
SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF ALBANY 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------)( 
JEREMY ZIELINSKI, 
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-against-

TIME WARNER CABLE, INC., 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------�)( 
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I .  This is an action brought under NY General Business Law ("GBL") § 349, which 

prohibits "deceptive acts or practices," and GBL § 350, which prohibits "false advertising." 

Defendant TIME WARNER CABLE, INC. ("TWC") has engaged and continues to engage in 

conduct which violates these prohibitions in connection with the sale and provision of 

Internet access lines to consumers in New York State, including but not limited to: 

A. Printing and stating prices for products and services in advertising and promotional 

materials which are false and materially misleading because they do not reflect the 

actual prices which will ultimately be charged to consumers for those services; 

B. Overbilling consumers for services and products not ordered or not received and 

failing to have adequate control and response procedures to deal with billing errors; 

C. Falsely printing and stating that a much smaller number of "cable modems" are 

technologically compatible with TWC Internet access lines than actually are, in order 

to deceive consumers into believing they cannot purchase or use personally-owned, 

low-price, technologically-compatible modems so that they will instead "lease" 
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modems from TWC at exorbitant rates, often the very same ones which TWC says 

"will not work;" and

D. Publicly promoting high quality customer service as a valuable selling point while 

actually failing to properly train, supervise, and discipline customer service 

representatives at various levels, resulting in mass incompetence and intransigence 

amongst consumer-facing staff so difficult to deal with that many consumers with 

legitimate grievances about overcharging, billing errors, and service failures are 

unable to resolve their disputes or simply give up out of sheer frustration.

By this action, Plaintiff seeks declarations that TWC's practices are unlawful, to enjoin those 

practices, and to recover treble damages, costs, and fees.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

2. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to GBL § 349(h) and GBL § 

350-e(3).  Venue is proper in the County of Albany because Plaintiff resides in, and the 

defendant does business in, the county and because the events giving rise to this action occurred 

in this county and are believed to be consistent across New York State.

PARTIES

3. Plaintiff is a New York State resident and consumer.

4. TWC is a Delaware corporation, headquartered at Time Warner Cable, Inc., 60 

Columbus Circle, New York, NY 10023, which does business in New York State. TWC is the 

second largest cable television and Internet access line provider in the United States, with 

approximately 14 million customers nationwide.
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FACTS

5. On or about June 18, 2014 Plaintiff moved into a new apartment in Watervliet, 

NY.  Like many consumers who live in areas lacking any real broadband Internet access line

provider competition, for Plaintiff, defendant TWC is the only provider of high-speed Internet 

access lines at his address.

TWC CONSISTENTLY PUBLISHES FALSE AND MISLEADING ADVERTISEMENTS

ABOUT THE PRICES FOR ITS VARIOUS SERVICES

6. Lacking any alternative providers, Plaintiff set out to identify the best Internet 

access line package he could afford from TWC.  Browsing through the TWC website, Plaintiff 

encountered an advertisement for a "Standard" Internet access line.  While the rest of the modern 

world, and even otherwise-third world countries, enjoy substantially faster and better-value 

Internet access lines,1 TWC's "Standard" Internet access line package was advertised at $34.99 

per month for "up to" 15Mbps downstream speeds and "up to" 1Mpbs downstream speed.

TWC's fastest available upstream speed advertised is a paltry "up to" 5Mbps.

7. There were no qualifiers, asterisks, provisos, or anything else visible on the 

advertisement or anywhere else on the page Plaintiff was viewing indicating that Plaintiff would 

be paying anything more than $34.99 per month for his Internet access line, so he began the 

process of signing up for "Standard" Internet service.  At no time during the entire process of 

signing up and scheduling an installation of a "cable modem," a necessary component for 

1 See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Internet_in_South_Korea#Internet_speed (South Koreans get 1Gbps Internet for 
$20/month, more than 100 times faster than average US speeds); http://www.netindex.com/download/allcountries
(the Republic of Moldova is the poorest country in Europe according to the CIA World Factbook, yet nevertheless 
enjoys average Internet access speeds of 47.84Mbps).
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receiving the advertised service, did anything appear to disclose additional fees beyond the 

advertised $34.99.

8. On or about June 20, 2014 two technicians showed up at Plaintiff's address to 

install a "cable modem" at Plaintiff's address.  The defendant's technicians, who upon 

information and belief were not actually employed by TWC but were subcontracted to install 

modems for TWC customers, installed a DOCSIS 2.0 Motorola Surfboard 5101N modem.  In 

short order, the modem was up and running, the technicians left, and Plaintiff was enjoying a 

slow (by world standards) but tolerable Internet access experience.

9. On or about the next day, Plaintiff went again to the TWC website, created a 

customer login profile, and logged in to TWC's system, intending to set up automatic billing and 

payment arrangements for his account.

10. After logging in, Plaintiff was able to view an online statement for his account.  

Plaintiff expected as a result of the advertising that his bill would be $34.99, plus perhaps some 

small amount in taxes.2 To his shock, however, the bill was nearly three times that amount – it

was $94.45.  Although the Internet service was advertised at $34.99 per month, Plaintiff was 

billed $39.99 for it.  There was an unexplained "Internet modem lease" fee of $5.99 added to the 

bill, and an "Internet, Install service" fee of $47.99 added as well. The bill also included charges 

for services not yet rendered.  Exhibit A.

11. At no time during the entire process of viewing the advertisements on TWC's 

website, scheduling an installation, speaking with the technicians, or setting up his account did 

Plaintiff agree to any "Internet modem lease" with TWC, nor did he agree to an "Internet, Install 

service" fee of any kind.

2 Although TWC did not disclose that there would be any taxes, Plaintiff reasonably did expect that there would be 
some amount of tax as there is with just about any product or service.
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12. On or about the next day, Plaintiff called the defendant's customer service number 

to complain about the overbilling.  Plaintiff specifically informed TWC that the prices and 

services billed for were neither advertised, explained, nor agreed to.  After waiting on hold for 

some time, a representative claimed that the $34.99 was a "promotional price" that should not 

have been on the website anymore and that the "modem lease" fee and installation fee were

"standard" and could not be taken off.  Inexplicably, the representative nevertheless agreed to 

remove the $47.99 "Internet, Install fee" from the bill.

13. Because neither the $39.99 monthly fee nor the $5.99 "modem lease" fee were 

advertised nor agreed to, Plaintiff did not pay the overly-high bill.

14. On June 23, 2014, anticipating future problems with TWC, Plaintiff opted to not 

agree to resolve disputes through arbitration. Exhibit B.

15. On or about July 11, 2014, TWC issued another bill.  While the $47.99 

installation fee was removed, TWC still billed Plaintiff $39.99 for Internet access line service 

and another $5.99 for the "modem lease" fee.  Also, like the previous month's bill, the July 11, 

2014 bill billed for services which had not yet been rendered.  Combined with the previous 

month's overbilling, Plaintiff's bill was $92.92.  Exhibit C.

16. Plaintiff again called and complained to TWC customer service about the 

overbilling, and was eventually promised that the price would be reduced to what was advertised.  

While Plaintiff did not track the exact dates and times of these calls, upon information and belief 

the dates, times, representatives involved, and recordings of said calls are maintained in the 

records of TWC.
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17. On or about August 11, 2014, TWC issued a third bill, still charging $39.99 per

month plus a $5.99 "modem lease" fee.  This bill was identical in all respects to the first two 

bills, including charges for services not yet rendered, and totaled $139.38.  Exhibit D.

18. Over this time period, Plaintiff made numerous calls to various customer service

representatives, and received several calls back.  All of these conversations were fruitless. 

Eventually, after complaining all the way up the TWC chain of command, Plaintiff spoke with 

someone in its Executive offices, and laid out the entire chain of events.  Only when Plaintiff 

threatened to file a lawsuit for violations of GBL § 349 did TWC finally relent and remove the 

overbillings.  In an apparent attempt to appease Plaintiff, TWC agreed to temporarily reduce his 

bill to $19.99 per month plus a $5.99 per month "modem lease" fee. 

19. Upon information and belief, TWC has perpetrated similar and identical false,

misleading, and deceptive acts and practices against numerous consumers across New York 

State.  TWC's practices are so widespread that they have attracted national media attention.  In a 

recent Huffington Post article entitled Time Warner Cable's Advertised $89.99 Triple Play: Now 

$190.77. What the F@$#X$!?, available at http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bruce-kushnick/time-

warner-cables-advert_b_6009364.html (last visited November 6, 2014, pseudo-expletives in 

original), the author publicly laid out how TWC systematically overcharges consumers by: 

billing for services not yet rendered  including false statements of "savings;" billing for non-

advertised fees for equipment necessary to receive the services advertised; billing various "pass 

through" fees under which TWC bills customers for taxes and fees that TWC is responsible for; 

billing for "public " fees which are not, but are deceptively crafted to appear as if they are,

government-mandated fees; miscalculating government-mandated charges; and arbitrarily 
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increasing prices without notice.  The article generated nearly 1,000 comments from consumers

who have experienced similar problems, many of whom are in New York State.  Exhibit E.

20. Thus, upon information and belief, TWC's practices of advertising prices for 

services which do not clearly disclose the total cost to the consumer, charging consumers higher 

prices than advertised, adding arbitrary, fictitious and deceptive fees, and making it extremely 

difficult for consumers to resolve these disputes are its standard operating practices in New York 

State.

TWC MAKES PLAINLY AND DEMONSTRABLY-FALSE STATEMENTS 

ABOUT WHICH DEVICES ARE TECHNOLOGICALLY-COMPATIBLE 

WITH ITS INTERNET ACCESS LINE NETWORKS

21. In the course of attempting to resolve the dispute with TWC over the unadvertised 

"modem lease" fees, several TWC customer service representatives suggested to Plaintiff that he 

could personally purchase a "cable modem" and use it to receive the TWC service. TWC's 

customer service representatives directed Plaintiff to the TWC website to identify which modems 

are "compatible" with TWC service.

22. TWC publishes on its website a list of modems which are "approved" for 

purchase and use by consumers.  That list contains, as of November 6, 2014, a total of 17 

different models of "cable modem."  Exhibit F.

23. In the online version of TWC's "Residential Services Subscriber Agreement," 

available at http://help.twcable.com/twc_sub_agreement.html (last visited November 6, 2014) 

and attached in relevant part as Exhibit G, TWC links to that modem list and unambiguously 
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states "If you attempt to use a modem that is not on the list, the [High Speed Data] Service will 

not work." (emphasis added).

24. TWC's statements that modems other than those on the "approved" list "will not 

work" with TWC's Internet access lines are plainly and demonstrably false.  TWC's high-speed 

hybrid fiber-coax network uses DOCSIS 2.0 and 3.0 modems, and numerous modems other than 

those on the "approved" list are technologically-compatible with TWC's network.

25. Another page on TWC's site, taken down at an unknown point in the last few 

months, contained a list of which modems TWC will "approve" if owned by a consumer and 

which modems TWC will "lease" to consumers.  The list of modems which are compatible with 

its services is substantially larger than the "approved" list. Many modems which TWC falsely 

claims "will not work" because they are not on the "approved" list are the very same ones that 

TWC "leases" to consumers and charges them non-advertised fees for.  Exhibit H.

26. For some modems, the only distinction between whether consumers can use it to 

receive TWC services is whether TWC or the consumer owns the modem.  If the consumer owns 

it, TWC will not allow the consumer to use it, but if TWC owns it—and can charge the consumer 

a monthly "modem lease" fee for it—the modem is perfectly acceptable to TWC. There is no 

legitimate technological reason for this distinction.

27. Many of the modems which TWC falsely claims "will not work" with its services 

are substantially cheaper than the ones on the "approved" list.  TWC's false statements about 

which modems are compatible with its services, and its refusal to "approve" consumer-owned 

modems which are actually compatible with its network, have no legitimate technological 

justification, and are intended to deter consumers from purchasing compatible modems and to 

coerce them into paying exorbitant and unnecessary "modem lease" fees.
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28. Plaintiff desires to purchase and use a personally-owned, low-price, 

technologically-compatible modem with his TWC Internet access line.  However, due to TWC's 

arbitrary and unjustified refusal to "approve" any modems other than ones which are not cost-

effective to purchase, he has not been able to.

29. As with its deceptive billing practices, TWC's deceptive practices with its 

modems have attracted national media attention.  In a Gizmodo article entitled How to Beat Time 

Warner's Bullsh*t Modem Rental Fee, available at http://gizmodo.com/5948616/how-to-beat-

time-warners-bullsht-modem-rental-fee (last visited November 6, 2014, pseudo-expletive in 

original), the author publicly laid out that "the list of 'approved for retail' modems list is much 

shorter than the 'approved for rental list. . . .'"  The article attracted more than 500 

comments from consumers complaining of TWC's practices in this regard, many of whom are in 

New York State.  Exhibit I.

30. Thus, upon information and belief, TWC's practices of deceiving consumers into 

paying unnecessary "modem lease" fees for TWC-owned equipment by making false statements 

as to which modems are technologically compatible with its network and arbitrarily refusing to 

"approve" technologically-compatible modems are its standard operating practices in New York 

State.

TWC ADVERTISES AND BILLS CONSUMERS 

FOR SERVICES IT IS INCAPABLE OF PROVIDING

31. On or about November 1, 2014, Plaintiff grew frustrated with the abysmally slow 

speeds provided by TWC.  After speaking with a TWC representative, who assured Plaintiff that 

he was receiving "good speeds," Plaintiff decided to see if an upgrade was available.  Plaintiff 

visited TWC's website and was presented with an advertisement which said that for $10 per 
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month more, he could receive a "Turbo" Internet access line which would provide "up to" 

20Mbps downstream and "up to" 2Mbps upstream speeds.

32. After speaking with a customer service representative and being assured that the 

"Upgrade" path would only add $10 per month to his service and would not affect the special 

rate that the TWC executive team had previously given, Plaintiff proceeded through the upgrade 

process on November 2, 2014 to purchase "Turbo" service and received a confirmation email 

that evening.  Exhibit J. The next morning, he received an email stating "Your order is now 

complete.  You can now begin enjoying your new Time Warner Cable services."  Exhibit K.

33. Despite TWC's email, Plaintiff observed that his upload and download speeds did 

not seem to have improved in any noticeable way.  He began conducting a series of speed tests 

and discovered that his upstream and downstream speeds were the same as they were before the 

upgrade, even though he was now being charged $10 per month more for TWC services.

34. Plaintiff then contacted TWC customer service using its online chat portal and 

spoke with several representatives attempting to resolve the problem.  

35. The first representative revealed after checking Plaintiff's account that the modem 

TWC had previously provided was not compatible with the higher speeds.  According to that 

representative, in order to receive the services advertised, Plaintiff would have to travel at his 

own expense to the local TWC office and swap out the modem for a newer one.

36. The second representative proposed the preposterous solution of giving Plaintiff a 

one-day credit for the services TWC was apparently incapable of providing, then canceling the 

upgrade and going back to the lower speeds.

37. When Plaintiff requested to speak to a third representative, that person initially 

said the first representative was wrong and that the modem was compatible with a "Turbo" 
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Internet access line, then after a speed test showed the same sub-advertised performance it had a 

few minutes before, changed his mind and said the modem was not compatible.  Again, the 

solution was for Plaintiff to travel, at his own expense, to the local office to swap out the modem 

for a new one.  When Plaintiff complained that TWC had not advertised at any point that there 

would need to be an at-his-own-expense equipment exchange trip and that it was TWC's 

obligation to actually deliver the services it advertises and charges for, the representative directed 

Plaintiff to telephone customer service.

38. At no point during the advertising or upgrade process did TWC disclose that 

Plaintiff's equipment was not capable of delivering the services TWC had advertised, nor did it 

make any efforts whatsoever after the sale to inform Plaintiff that alternative equipment was 

necessary.  TWC was aware at the time it advertised and sold the "Turbo" upgrade to Plaintiff 

that the equipment he had was incapable of delivering "Turbo" speeds; indeed that information 

was readily available to TWC's live chat representatives.  

39. Had Plaintiff not proactively conducted his own speed test and complained to 

TWC customer service, TWC would have simply continued billing Plaintiff for a service it knew 

it was incapable of providing and, in fact, knew it was not providing.

40. Exasperated at TWC's failure to respond to Plaintiff's complaint, Plaintiff instead 

gave the representative an ultimatum: TWC could either provide a modem which was capable of 

delivering the services TWC had advertised and sold to Plaintiff within 72 hours (i.e. by the 

afternoon of November 5, 2014), or Plaintiff would sue TWC for false advertising and deceptive 

business practices.  The representative agreed to "escalate" Plaintiff's complaint and "assured" 

Plaintiff that it would be resolved.  However, no representative from TWC contacted Plaintiff 

before the close of business November 5, 2014.
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PLAINTIFF'S EXPERIENCES ARE TYPICAL OF CONSUMER EXPERIENCES 

WITH TWC EVERYWHERE IT DOES BUSINESS 

41. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff has been injured in the form of lost time

attempting to resolve the foregoing disputes, has lost sleep, and experienced severe and 

continued humiliation, frustration, and anger.  Plaintiff has also been injured by being billed for 

services not rendered and at prices not advertised or agreed to.

42. So far as Plaintiff is aware, his experiences are typical of consumer experiences

with TWC.  A simple Google search reveals tens of thousands of consumer complaints of similar 

problems with TWC across New York State and elsewhere.  In recent FCC proceedings 

evaluating the propriety of TWC's proposed merger with Comcast and "Net Neutrality," nearly 4 

million consumers filed comments opposing the merger and in favor of reclassifying companies 

such as TWC as "common carriers," a substantial number of which were based upon their own 

personal experiences with TWC's consistently deceptive practices and abysmal service. 

43. As a company which enjoys a total monopoly on the provision of high-speed

Internet access lines in many areas of New York State and elsewhere, TWC has a heightened 

duty to ensure that it does not deceive or abuse customers who rely on its services.  Internet 

access is essential to many aspects of modern life, and TWC has utterly failed to live up to its 

duties to not abuse its monopoly. 

44. Upon information and belief, TWC maintains numerous records, including

emails, chat transcripts, recorded telephone calls, and internal communications which 

will demonstrate that Plaintiff's experiences and injuries

the result of TWC's standard operating procedure



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaimiffrequests that this Coun enter.judgment: 

A. Declaring that the foregoing practices are unlawful; 

B. Enjoining TWC from engaging in the foregoing unlawful practices; 

C. Directing TWC to prominently disclose in all advertisements and other promotional 

materials the total cost of recei"ing each and r:very advertised service after inclusion 

of all fees which will or reasonably can be expected to be charged; 

D. Av.arding Plaintiff treble damages, �s,ts, and fees; and 

E. Granting such other and funher relief as may be determined to be just and proper 

under al I the circumstances. 

VERIFICATION 

I, Jeremy Zielinski, being first duly sworn, do hereby declare that I am the plaintiff in the 
foregoing complaint and that the matters alleged therein are true and correcc, except as to maners 
alleged upon information and belief and as to such matte/

L
e�� /r, 

Dare: I/ {:7/20/t �C...�f ---:::;. 
I 1 · ?JEREMY �SKI " 

Sworn to before me on this ( _J_ day ofNovembcr, 2014. 

- • � :�:. ..... "'",.c;.i ' ., 

SUSAN � PARTINGTON 

I Notary Public, State of New York · 
Reg. #4641393 

Residing in Schenectady ffa<�� I 

i .... �;��:;::.�",�I 
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service issues, and in those instances you will not be able to use the Home Phone Service to 
call 911.  
 
(d) Directory Listing Errors.  If we do not comply with your requests regarding directory 
listing information (for example, list the wrong number or list a number you requested be 
unlisted), you may be entitled to a credit under our policies or, if greater, an amount 
prescribed by applicable regulatory requirements.  Please contact your local TWC office for 
more information.  Other than these credits, we have no liability with respect to directory 
listings. 
 
5. Special Provisions for HSD Subscribers 
 
(a) Network Management and Monitoring.  We may use Network Management Tools to make 
our Services operate efficiently. We may monitor your bandwidth usage and patterns and your 
compliance with our Customer Agreements. 
 
(b) HSD Service Level Limits.  Each HSD Service level may have a Maximum Throughput Rate, 
a Usage Limit or other characteristics.  We can set or change the Maximum Throughput Rate, 
Usage Limit or other characteristics of any HSD Service level.  If we do, we may put in place 
additional terms to address usage that is not consistent with the resulting HSD Service level.  
For example, if we set or change the Usage Limit that applies to your HSD Service level and 
you exceed the limit, we may suspend your HSD Service, reduce your Maximum Throughput 
Rate or charge you for your excess usage.  You may need to subscribe to a more expensive 
HSD Service level or pay for additional bandwidth to avoid suspension or slower HSD Service.  
We will notify you of any new or changed Usage Limit (or any material reduction in the 
previously published Maximum Throughput Rate) for your HSD Service level and any related 
terms. 
 
(c) Throughput Rates.  We do not guarantee that you will obtain the Maximum Throughput 
Rate for the level of HSD Service to which you subscribe at any given time or on a continuous 
basis.  The Throughput Rate you experience at any time will be affected by a number of 
factors, including the nature of the Internet and its protocols, our facilities, the bandwidth 
we devote to carriage of protocol and network information, the condition and configuration 
of our Equipment or Customer-Owned Equipment at your location, whether you use an in-
home wi-fi network (which can significantly limit the Throughput Rate obtained by devices 
attached to it), our use of Network Management Tools, data volume and congestion on our 
network and the Internet, the time of day you are using the HSD Service, the performance of 
the website servers you try to access, and the priority we give to our business subscribers’ 
data traffic and specialized services we deliver using our Equipment as  described in our 
Network Management Disclosures..   
 
(d) Your Transmissions.  If you send or post materials through the HSD Service, you are 
responsible for the material and confirm that you have all necessary rights to do so.  You 
grant us, with no obligation to pay you, all rights we need to complete your transmission or 
posting.  If we determine that the transmission or posting violates our Customer Agreements, 
we may (but have no duty to) delete the materials, block access to them or cancel your 
account. 
 
(e) Cable Modems. The HSD Service requires the use of a cable modem.  You may lease a 
cable modem from us for a monthly fee or purchase one from a list of modems authorized for 
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use on our systems.  For a list of TWC-authorized modems, see 
http://www.timewarnercable.com/en/residential-home/support/topics/internet/buy-your-
modem.html.  If you attempt to use a modem that is not on the list, the HSD Service will not 
work. In addition, if you use a modem we do not supply, or if you do not replace the modem 
we provide when we increase speeds, you may not be capable of obtaining our Maximum 
Throughput rate. 
  
(f)  Addresses.  Use of the HSD Service does not give you any ownership or other rights in any 
Internet Protocol, email or Internet addresses that may be provided to you as part of the 
Service. We may modify or change these addresses at any time without notice to you. Upon 
termination of an HSD Service account, we reserve the right to permanently delete or remove 
any or all addresses associated with such account. 
 
6. Objectionable Material and Parental Controls 
 
Our Services make available some material that may offend you or be inappropriate for 
members of your household.  TWC provides parental controls and other tools that can filter or 
block access to certain video programming and Internet content.  Parental controls for 
Internet can be downloaded at http://www.timewarnercable.com/en/residential-
home/internet/cable-internet-features/internet-security-parental-controls.html.  In order to 
use our parental controls for video programming, you generally must lease a set-top box from 
us or use a TWC App that has such capabilities.  The availability and effectiveness of these 
tools may vary.  Even if you use the parental controls we provide and they work as intended, 
you may be exposed to materials you find objectionable.        
 
7. If You Have Service Problems, You May Be Entitled to a Credit 
 
(a) Service Problems. We will attempt to correct service problems caused by our Equipment 
or Software but we are not required to install, service or replace Customer-Owned Equipment 
or software. Depending on the circumstances, we may charge you for service calls.  For more 
information, please contact your local TWC office. 
 
(b) Outages and Credits. TWC has no liability for service interruptions except that, if you lose 
all Video, HSD or Home Phone Service for more than 24 consecutive hours and the cause of 
the outage was within our reasonable control (excluding service suspensions resulting from 
your failure to pay amounts you owe us or for violations of our Customer Agreements), we will 
provide you a credit for that period if you request one.  If you experience a service problem 
with a VOD transaction, we will issue you a credit for the amount of the VOD purchase if you 
request one.  All credit requests must be made within 30 days of your next bill following the 
outage or service issue.  Unless required by law, such credit will not exceed the fixed monthly 
charges for the month of such Service(s) interruption and will exclude all nonrecurring 
charges, one-time charges, per call or measured charges, regulatory fees and surcharges, 
taxes and other governmental and quasi-governmental fees.  UNLESS PROHIBITED BY LAW, 
SUCH CREDIT WILL BE YOUR SOLE AND EXCLUSIVE REMEDY FOR AN INTERRUPTION OF 
SERVICE(S).   
 
(c) Force Majeure.  We have no responsibility for service problems that are beyond our 
reasonable control.  Examples of problems beyond our reasonable control include those 
caused by storms and other natural disasters, vandalism, terrorism, regulations or 
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governmental acts, fires, civil disturbances, electrical power outages, computer viruses or 
strikes. 
 
(d) Applicable Laws. Applicable law may impose other outage credit requirements with 
respect to some or all of the Services.  If this is the case, we will follow the law. 
 
(e) Non-TWC Equipment.  Our Services may not work with Customer-Owned Equipment, or 
other equipment, software or services that we did not provide to you.  For example, some 
"cable ready" or "digital cable ready" televisions and DVRs may not receive or support all of 
our Video Services even if we provide you with a CableCARD™ as may be recommended by the 
device manufacturer.  To get the full benefit of our Services, you may need to lease Customer 
Use Equipment from us. 
 
8. We May Change our Customer Agreements 
 
(a) Changes May be Made Online. We may change our Customer Agreements by amending the 
online version of the relevant document.   
 
(b) Effectiveness.  Any change to a Customer Agreement will only become binding on you 30 
days after we make that change.  If you continue to use the Services following such 30-day 
period, you will have accepted (in other words, agreed to be legally bound by) the change.  If 
you do not agree to the change, you will need to contact your local TWC office to cancel the 
Services you receive from us.   
 
(c) Notice as to Certain Changes.  We will provide you at least 30 days’ notice of any 
material change to the provisions that limit the time to commence a legal action contained in 
Section 14 or the arbitration provisions contained in Section 15 of this Agreement and any 
such change will become effective only after such notice period has run.   

 
(d) Changes are Prospective Only.  Any change to a Customer Agreement is intended to be 
prospective only.  In other words, the amended version of the relevant document begins to 
apply only as of the end of the 30-day period noted above.  
 
9. If You Violate our Customer Agreements 
 
(a) We Can Suspend or Terminate the Service. If we think you have violated our Customer 
Agreements, we have the right to suspend or terminate any or all of the Services we provide 
to you (including your rights to use any Software) without prior notification. 
 
(b) Charges While Service Suspended.  If we choose to suspend your Service, we may do so 
electronically and we may require that you pay us a fee for restoring your Service in addition 
to charging you the regular cost for such Service during the suspension.  Service restoration 
fees are available from your local TWC office. 
 
(c) We Can Pursue other Remedies.  If we think you have violated our Customer Agreements, 
we have the right to seek compensation from you through arbitration or, if you have opted 
out of this Agreement’s arbitration provisions as permitted under Section 15, or if we are 
seeking a court order that requires you to take or cease taking any action, by suing you in 
court.   
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timewarnercable@email.timewarnercable.com to your address book.

For additional information please review our most Frequently Asked Questions
at any time.

©2014 Time Warner Cable Enterprises LLC. All Rights Reserved. Time Warner
Cable and the Time Warner Cable logo are trademarks of Time Warner Inc. Used
under license. All other trademarks are property of their respective owners.




