Cs  to

18 identify changes  in long-dis tance  se rvice  and then to provide  the  required cus tomer notice

19 would impose  s ignificant new cos ts  on the  executing te lecommunica tions  companie s -cos ts

which a re  not re imbursed or even addressed under the  proposed Slamming Rules .

Anothe r proble m e xis ts  with this  rule , which is  illus tra te d by the  following e xa mple . An

ILEC bills  for AT&T but not for S print. Whe n a  cus tome r s witche s  from AT&T to S print, the

20

21

2 2

23

24

25

AT&T billing informa tion drops  off of the  ALEC's  bill to the  cus tome r, but the  ILEC would not

know tha t the  new provide r is  Sprint, and would not be  able  to place  such informa tion on the

26
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bill. P re suma bly, the  ILEC would not be  re quire d to notify the  cus tome r of the  cha nge  unde r

these  circumstances.

The  Commenting Companies  propose  tha t the  new te lecommunica tions  company be

required ro notify a  new cus tomer of the  change  of se rvice , and not the  executing

te lecommunications company .

R14-2-1907. Una uthorize d cha rge s.

The  title  "Unauthorized cha rges" should be  revised to read "Unauthorized changes . "

R14-2-1907(A) and (B) should require  a  cus tomer to notify the  te lecommunica tions

company tha t submitted the  unauthorized change , and not the  executing te lecommunica tions

company. Also, the  words  "from the  da te  of the  cus tome r's  notifica tion" should be  a dde d

a fte r the  words  "five  bus ine ss days" in R14-2-1907(B)(1).

In R14-2-1907(C), tha t portion of the  se nte nce  be ginning with the  words  "pa y a ll

charges associated with returning the customer" should be split into a separate subsection " 1 ,"

and the remaining subsections 3, 4, and 5 in subpart C should be renumbered. In addition, the

words  "a  s la m" should be  re pla ce d with " S la mming" which is  a  de fine d te rm. Also, the  words

"from the  da te  of such de te rmina tion" should be  added a fte r the  words  "30 bus iness  days" in

subpa rt C.

In R14-2-1907(D), the  clause  "Unless  a  dispute  rega rding unauthorized cha rges  is

ultima te ly re solve d a ga ins t a  cus tome r," should be  inse rte d be fore  "A billing

te lecommunica tions  company sha ll not: ", and each of the  clauses  following the  commas in R14-

1
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1 R14-2-1908. Notice  of cus tome r rights.

2 R14-2-1908(A) should make  clea r tha t a  te lecommunica tions  company can provide  a

3
s ingle  notice  cove ring both s la mming a nd cra mming. The  sa me  cla rifica tion should a ppe a r in

4

5
R14-2-2007(A) of the Cramming Rules.

R14-2-1908(B)(8) pe rmits  a  cus tomer to contact the  origina l ca rrie r and reques t tha t

se rvice  be  cha nge d ba ck to the  origina l ca rrie r in a ccorda nce  with R14-2-1905. Howe ve r, the

6

7

8

9

origina l ca rrie r should not be  required to offe r a  se rvice  tha t has  been discontinued s ince  the

cus tome r wa s  s la mme d. In a ddition, the  origina l ca rrie r should not be  re quire d to re s tore
1 0

service  where  the  customer had a  de linquent unpaid account ba lance  before  the  customer was

s la mme d. Also, how is  the  origina l ca rrie r compe nsa te d for the  cos t of re s toring the  cus tome r?

Can the  origina l carrie r assess  a  P lC change  charge  to the  customer?

R14-2-1908(B)(11) should be supplemented to state that the telecommunications

15
company providing the  notice  does  not gua rantee  tha t a  cus tomer account freeze  will e limina te

the  risk of s lamming, and tha t the  te lecommunica tions  company providing the  notice  does  not
16

17

18

19

assume  any liability for an unauthorized lifting of a  cus tomer account freeze  whe re  the  notifying

te lecommunica tions  company was  not a t fault. This  limita tion on liability is  nece ssa ry because

the  executing te le communica tions  company mus t re ly on the  written, e le ctronic, or third-pa rty

ve rifica tions  of an account freeze  which a re  submitted to it, and these  a re  like ly subject to fraud

or mistake  to the  same degree  as  authoriza tions to change  service .

R14-2-1908(C) does  not exis t. The  subpa rts  of R14-2-1908 should be  renumbered24

25

26

accordingly .
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R14-2-1908(F) should only be  applicable  to te lecommunica tions  companies  which have  a

we b s ite . Furthe r, this  re quire me nt should not a pply to te le communica tions  compa nie s  which

do not have a n Arizona -spe cific we b s ite . For e xa mple , ce rta in of the  Comme nting Compa nie s

do not ma inta in a n Arizona -spe cific we b s ite . This  rule  should not re quire  the  cre a tion of a

web site where one does not exist..The same comments apply to R14-2-2007(C)(3) of the

Cramming Rules  .

R14-2-1909. Customer account freeze.

R14-2-1909(C) should include  "loca l s e rvice " which wa s  a ppa re ntly le ft out by mis ta ke .

Als o, in R14-2-1090(H), the  word "intra s ta te " s hould be  cha nge d to "inte rLATA. 79

R14-2-1910. Compla int proce ss.

The  five  bus iness  day time  pe riod se t forth in R14-2-1910(B)(3) may be  too short Te

formula te  an initia l re sponse . A more  appropria te  time  pe riod would be  ten bus ine ss  days .

Also, the  rule  should spe cify wha t cons titute s  a n initia l re sponse . Is  this  more  tha n a n

acknowledgement by the  te lecommunica tions  company tha t it has  rece ived notice  of the  a lleged

Slamming, and tha t an inves tiga tion of the  compla int is  proceeding?

R14-2-1910(D) should be  modified to remove  the  infe rence  tha t a  te lecommunica tions

compa ny is  some  how bound by the  S ta ff a rbitra tor's  re solution. This  could be  a ccomplishe d

by a dding the  words  "or if the  te le communica tions  compa ny de cline s  to follow S ta ff's  or the
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1 R14-2-1911. Compliance  and enforcement.

2 In R14-2-1911(A), a  te le communica tions  compa ny is  re quire d to provide  a  re cord of

"unauthorized changes  ma inta ined under the  requirements  of R14-2-1905. " The  Commenting

Companies do not understand this requirement as R14-2-1905 does not appear to address record

3

4

5

6

7

ke e ping. Is  this  provis ion a na logous  to the  re quire me nt se t forth in R14-2-2006(A)(5) of the

Cramming Rule s?  If so, then the  record keeping requirement should pe rta in to unaudiorized

8 changes reported to an executing te lecommunica tions  company.

9
Regarding R14-2-1911(B), the  Commiss ion may impose  fines  up to $15,000 pe r

1 0

1 1
viola tion a fte r notice  a nd "Commiss ion de libe ra tion. " Howe ve r, the  Commiss ion ma y not

1 2 impose  a  fine  for s lamming unle ss  the  a lleged viola tor ha s  a lso had a  hea ring. This  provis ion

1 3 should be amended to require both notice and a hearing.

1 4 Fina lly, the  S la mming Rule s  do not include  a  provis ion which e xpre ss ly pe rmits  the

1 5
Commiss ion to wa ive  the  S lamming Rule s  or any portion the reof upon a  finding tha t the  wa ive r

is  in the  public inte re s t. The  Commiss ion include d a  wa ive r provis ion a t R14-2-806 of its
1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

a ffilia te  inte re s t rule s , a nd a  s imila r provis ion is  a ppropria te  for inclus ion in the  S la mming

Rules .

20 C R AMMING R ULE S

2 1
The Commenting Companies  re ite ra te  tha t there  has  not been any credible  'demonstra tion

of a  s ignifica nt proble m with cra mming in Arizona  tha t would jus tify the  impos ition of the
22

23

24

25

Cra mming Rule s  propos e d by S ta ff. The s e  rule s  will like ly ma ke  it more  difficult for

cus tomers  to orde r new se rvice  or to change  se rvices . Thus , the  Commenting Companie s

26
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l repea t the ir reques t tha t the  Commiss ion split the  Cramming Rules  into a  sepa ra te  docke t to

2

3

proceed a t a  la te r da te , only a fte r it becomes apparent tha t such rules  a re  necessary .

R14-2-2001. De finitions .
4

5
The  de finition of "Cra mming" should e xclude  cha nge s  in ta riffe d ra te s  tha t a re  a pprove d

6 by the  Commiss ion for se rvice s  tha t a re  subscribe d to by the  cus tome r. Also, the  Cra mming

7 Rule s  should only a pply to cha rge s  for re gula te d se rvice s  within the  jurisdiction of the

Commiss ion. The se  limita tions  should be  incorpora te d in the  de finition of Cra mming .8

9

10

R14-2-2002. Purpose and Scope.

11
R14-2-2002 should be  revised by adding the  words  "for se rvice s  regula ted by the

Commiss ion" a fte r the  word "cha rge s . "

1 2

R14-2-2003. Applicabilitv.

The  a pplica bility of the  Cra mming Rule s  should be  cons is te nt with the  a pplica bility of

13

1 4

1 5

1 6

the  S lamming Rule s  a s  se t forth in R14-2-1903. Thus , R14-2-2003 should be  modified in the

same  was  a s  R14-2-1903, the reby excluding wire le ss , ce llula r, pe rsona l communica tions
1 7

1 8 se rvice , or comme rcia l mobile  ra dio se rvice  provide rs .

R14-2-2004. Re quire me nts  for Billing Authorize d Cha rge s.

In R14-2-2004(A), the  word "s ubmitting" s hould be  re pla ce d with the  word "billing, as

19

20

21

22

and the word "billed" should be deleted. R14-2-2004(A)(3) is confusing as drafted, and should

be  revised. Wha t is  the  diffe rence  be tween the  "se rving te lecommunica tions  company" and the

"billing s e rvice  provide r? "

23

24

25

26
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R14-2-2005. Authoriza tion Re quire me nts.

The  words  " a nd/or" in R14-2-2005(A) should be  re pla ce d with the  word "or. as

R14-2-2006. Una uthorize d Cha rge s.

R14-2-2006(A)(5) e s tablishes  a  two-yea r records  re tention requirement for unauthorized

cha rge s . This  time  pe riod is  incons is te nt with the  re quire me nts  of the  Fe de ra l Communica tions

Commission, and should be  shortened to one  year.

In R14-2-2006(B), the  phra se  "it sha ll not be  re -bille d on the  te le phone  bill for pa s t or

future  pe riods" should be  re vise d to re a d "it sha ll not be  submitte d for re billing for pa s t or

future  pe riods . as

R14-2-2006(C) should be  revised so tha t it is  cons is tent with R14-2-1907(D) of the

Slamming Rules (as modified by the Commenting Companies comments above). See the

comments  under R14-2-1907(D) above .

In R14-2-2006(E), the  words  "or submitting" should be  a dde d a fte r the  word "pla cing ."

Also, the  two-yea r records  re tention requirement in R14-2-2006(E)(2) should be  shortened to

one  yea r so tha t it is  cons is tent with FCC rule s .

R14-2-2007. Notice of Customer Rights.

R14-2-2007(A) should make  clea r tha t a  te lecommunica tions  company can provide  a

s ingle  notice  cove ring both cra mming a nd s la mming. The  sa me  cla rifica tion should a ppe a r in

R14-2-1908(A) of the  S lamming Rule s .

R14-2-2007(C)(3) should only apply to te lecommunica tions  companies  which have  a

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

web s ite . Furthe r, the  requirement should not apply to te le communica tions  companie s  which

1 2



a 1
'

a

1 do not have  an Arizona -specific web s ite . For example , ce rta in of the  Commenting Companie s

2 do not ma inta in a n Arizona -spe cific we b s ite . This  rule  should not re quire  the  cre a tion of a

3
web s ite  where  one  does  not exis t. The  same  comments  apply to R14-2-1908(F) of the

4

5
Slamming Rules .

6 R14-2-2008. Compla int P roce ss.

7 The  five  bus iness  day time  pe riod se t forth in R14-2-2008(B)(3) may be  too short to

8 formula te  an initia l re sponse . A more  appropria te  time  pe riod would be  ten bus ine ss  days .

9
R14-2-2008(G) should be  modified to remove  the  infe rence  tha t a  te lecommunica tions

10

1 1
compa ny is  some  how bound by the  S ta ff a rbitra tor's  re solution. This  could be  a ccomplishe d

>-4
OJ

1 2 by inse rting the  words  "or if the  te le communica tions  compa ny de cline s  to follow S ta ff's  or the3
3 13 Staff arbitrator's resolution" after the word "section. "

v-4v-4
U

1 4 R14-2-2009. Compliance  and Enforcement.

5

4
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Regarding R14-2-2009(B), the  Commiss ion may impose  Fines  up to $15,000 per
16

17
viola tion a fte r notice  a nd "Commiss ion de libe ra tion. " Howe ve r, the  Commiss ion ma y not

18 impose  a  fine  for cra mming unle ss  the  a lle ge d viola tor ha s  a lso ha d a  he a ring. This  provis ion

19 should be amended to required both notice and a hearing.

20 Fina lly, the  Cra mming Rule s  do not include  a  provis ion which e xpre ss ly pe rmits  the

21
Commiss ion to wa ive  the  Cramming Rule s  or any portion the reof upon a  finding tha t the  wa ive r

22

23
is  in the  public inte re s t. The  Commiss ion include d a  wa ive r provis ion a t R14-2-806 of its

24 a ffilia te  inte re s t rule s , a nd a  s imila r provis ion is  a ppropria te  for inclus ion in the  Cra lnming

25 Rule s .

26
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"1

1

2

The  Commenting Companies  apprecia te  this  opportunity to submit these  comments , and

look forwa rd to pa rticipa ting in die  workshop sche dule d for Augus t 30, 2001 .

3
RES P ECTFULLY S UBMITTED this  6th da y of Augus t, 2001.

4
S NELL & W ILME R

5
3

6

7

8

Je 'ffre of:ke tt
_honfas  L. _._maw
One  Arizona  Cente r
Phoe nix, Arizona  85004-2202
Attorneys  for the  Commenting Companie s

9

10
ORIGINAL a nd 10 copie s  file d
this  6th da y of Augus t, 2001, with:

1 1

12

3
QS

I

13

Docke t CoNtrol .
ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 West Washington Stree t
P hoe nix, Arizona  85007
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