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DOCJC&T NO. 970631-TL - PETITION FOR EXEMPTION AND/OR 
~C& FROM ROLlS 25-4 . 110(3) AND 25 - 4 . 113, F . A .C . , 

BY GTZ J'LOJliDA DfCOIU>ORATZD . 

Dll:t=DCBU 16 , 1997 - U~ AGBNDP. - PROPOSED AGENCY 
AC'riON - I'!f'rUKSTKD P&RSONS MP.Y PARTICIPATE 

CIUTICAL DAnS : 90 DAY PROVISION OF SECTION 120 . 5 42 (7), F . S . , 

MlUVZD Bl' COICPANY 

SPECLAL INSTRUCTIONS: l :\PSC\L&a\WP\970713TL . RCN 

On May 27 , 1997 , GTE Florida Incorpo rated (GTEF'Ll flied,, 

t anff to introduc e Ad vance d Cred i t Managemen t (ACM) , a proqr<Jm 
rfestg ned to imp rove b illi ng and col l ectton pe rf ormance . At t ht! 
same time , GTEfL filed a Petition f or Exemption and/o r Var ldn<.o· 
from Rule 25-4 .110(3) , flo r i da Adm1n1str1t1ve Code . Customer 
Btlling for Local Exchange Telecommun1cau on Compan'es , and Rule 
2~- 4. 113, florida Admintstrat ive Code, Refusal or Oiscontinuancc o f 
Se rvicE> by Company . The company requested cln ex •mptl on and/or 
var1ance 1n order t o implement its ACM program . 

Under the proqram, t he company would establish toll c redlt 
OOCUt'' I I • ·~ 
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limits for new and existing residential and bus1ness subscrib~rs. 
The company would block all 1• (except fot 1 '4 ll, 1 ~soo, rHld 

1+888), all O• and 00, and all lOXXX+ and lOlXXXX+ cal ~s when the 
subscriber exceeds an as .:signed t, 11 usaqe c r odi t llmlt. AI I 
inb:>Und collect, calling cara and third number calls a cal Jer 
attempts to bill to the blocked rumber would also be blocked. The 
subscr1ber would retain access tc the local calllng area, 1ncl~d1ng 

extended area service (EAS) and extended call1ng serv1ce (E:CSI. 
GTEfL would not block 0- and 911 calls . If a block 1s 1n1t1ated, 
the subscriber would reach a recording explaining that the call 
cannot be completed . 

The proposed ACM tariff wo:.~ld have three credit levels: low 
ris< with unlimited toll credit for both residenti al dnd bus1ness 
subscribers; medium risk w1th $)00 residential and $800 business 
toll credit limits; and high risk wi th $200 res1dent1al and S500 
business toll c redit limits. The limits for new subscribers ~ould 
b" set based on c redi t reports issued by ,, commerc1al credit 
reporting service such as TransUnion , Equifax , or TRW. The limits 
for existing subscribers would be set based on their past payment 
history with GTEfL . According to GTEfL in a lett e r dated June ll , 
1997, 88\ of its subscribers are low risk, 8\ are medium r1sk, and 
4\ are high risk. GTEFL stated, however, that t:::!.!le percentages 
change on a daily bas is as .!lubscribers are contlnUdlly connected to 
and cisconnected from the exchange network. 

T'lese dockets were deferred from the July 15, 1997, agenda 
conference, at the request of GTEfL. On July 22, 1997, an Informal 
meeting was held with staff , Office of Public Counsel and a number 
o f GTEfL representatives to discuss the concerns sur r~~nc1n9 the 
proposed tariff. Staff suggested several ideas, one of whi ch wa, 
to make the ACM program an optlondl service o r fet 1ng. Several 
subseq.;ent discussions ensued; however, staff and GTEn. we t"e undblc 
to resolve their differences. 

Pursuant to Section 120.54216), Flonda StHutes, notiCt: ol 
GTEFL's petition for exemption and/or "ariance was submltted to the 
Secretary of State on May 30, 1997, for publication 1n the flonda 
Adrnlnist r ative Weekly on June 13, 1997. No comments were submitted 
during the co1111'11ent period, which ended on June 27, 1997 . By te· ter 
dated August 4, 1997, GTEfL waived tho provision 1n Sect10n 
120.542(7), Florida Statutes, that requires the Commission t o :Jr,llll 

or deny ?etition" for waiver or vari•nce Wlthin 90 dl'lys of rece1pt. 
to allow dis~ussions concerning the tariff fil1ng to continue. 
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PISCOSSION OP ISSUES 

ISSQI 1 : Should the Commission grant GTEfL' s pet1t ton for exemption 
and/or variance from Rules 25- 4. 110(31 and 25 4.113, f lortda 
Administrative Code, in o rder to permlt the company to implement 
it! Advanced Credit Management ta rlff? 

BICOIIIINDAtiOH: GTEfL' s petiti on for exempu on and/or vanance 
from Rule 25-4.110(3) , florida Administrative Code , is unnecessory 
and should be denied because the underlying statutes applicable to 
GTEfL are irrele~ant to its present purpose. GTEfL's petttion Cor 
exemption and/or variance from Rule 75- 4. 113 , flonda 
Administrative Code, however, fai l~ t o meet t he rcqu1rements of 
Sectl.on 120.542, florida Statutes , and should be dented . S1race 
waiver o f the latter rule woul d be necessary 1n o rder fo r the 
Commission to approve GTEfL's Advanced Cr edit Managerent tar tff , 
the Commission should deny the tariff. (Pellegrini, Musselwhite) 

S'l',bl'l ANAI,XII8: In Order No. PSC-95-0568-fOf-TL, 1ssued May 11 , 
1995 , amended by Or de r No. PSC-95-0SBBA-fOf-TL, i ssued August 8 , 
1995, the Commission granted GTEfL an exemption from Rule 25-4.11 3, 
florida Administrative Code, in ord& r t o implement the initial ACM 
tarif f on an experimental basJ.s from May 1. 1995, to Aprll 30 , 
1996 . The tariff established limits on resident ial and bus1ness 
subscribers' tol l use and allowed GTEfL to block a 11 I+ (except 
1+411 , 1+600, and 1+888), and all 0+ and 00 c.:~lls when the 
subscriber exceeded an assigned credit limi t. On November 16, 
1995, GTEfL filed a proposed tariff to add 1+900/976/700, 
Subsc riber Abbreviated Dialin<J I•NXXI. DOD 1+ , 1+555-1217, 
l•NPA+555-1212 , 1000+01+, 1000+011 , 10XXX+1+, lOXXX+Oll•, and 
lOlXXXX+Oll + calls to the types of c<~lls to be bloc ked. ::"~ ... 
Commission denied the tariff in Order No. PSC-96-0530-F'OF'-TL , 
l.SSUed April 15, 1996 . 

GTEfL f iled the present proposed ACM tariff on May 27, 1997. 
Th1s was docketed in Docket No . 970713-TL . At the same c1me, the 
company filed a Petition for Exemption and/or Varidnce from Rul~3 
25-4.110(3) and 25-4.113 , florida Admin~strative Code , in o rde r tc 
implement t he tariff . This was doc~.eted in Docket No . 970631-TL. 

The Present Tariff Elling 

GTEfL statYd in its petition that it has been cxper1enc1nq an 
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adverse trend in its uncollectible accounts . The ACM tartff that 
GTEfL presently proposes for the purpose of reversing that trend lS 
very similar to the November 16, 1995, tariff !lling. The only 
difference is that a blockec! subscriber wanung to regain toll 
service would be required to pay the amount in excess o! the toll 
limit plus at least 80\ of the rema1n1ng amount due, 1nstead of the 
amount in excess of the toll lim1t plus at least 50\ of the 
remaining amount due . The proposed ACM tari.f! wou:d establlsh 
1 imits on residential and business subscribers' toll use. An 
evaluation of a subscriber ' s credi t status would be used t o 
determine a subscriber's deposl t requirement olnd set the Loll 
credit limit. 

Under the ACM tariff, GT£fL would use a commerc1al cred1L 
reporting service to obtain credit ratings and establlsh crcott 
limits for persons applying Cor new serv1ce. GTEfL calls th1s 
element of the tariff "credit scoring. H Subscribers who have 
already established service with GTEfL would be scored on a 
behavioral basis. GTEFL ca lls this element o! the tart(! 
"beha,riora1 scoring.H There is a third element to the tariff, 
"credit limit toll blocking." The ACM tari!f would be applicable 
to all residential and small business accounts . 

Credit scoring 

Credlt scor1ng wo~ld be establlshed for each new subscr1bcr's 
account for combined local 3ervice and toll usage . GTEfL' s toll 
credit limit would be based initially on a credit score ass1gned by 
a credit reporting service. GTErL would rely on tnformdttOn 
obtained from TransUnion, Equifax, and TRW. Persons establishing 
new service would be informed of their toll credit limit during the 
1nitial application process. 

There would be three credit levels: low, mec.llurn, ""d hlgl•. 
rhc proposed criteria for the three credlt levels ~nd the credit 
limlts established as a result of the scoring process are: 

Low Risk - Unlimited toll credit 
No collection judgements 
No collection accounts 
No charge off accounts 
No delinquency history over 30 days past due 

~edium R1sk - Residence - S300 Credll Llmlt; Business - SB OO 
Credit Limit 
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No collection judgements 
Collection accounts hdve been paid 
No or minimal charge of! accounts 
Various degrees ot del1nquency history 1rom 30-180 days. 
but paid off or current at time of scor1ng 

High Risk - Residence - S200 Credit L1mlt; B~s1ness - S~OO 

Credit Limit 
Collection judgements 
Charge off accounts 
Outs t anding collection accounts 
Various degrees of delinquency history from 30-lRO 
days , with accounts deli~quent at tLme of scor1ng 
Subscriber provides positive identification to GT~ 

following a "No match/No record" on a cred1 t ioo'JUiry 

New subscribers who do not have a credi t hi~tory would be asstgned 
to the high risk category. 

~yioral scoring: 

Behavioral scoring would be used for ex1st1ng subsctlbcrs. 
Existing subscribers would be scored bnsed on their past payment 
h1story with GTEfL. Notices would be mal led to subscribers 
explaining the ACM tariff, how cred1t limits will be assigned, and 
how toll blocking will be implemented. Subscribers would be 
notifiec of their initial credit limit amount and subsequent credit 
limit changes through credit limit notices mailed to the ~1ll1nq 
address. The behavioral score would be updated monthly, based on 
billing and payment behavior during the preceding Dix to 12 months. 
New subscribers would begin behavioral scoring after six months, 
and established subscribers would have 12 rolling months of h1story 
evaluated each month. An automated behavioral scoring model would 
be utilized to ass1gn values for returned checks , payment! and 
adjJstments, new charges, dates of !1 rst and last payments, date• 
b1lled, due date of bill and balance forwarded, whe n calculating a 
revised behavior score. The subscriber's behavioral score would ce 
u~ed as the basis for adjusting toll blocking credit limit~. 

Again, there would be three credit levels: low, medium, .. nd 
h1gh. The proposed criteria for the three credit levels ~nd the 
credlt limits established as a result of the scoring process arc: 

L~w Risk - Unl1mited Credit 
All bills during past 12 months paid in Cull and on tlme 
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No dis~onored checks during past 12 months 
No service denials due to non-payment durtng preccdtng 
12 months 
No more than tuo reminder not1ces on account dunnq 
preceding 12 months 

Medium Risk - Re:ndenco - 5300 Credit Limit; Hu:Jiness - SBOO 
Credit Limit 
Telephone bills not pa1d on time and in i.Jll f1ve or mvre 
times durinq the preceding 12 months 
No more than two dishonored checks for telephone btl! 
payments during the preceding 12 months 
No more than one service denia l due to ,on-payment durtng 
preceding 12 months 
No more than five reminder notices on account dunng 
preceding 12 months 

High Risk - Residence - $200 Credit Limit; !\us l. ness - S 500 
Credit Lih1it 
Six or more telephone bills not pa1d on llm•> <H tn rull 
during preceding 12 months 
Three or more dishonored checks l o r telephone bill 
payments during the preccd1ng 12 months 
Two or more service denials due to non-pt~ymcnt dur1ng 
precedtng 12 months 
Six or mor9 reminder not1ces on account durtnq 
preceding 12 months 

Credit limit toll blocking 

The types of calls to be blocked In thls t.H Itt woul 1 b•• • 1 i 
1+, 0+ , 00, lOXXX+, and lOlXXXX+ call:s. Subscrtbcts would retaln 
access to 1+411, h800 11nd b8Btl numbers and th ... rclt~y servlc('. 
t ubscribers would also retain dial tone for local calling , extended 
area service (EASJ, extended calling service IECS>. ,lnd <lCCt!SS to 
emergency services . 

When a subscr1ber exceeds the ass1gned toll cred1 t I imi t, a 
L..ve-working days notice would he sent. The notice woul<1 tw 
separate and apart frOI'l the regular monthly bill. It would lf!l lqcl 
the current balance, account credit limit, amount over the credit 
li~it and the minimum payment. After the five day pcr1od, access 
to the toll network would t:.e autom.!tlcally blocked unless the 
subscrlbe r paid the amount over the credit limit plu9 BO~ of the 
credlt limit. Service could be otherwise re:stored ~t the 
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discretion of the company 1n special ctrcumstances. 

Rule Waivers 

With the amendments made to the Administrattve Procedures Act 
by the 1996 Legislature, agencies are required t o constdcr requests 
for variances or waivers !rom their rules according to the 
requirements set forth in Section 120.~4 2, florida Stat~tcn. GT£fL 
seek:. to avoid the applicati on of Rules 2~-4.110(3) and 2~­

.;.!l3(l)(f). It asks the Commission instead to recognize lts ACM 
tariff as explication of its responsibilities as set fo rth tn 
Section 364.03, Florida Statutes. 

that: 

Section 120.~42, florida Statutes , provtde s th~t: 

(1) Strict applicau on of unlformly 
applicable rule requirements can lend to 
un reasonable , unfair, and unintended results 
in particular instances. The leglslatu t c 
finds that it is appr opriate in such cases to 
adopt a procedure for agencies to p:ovldc 
relief to persons subject to regulati~n .... 

(2) Variances and waivers shall be granted 
when the person subject to th~ rule 
demonstrates that the purpose of the 
underlying statutlo wi ll be or hd!l bN:n 
achieved by other means by the per~on and when 
applicatlon of the rule would r· d 

substantial hardship or would Vlota·e 
principles of fairness. for purposes of this 
section, "substant lal hardsh1p" meo1n:. <1 

demonstrated economic , technological, leq<JI, 
or other type of hardsh1p to the person 
requesting the variance or waive~. for 
purposes or this section, "principles ~ r 

fairness" are violated when the lllcral 
application of a rule af!ects a parucul<H 
person in a manner significantly dit!erent 
from the way it affects other simi !.11 ly 
situated persons who are sub jf'Cl to thf' t •II•·. 

Rule 25-4.110(3) (a), flotlda Adm1n1strat1ve Cod~ . p~ovuh.:s 
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Bills shall not be considered delinquent prtor 
to the expirat ion of 15 days from the date of 
mailing o r del1very by the utillty. Howevnr, 
the company may demand immediate payment under 
the following circumstancP-s: 

2. Where toll servic e is two t1mes 
greater t han the subscriber' s a verage 
usage as re flected on the monthly 
bills tor the th ree months pr lor l 
the current bill , or , in the case o f ' 
new subsc riber who has been recelvlng 
service fo r less than f ou r montus, 
where the toll service is t wice the 
estimated monthly toll serv ice; or 

3 . Where the company has reason to 
believe that a business subscriber is 
about to go out of business o r th<H 
ba nkruptcy is imm1nent for lhtlt 
subscriber. 

Rule 25-4.113 (1) , Florida AdrrUnistrative Code , provides that : 

As applicable, the company may r e f use or 
discontinue telephone serv1ce under the 
following conditions prov1ded that, unless 
other wise stated, the subscriber shall be 
given notice and al l owed a reasonable tlme to 
comply with any rule or remedy any def1c1~0cy: 

• • • 

(f) For nonpayment o! bllls for telephone 
service, in cl uding the 
telecommunications access system 
surcha rge refer red to in R•1le 7'>-
4.160(3) , provided that suspens1on or 
termination of serv 1ce sha 11 not l>e 
made without 5 work 1ng days ' wntten 
not ice t o the subscriber- , except In 
extreme cases . The Wtl.tten notl <" <' 
sha 11 be !!Cpa rate dnd apart ! rom the 
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regular monthly blll for service. A 
company shall ~ot, however, refuse or 
discontinue service for nonpayment of 
a dishonored check service charge 
imposed by the company. No company 
shall discontinue serVlce to any 
subscriber for the initial nonpayment 
of the current bill on a day the 
company's business office 1s closed or 
on a day preceding a day the business 
office is closed. 

The applicable underlying statute 1n th ts case Is Secuon 
364 .1 9 , florida Statutes, which provides that: 

This Commission may regulate by reasonable 
rules, the terms of telecommunications service 
contract~ between telecommunications companies 
and their patrons. 

GTEfL argues that, to implement the ACM tariff, it 1s 
necessary to obtain "exemptions and variances" !rom the technical 
requu<>ments of Rules 25-4.110(3)(a) and 25-4 .113, flor1da 
Admini s trative Code. Rule 25-4.1]0(3) (a), florida Administrative 
CoJc , permits GTEfL to demand immediate payment ot all charges 
under spectfied conditions, including where toll service is two 
t1~es greater than the subscriber average usage as re!lected on the 
monthly b1lls for the three months prior to tht> current bdl. 
Under ns ACM tar.lff, when a subscriber exceeds c1n assigned c redlt 
l 1m1L , GTEfL would demand 80' payment of toll charges incurred plus 
the ~mount 1n excess of the credit limit. 

Rule 25-4.11 3, florida Administrative Code , prontbtts 
dtsconnection of service except under specif1ed c ircumstance:. , 
1ncludt ng a fa.1lure to make payment on a bill. Under i ts ACI~ 

tariff , GTEfL would suspend toll usage when a subsc riber of mej1um 
o r h1gh osk reaches an assigned credit limit anci falls LO n.a ke 
payment after a five-working days notice period. GTEfL as:~ert!l 

thc~l 1t:; ACM tarlff "approachesh matters addressed in Rule 2':1-
4. 113 , Flor1da Ad~lni~trative Code, in a manner different only Wllh 

respec· to the establishment of limits on toll use. 

GTE FL asserts that variances from these rules benefl.t Its 
subscn be rs as weJl as th~ company . It points out t'1at by talong 
eady at..LlOI• Wider the ACM tariff, ultimate disconnection of loc.:~l 
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se rv:ce may be averted. The company states that t he ACM ta r1ff 
would be an al ternative to local se rvice disconnect1on . It sta t es 
further that the tariff al leviates the need for depostt~ . "as was 
1ntended by the Commi s sion." 

GTEFL states that variances from these rules will serve the 
purposes of the underlying statutes . The company notes that the 
rules 1mplement Section 364.03 , flor1da Statutes , requirinq local 
exchange companies to charge reasonable rates. It contends t hat 
the variances it seeks will not affect the reasonableness of its 
rates or i ts provision o f services. It contends further that the 
same 1s true o f the other statutes implemented under these rules , 
Sectlons 364.04, 364.05, 364.17 , a nd 364. 19 , Florida Statute~. In 
addition, the company contends that strict appli cation o f the 
Commission rules would create a substant ial hardshlp and vtolate 
principles of fairness because it wou ld be less able to co~trol lts 
uncollectibl~ expense. 

Ru l e 25-4.110, Florida Administrative Code , implements 
Sections 36 4. 03 , 364.04, 364.05, 36 4. 17 and 350.113 , Flocida 
Sta tutes . Of these, only Sections 364. 04 and 350 .11 3, Florida 
Statutes, are appl icable to price regulated l ocal e xchange 
companies pursuant to Section 364.051 (1) (c) , flonda Statutes . 
Section 364.04, Florida Statutes , concerns schedules <> f rates, 
tolls , rentals, contracts , and cha rges. Section 350.113, florida 
Statutes , concerns the Publlc Serv1ce Regulatory Trust rund. 
Nelther is relevant t o GTEfL' s r equest for waiver 1n this 1nstance. 
Hence, it would not be necessary f or t he Comml~sion to grant GTEFL 
a wa iver of Rule 25-4.110, Florida Adminlstrati ve Cod~. Therefore , 
staff recommends that the company's petltton to thls extent shoul~ 
be denied . 

Rule 25-4. 113 , Florida Administratlve Code , implements 
Soctions 364 . 03 , 364 . 19 , and 427.704 , flonda Statutes . Secuon 
427 . 704 , Florida Statutes , concerns the telecoii\IT\uniCdtlons relay 
services, access to which GTEFL asserts would not b~ blocked under 
the pr oposed tari ff . Section 364.03 , Flor ida Stat utes , ds noted , 
ts not applicable here. Thus, staf f concludes that the test that 
~TEFL must meet is to demonstrat~ that the puLpose of the 
underly1ng statute, Section 364. 19 , flonda Statutes , wlll be 
achieved by means other than by Ru.e 25-4. 113 , Flooda 
Admlnistrative Code. 

Section 364.19, Florida Statutes , authorl:tes tlw r ouvnlssl<>n to 
regulate the service relationship between tel ccommuntcdttons 
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compa~>ies and thel.r patrons by ~reasonable rules." Rule 25-4. 11 3. 
florida Administrative Code , sets out rules that 'his Comm1ss1on 
has determined reasonably gov~rn the discontinuance of service to 
customers by local exchange companies . 

Staff does not believe tha~ GTEfL has demonstrated that the 
purpose of the underlying !ltatute, Section 364. 19 , florida 
Statutes , would be satisfied l! the Commission were to grant GTEfL 
the waiver its seeks to Rule 25-4.113, florida AdminiStrative Code . 
In staff's view, tC' suspend a subscriber's access to local! y 
available interexchange companies upon reaching arbitrary cred1t 
limits is not consistent with the provision of tele~o~~untcatlons 
services under reasonable rules. Rather, ~taff bel1eves that the 
provision in Rule 25-4.113, florida Administrative Code , permltttng 
discontinuance o f service wher~ accounts fa ll delinquent adequately 
protects the interests of both the company and its subscribe r s . 
The r ule recognizes the common and rudimentary notion that one who 
contracts for services is entitled to receive them only wllh 
payment according to terms. The rule speci (los thf' remedies 
available to the company in the event of a subscriber's breach. As 
noted above, in Order No. PSC-96-0530-rof-TL, the Commiss1on den1ed 
GTEfL' s November 16, 1995, proposed ACM tariff that was not 
substantively different from the present proposal. 

Under its authority pursuant to Secuon 364.19 , flonda 
Statutes, the Col!'.mission may regulate serv1ce contracts between 
telecommunications companies and their cc~tomers. Such contracts 
are not limited to Contrac~ Service Arrangements, but Include all 
ar rangements stating terms and cond~~1ons tor telecommunications 
service. Accordingly, Section 364.025(1), florid~ Statutes, 
requires GTEFL, as a local exchange company , t o furnish b~stc local 
exchange telecommunications service wl~hl.n a reasonublc time to any 
person requesting such service within the comp~ny'a serv1ce 
territory . Section 364.02 (2), florida Statutes, dcf1nes bas1c 
local telecommunications service to 1nclude access to oll locaJly 
available interexchange companies. Staff believes th~t Rule 25-
4.113, florida Administrative Code, reasonably 11nd sui flclently 
circumscribes the responsibility of local oxchang1• C'lmpt~nl~s to 
provide basic loce~l telecommunications serv1ce pursuo~nt to the 
applicable statutes. Rule 25-4.113, florida Adm1n1strat1ve ~ode, 
authorizes the companies to d1scont1nue telephone ser'llce 1n nine 
specific ci r cumstances. It also disallows dl~contlnu.on"e :>f 

service in seven other specific circumstance:~. Tho! ru'" IS 

enunciated in painstaking detall and it neither addn .. sses no~ 

alludes to a subs~riber' s creditworthiness as a determinant of 
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service eligibility . Staff does not believe that it is arpropriate 
to further limit the local exchange companies' responsibility to 
provide basic local telecommunications service by e xposing 
subscribers to toll blocking when ':hey exceed a rbi t ra ry credit 
lirni ts. 

furthermore , staff does not agree that the requested waiver JS 

necessary to avoid substantial hardship or a violation of 
principles of fairness, as GTEFL alleges. Some subscribers ..-ho 
would be affected by tne ACM tariff may not have become delinquer •. 
They would have simply exceeded an arbitrary toll credit llmit 
established! by GTErL in a particular month. Moreover, in the case 
of new subscribers , the credit limit would of course reflect the 
subscriber 's payment performance with creditors other than GTEFL. 
While some of these subscribers may have demonstrated creait 
difficulties in the past, local exchange companies can collect 
deposits from these subscribers to protect against the poss ti:Ji 1 i ty 
of nonpayment, pursuant to Rule 25- 4. 109, Florida Administrat ive 
Code . Staff does not believe GTEFL should be all owed to block 
subscribe r s ' access to all locally available i n terexchange 
companies when they have not missed paying their monthly bill. 

Staff believes that the decis1on to provide or deny tol J 
access to any person should rest with the interexchange company, 
not with GTErL. Under the 1\CM tariff. GTErL would be able to rnake 
a determination of a subscriber's c reditworthiness that would 
affect all interexchange companies. Since GTEFL has entered the 
long distance market , staff does not believe it is appropr1ace tor 
GTEFL to set itself up as a "gate keeper" f c:- r its cornoetitors . If 
an interexchange company or GTEFL doubts a person ' s credlt , lt may 
routinely get credit bureau reports and make a judgement whether a 
deposlt is warranted or not , just as any other bustness would. 
Staff does not believe GTEfL should be permitted to <~Ct as an 
intermediary in the relationship between a subscriber and the 
provider of the subscriber's toll service , <IS it would under its 
ACM tariff. 

Therefore, staff recommends tha~ the Commission deny GTErL's 
petition for exemption and/or variance from Rule 25-4.113 , Florida 
Administrative Code , because GTEFL has not met the requ1rements set 
forth in Section 120 . 542 , florida Statutes. GTEFL h~s nor 
demonstrated that what it seeks will permit the company to satlsfy 
the underlyinq purposes of Section 364.19 and, by Implicati on, 
364.025, florida Statutes, to require locAl exchang~ companies to 
provide basic local tAlecommunicatlons services under reasonable 
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rules. This is not t o suqgest that staf f recommends rr•Jcctlnq any 
local exchange company proposal t.o control bad debt a r.d collecuon 
expenses through credit manaqemert tari ffs. fu~thermo re , GTEfL may 
avoid substantial har dship by requiring deposits of subscnbers 
whose ~redit is suspec t. finally , GTEFL cannot sustaln an argument 
that pr i nciples o f fairness will be violated 1 C the Convn.!ssion 
de nies its petition because denial doe3 noL amount t o 
discriminatory treatment. 

While staff believes that the Commission should not grant 
GT£fL a waiver of Rule 2~-4 .1 10 (3) , flonda Adm1n1strat1ve Code, 
because the rule is inappl1cable in th1s 1nstanc~. thar by I tself 
is insufficient to support GTEFL' s proposed tari!!. Waiver of Ru'e 
2~ -4 .113 , florida Administrat i v e Code, is a necc:~sary ccnd1 u on 
enabling implementation o f GT~FL' s proposed ALH tdrl tf. S t nc e 
staff is unable to recommend t ha t the CommlSSLon gran: GTEfl. a 
wa iv~r ot Rule 2~-4.113, f lorida Adminis t ra t ive Code , staf! , 
furthermore, recommends that t he Commi ssion disapprove GTEfL ' s 
proposed ACM tariff. 

I SSQI 2 : Should these dockets be closed? 

BECOMCINQATIOH: Yes. :f Issue 1 is approved , and it no pf'rson , 
whose substantial Interests arc affected, files a prote1 l within 2: 
days of the issuance of the Order , these doc kets should br• ..:losed. 
(Pellegnni) 

STAFJ' ANAI.XS I S: Yes . If Issue 1 1s approved, and II no person , 
whose sllbstantial interests are affected, f1les a pro test w1th1n 21 
days of the issuance of the Order, these dockets should be clvsed . 

] 3 


	10-24 No. - 2482
	10-24 No. - 2483
	10-24 No. - 2484
	10-24 No. - 2485
	10-24 No. - 2486
	10-24 No. - 2487
	10-24 No. - 2488
	10-24 No. - 2489
	10-24 No. - 2490
	10-24 No. - 2491
	10-24 No. - 2492
	10-24 No. - 2493
	10-24 No. - 2494



