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Arizona Corporation Commission
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Phoenix, Arizona 85007
RE: Proposed Slamming/Cramming Rules — Docket No. RT 00000J-99-0034
Dear Mr. Olea:

Thank you for your invitation to comment on Staff’s second draft of the proposed Slamming and
Cramming rules (R14-2-1901 et seq.) (the “Rules”). This letter describes the reasoning behind
the modifications the Residential Utility Consumer Office (“RUCO”) suggests. Many of
RUCO’s proposed changes are merely an attempt to increase clarity, rather than modify policy.
Those changes may not have a corresponding discussion in this letter.

R14-2-1905(F) (4)

Insert the underlined correction as follows:
“The independent third party shall inform the customer that their call is being recorded...”

R14-2-1908 (D)

RUCO suggests replacing “is to” with “shall.”

R-14-2-1908 (B)(11)

The term “preferred telecommunications company” should be defined in the Definitions section
(R14-2-1901). The term was omitted in R14-2-1905 (A), used in R14-2-1905 (B)(4) and again
in R14-2-1908 (B)(11). For clarity, the term should be defined.

R14-2-1910 (B)

RUCO suggests replacing “will” with “shall.”
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R14-2-1910 (B)(4), R14-2-2008 (B)(4)

RUCO suggests replacing “Such information will...” with “Such information shall...”

R14-2-1909 (E)

Delete the word “authorization” after “verbal.” It is repetitive.

R14-2-2006 (A)(5)(C), R14-2-2006 (E)(2)(B)

The record should include the date each customer requested the billing provider remove the
unauthorized charge or the date the company became aware of the unauthorized charge.

R14-2-1910 (B)(4), R14-2-2008 (B)(4)

These subsections establish the existence of a valid presumption that an unauthorized charge
occurred if the alleged unauthorized telecommunications carrier fails to provide documentation
to staff that it was authorized to make the change. The Rule should distinguish whether the
presumption is rebuttable or not.

R14-2-1910(C), R14-2-2008 (F)

The appeal process requires further explanation. Will the hearing be governed by Title 14,
chapter 3, heard on briefs, or at the arbitrator’s discretion?

R14-2-2007 (B)(6)

RUCO’s concern is that the statement to the customer requesting that they call the Commission
to report the unauthorized change should explain why the Commission needs to know this
information. An explanation may persuade some customers to call who otherwise would not.

RUCO looks forward to reviewing Staff’s next iteration of proposed modifications to the Rules.

Sincerely;

Daniel Pozefsky %

Attorney




