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FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Capital Circle Office Center • 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahasuee, P!orida 32399 - 0850 

TO: 

PROM: 

RB: 

AGENDA: 

July 2. 1997 

RECEIVED 
JUL 0 2 1997 

1/ rr 
f:ps(:iec:ocds!Ropcwtlng 

DIRECTOR, DJ:VISION OP RECORDS AND REPORTING (BAYO) 

DIVISION OP COMMUNICATIONS (MUSSBLWIIITH)a~/.2. .Cf~ 
DrviSION OP LEGAL SERVICES (PELLEGRINI) I~ 

f.IOCJ(BT NO . 990,13-t:'L DBTERMlNI\TION OF TilE 
APPROPRIATKNRSS 01' GTB FLORIDA INCORPORATED'S TAR I FP 
PILING TO INTROIXJCR 1\DVANCED CREDIT MANJ\GBMENT (T- 97 - 4 11 

PILBD MAY 27, 1997) 

DOClt£T NO. 970631 - TL - PETITION FOR EXKMPTION AND/OR 
~IANCB PROM RULBS 2~ ·4.110(3) AND 25 4 . 113, P . A.C. , RY 
GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED. 

JULY 15, 1997 - REGULAR AGENDA - ISSUE 1 TI\RlFP FJLINC -
ISSOB 2 PROPOSBD AGENCY ACTION - INTBRJ·:STRD PERSONS MAY 
PARTICIPATE 

CRITICAL DATBB: NONB 

SPBCLAL INSTRUCTIONS: S:\PSC\CMU\~P\970713TI •. RCH 

CASE BACKGROUND 

On May 27, 1997, GTE Florida Incorporated CGTEFL or tht· 
Company) filed a tariff to lntrodu;;e Adv.1nced C1edl' Management 
(ACM) to improve b1lling and collect1on pcdormanc •. In a nlilted 
~ct1on, GTEFL filed a Petition for exempLlon and/ol var1ance from 
Comm1ssion Rules 25 - 4.110 (3) , Florida Administrative Code, Custcmer 
B1lling for Local Exchange Telecommunicatlon Comp~tnies. ilnd :?S -
4 .113, Florida Administrative Code , Ref usa l or Diocont1nuanc1· o ! 
Service by Company. OTEri.. stated in ito pet1lion Lhul it hao been 
experiencing an adveroe trend in ito uncollectible accounts. The 
Company requcated an exemption and/or vanance in order to propouc• 
a credit limit program. The proposed program, Advanc ed Credi ~ 
Management, is a process whereby the Company will IHJtLlbLsh t oll 
credit limits for new and exi>Jting cuot:omers. Advanced C1ed1 t 
Management eatabl iahes 1 imi to on res!dent 1c11 <~nd buo1 ness 
customers' toll use and allows GTEf'L to block all 1 ' I except Cor 
1•411, 1+800, and 1+888), all 0 • and 00, and c~l 1 lOXXX· and 
lOlXXX:X+ calls when the customer exceedo the assioned d..>ll<~.t J loP • 
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All inbound collect, calling c ard and third number calla which 
attempt to bill to the blocked number will also be blocked. Tne 
customer will retain access to the local calling area. includ1ng 
extended aree service (EA.Sl and extended calhny servtce !ECS) In 

addir.ion, ACM will not block 0· and 911 cello. If a block 1s 
i n itiated, the customer will reach a recording explatning the call 

cannot be completed. 

The proposed ACM tariff has three c red ll levels: low 11ok 
unlimir.ed toll credit for both r e otdenttal and bun1ness cuatomcrs. 
medium risk $300 residential and $800 buSiness toll cred1t 
limits, and high risk • $200 residential and $500 businens tol 1 

credit limits. The limits (or new cust omero arc set bas~d on 
c redit reporto isoued by a commercial c:.redit ropot'l ing service uuch 
as TransUnion, Equifax, or TRW . The limits f or t'.l.isting custome1·s 
are set baaed on their past paymunt history with GTEF'L. 1\ccordiny 
to G'l'EPL in a lett:er dllted Jur.e 11, 1997, eat of Its custome1o are 
low risk, Bt ere medium risk, and 4\ are high nuk; howe.,t-r. GTEFL 
also sr.at:ed tluat t:heae percentages are subject to change on " da 11 y 

basis as customers are continually connected 1.0 and d1sconncct'!d 
from the exchange network. 

Staff would not.e that thio tariff !iling 1B v••ry Blrnll.11 to a 

GTEFL tariff filing that was denied by the COfl'rtlUslon. By Otdcr 

No. PSC-96-0530-f'Of'-TL, in Docket: No. 960038-TL , ISSued Ap11l 15, 
1996, t:he Commission determined that the ACM program v1olated 
Section 364.051 (2) (cl . Florida Statutes . which requ1rcfl local 
exchange companies that elect prtce regulae 1011 ln provid•• haute 
local telecommun ications service. Sect.ion 3~>•1 .02!2) , F'lo t idd 
Statutes, requireo price regul ated LECa to prov1d<: access to nil 
locally available interexchange companies !IXCa) as pan of biliHC' 

local telecommunicat:ions service. It was found that t.he Nov~mher 

16, 1995, proposed ACM tariff would have allowed GTEFL to "pi• -ludt• 
11s customers access t o any other long dtst.lnct· p1ovtde1 utmi,Jy 
because the customer has made mor e than an allotu·d r.umbt'r ! toll 
call s . • 

DIBCVSSION Of ISSUES 

ISSQB 1: Should GTEFL' o t anff !1l1ng to 1ntroducc Advanced Ctedlt 
Management be appro ved? 

RBCOHMENDATION: No. The proposed tariff 
Advanced Credit Hanagcment should be denied. 

f ll1 ng to 1 n t r oduct> 
(M•noel wh1t ~>l 

STAPP ANALXBIS: The 
program was approved 
May 1, 1995 to April 

initial Advanced Credit Management !ACM) 
as a pilot program r.o run f c r one vca 1 , f 1 em 
30, 1996 . On November 16. '195, <..l'EFL l1l•·d 

' 
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a tariff to clarify blocking of spec1fic calls r~lated to the ACM 
pilot program tariff. which was denied by the Commisuion. The 
trial continued through April 30, 1996, under the original term~o~. 

The A04 tariff that GTEFL is currently propos ing is very s1m1lar to 
the November 16, 1995 tanff flling, with the only dlffcrence i>cltH1 

that a blocked customer want1ng to regain his 01 her toll servtcc 
must pay the amount in excess of the toll limlt plus at least 80\ 
of the remaining amount due, instead of paying the amount 1n exc~so 
of tl1e toll limit plus at least So t of the rema 1ning ~mount due. 
The proposed ACM program establ.J.shes limitu on residcnllal "nd 
busin~ss customers• toll use. An eva luation ol a customer's credlt 
status is used to determine a customer's de posit and set the toll 
credi t limit. 

The Advanced Credit Management program wil l usc a commercial 
credit reporting service to obtain credi t ratings and establish 
credit limits for customers applying for new set-::ce . GTEFL terms 
this element of the program as Credit Scoring . custome rs who have 
already established service wi th GTEFL will be scored or . .1 

behavioral basis . GTEFL term11 this element e> ! thf' ptogram ou 
WUu.viora! Scoring. There is a third element to the program wh1ch 
is termed Credit Limit Toll Blocking. Th is prog1·am, 1! approved. 
will be applicable to all residentia l and small bus1neos .. ccounts. 

CJUU)IT SCQRIHQ: 

Credit Scoring will be established for each new customer's 
account for combined local service and toll usage. GTEFL's toll 
credi t limit will be bas~d initially on a credit score aostgned by 
a credit reporting service. GTEFL w1ll rely on 1nfotmat1on 
obtained from TransUnion, Equifax. and TRW. 0•stomers eot~bltshlng 
new service will be informed of their tol l credit l1m1t dur1ng the 
1nitiol application process . 

There are three credit levels wh ich have been eutabl1shed. 
low. medium, and high. The cr1ter1, !or the thtee ctcdll levels 
and the c redit l1m1.ts eetabl1shed as a result of thP scor1ng 
process are: 

Low Risk - Unlimited toll credit 
No col lec t1.on judgements 
No collect1.on accounts 
No charge off accounts 
No delinquency history over 30 days p~ lH rlu•· 

Medium Risk - Residence - $300 Credit Limit; Busir1ess 
Credi t Limit 
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No collection judgem~nts 
Collection accounts have been paid 
No or minimal charge off accounts 
Various degrees of delinquency history from 30 - 180 days, 
but paid off or current at time of scoring 

High Risk - Residence - $200 Credit Limit1 Business · SSOO 
Credit Limit 

Collection judgements 
Charge off accounts 
Outstanding collection accounts 
Various degrees of delinquency history from 30·180 days, 
with accounts delinquent at time of scoring 
Customer provides positive identification to GTE 
following a "No match/No record" on a cred1t 1nqu1ry 

Staff wol!ld note that new customers who do not have a crcdlt 
history *ill oe assigned to the h1gh r isk category. 

BEHAVIORAL SCQRINQ: 

Behavioral scoring will be used for existlng custom!'rs. 
Existing customers will be scored based on thel r past po;•ment 
history with GTEPL. Notices will be mailed to cuolomero Pxplain1ng 
the ACM program, how credit lim1to w1 ll be ass1gned, and ho~ Lo ll 
block1ng will be implemented. Customers w1ll be not1f1ed of lhe1r 
initial credit limit amount and subsequent credit llmll: chilnges 
through credit limit notices mailed to the billing address . The 
behavioral ~core is to be updated monthly, based on b1lling ond 
payment behavior during the preceding 6-12 mon~ho. New cusl omers 
will begin behavioral scoring after 6 months, and established 
customers will have 12 rolling months o( history evaluated each 
month . An automated behavioral scoring mod~l is ut1l1zed t o ass1gn 
values for returned checks, payments and adJustments, new chorges, 
dates of first and last payments, date billed. due date o! blll and 
balance forwarded, when calculating a revised behovior scor0 . The 
customer• s behavioral ocore is to be used 110 the basin for 
adJusting toll blocking credit limits. 

Three credit levels (low, med1um , and h1ghl have been 
established for behav1oral scon.ng. The cr1tena for the lhr-ee 
levels are: 

Low Rlak - Unlimited Credit 
All bills during pasl 12 months paid in {ull and on t 1me 
No dishonored checks during past 12 months 
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No service den~als due to non-payment during prPc~ding 
12 months 
No more than 2 reminde r not1ces on account during 
preceding 12 months 

Medium Risk - Residence - $300 Credlt Limit: Buslneso $000 

Credit Limit 
Telephone bills not paid on time and lr. full 5 ~r ~ore 
times during the preceding 12 months 
No more than 2 dishonored checks fo r t:elephone btll 
payments during the preceding 12 months 
No more than 1 service den ial due to non - payment duz ing 
preceding 12 mont:hs 
No more than 5 reminder not ices on account during 
preceding 12 months 

High Risk - Residence - $200 Credit Limlt; Business - $500 
Credit Limit 
Six or more telephone bills not: paid on tlme or tn full 
duri ng preceding 12 months 
Three or more dishono red checks fo.- telephorw bi 11 
payment:s during the preceding 12 months 
Two or more service denials due to non-payment dur1ng 
preceding 12 months 
S1x or more reminder notices on account dur1ng preced1ng 
12 months 

Toll usage for this program includes all 1+ and 0 + calls made 
from the customer's premises that GTEFL can rate and record WhPn 
a customer exceeds his or her assigned toll It mil . a f i vc wo rk tng 
day notice is sent. After the five day penod, access lo thf• toll 
network i s automatically blocked unleos the customer payo the 
amount over the t oll limit plus 80\ of the account credit l1m1t. 
If the block 1s imposed, customers will retain d1al tone for local 
calling, extended area service (EAS), c..xtended calllng oetvice 
(ECS) , and access to emergency services. Customers also retain 
access to 1+411 , 1+800 and 1+888 numbers and the relay serv1ce. 

Staf f recommends the Commieaion deny the tariff. Secuon 
364 . J2!1 (1). Florida Statut:es, requires local Pxchang<' companles 
CLECs) to provide baeic local t elecommunicatl no 11erv ic.: Scctlt~n 

364 .02(2) , Florida Statutes, requires GTEFL to prov1de acces& t.o 
all locally available interexchange compan1es as part of baste 
local telecommunications service. Pursuant to these ot<~t u<~tory 

provisions , GTEFL, a price regulated LEC, must provide acce••o to 
all locally available interexchange companies. 1111 I xes c,1n be 
accessed by a lOXXX code. Many, but not all, IXCa can be acccoeed 
by o t her dial!ng patterns, such as an 800 number. 
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The ACM program, as proposed, allows GTEFL to block access t o 

any o t he r l o ng distance provider simply because the customer has 
exceeded h i s or her ass i gned credit limit. Under ACM. a customer 
whose account with GTEFL is in good standing, sull has lru:.al 
service. but may be denied the one piece " f Ius or her bast e 
service that requires access to all locally ava1lable tnterexchange 
carriers . 

The Commissi"n does have the authority to requ1re or approve 
programs that limit or deny service if sufficient cause warrants 
it. Staff believes sufficient cause is deli nquentl y paying phon~ 
bills, not delinquency atl reported by a third party for Hems 
unrelated to utility services. In staff's opi n ion, blocktng lO XXX 

access code calls, as p1·oposed by GTEFL. would bloc k access to some 
IXCe without ouf f i c ient cauae. S1nce LECA muAt provide access LO 
all locally a va ilable I XCs, GTEFL' s proposal viol a::es Sccoonn 
364.025(1) and 364 .02(2), Florida Statutes. 

Staff would note that some customers affected by thto t ariff 
may not have missed paying theu monthly telephone bi 11 . The 
problem for these customers is that during a opecific mo11Lh they 
have exceeded an arbitr ary toll limit established by GTI!: r'L . Sta!f 
reali zes that some of these custoners may have had probl~ms 1n the 
past; however, the LECs can collect deposits from these customers 
to protect against the possibility of nonpayment Staff does not 
believe GTEFL ehould be allowed to block these cuetomern• M"ceso to 
all locally available IXCs when they have not mioot!d I"'Y'"'l tlw .. 

monthly bill . 

Staff believes that the o:!ccis1on to rrov1de or deny toll 
access to any customer should rest w1th the I>:~. not wtlh ;TEFL 
Under thlS proposal, GTEFL would be able tL mc1ke the determ1nac1vn 
of a customer• s credit wort hi ness that wlll af feel all long 
distance companies. Since GTEFL has entered the l ong distance 
market , staff doce not bel ieve it is appropriate for GTEFL Lo also 
be the •gatekeeper• fo r all competlto~s 1n the market If an !XC 

or GTEFL has questions about a customer, Lh•!Y may get credtl bu•·cau 
r epor ts and make a j udgement whether a dPpostl ia warranted. JUSl 

like any other business . This io an 1nd1vidual relationship 
be t ween the customer and the provider. l~e do not believe GTEF'L 
should act as the clearinghouse 1n the way proposed. 

l':>r the reasons stated above. staff does not believe thlo 
proposal is appropriate . Protecting consumers to the beot of our 
abtlity in an environment o f relaxed regulatton of LE~ operations 
is now a primary objective/ we do not believe this propooal will 
prov1de any more protection for consumers. In (net, ut.a f f bcllev••s 
this proposal o ffers less protection to consumers. brc,IUoe ,, 
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customer in good stand1ng could be den1ed o ne p l.<•ce o ( h1s o r het 

basic service for exceeding an arb itrary tol l l1mit s et by GTEFL. 

Further, GTEFL's proposed tariff is only slight ly modified ! rom the 

tariff proposal denied by Order ~o. PSC-96-0 530 FOF -TL, 1n fJoc kel 

No . 960038-TL, issued April 15, 1~96. The Commiss1on·s reauons f or 

den1al of the previous teriff filing stlll hol d t..ruc 1n every 

respec t for the currently proposed tar i ff filing . 

Staff believes that GTEPL ' s tariff proposal rlirect ly vt ola l <'!l 

Se.::tions 364.025(1) and 364 . 02(2), Florida Stalut..cs. Accordingly, 

st. a ff recommends the tariff be denied. 

ISSQE 2: Should the Commiss1on grant GTE F lor1da lnco rpot at cd'o 

petition for exemption and/or var1a . .::e from Commtsuton Rules 2~· 

~.110(3) and 25- 4 .113, Flori da 1\dmin lstrat ive Code? 

RBCOMM&NDATIQN: No, if Issue 1 is approved, Lhe Commiooion should 

not grl\nt GTE Florida Incorporated's pet it ion f •:n- e xempt I on and/o• 

variance from Commissior Rules 25- 4 . 110 (31 and 25 1 Ill. Flond,, 

Admini strat i ve Code. (Muoselwhitl"l 

STAPF ANALYSIS: In order for GTEFL t o impleme nt Lilt! Advanced 

Cr'-!di t Management Program, the Commission would have t..o qrant t h€' 

Company an exemption and/or variance from Commisa1on Rules :.'' 

4 .110(3) and 25 - 4 .113, Florida Adm1n1ot..rat1ve Code. Rule 2'> 

4.110 (3i permits GTEFL to demand 1mmediate payment. oC .111 cra rgl"G 

under s pecified circumstanc es. Under GTEFL ' s 1\CM plan, when a 

c ustomer exceeds his or her arbitrary toll limit, GTEFL wi ll demand 

payment of the amount i n e xcess of t he toll ll'lll t pluo <It least. 

SOt o f the remaining t oll char ges w1th1 n ftve (5) wotking days, 

even though the specific parametero o f thls rule are not met. 

Likewise, Rule 25 - 4.113 prohibits disconnect lon of servic~ e xcept 

under specified circumstances. Under CTEFL's pl:"oposed 1\CM ptan tho 

Company, for medium and high risk c ust :>enere, wo uld block toll ua<HJ•· 

afte"" the arbitrary toll limit set by GTEfL 10 , · .. ached .~nd ,, t 1v•· 

(5) working daya written notlce 10 senl t.o the customers. Tht· 

nct1ce is separate from the regular b1ll, .1nd w!l l tf'!lcct tnt· 

current balance , account credit limlt, tmounl o v e r tlw rt ,•dl t 

llmlt, and the minimum payment wh Lch must b-· paid 111 o tdcJ to avo1J 

blockage of the customer's long dlolancc ucccso . If the cus tomer 

doeo not make the minimum payment, t..hc t..ol l wil l be b l ocked even 

though the reglllar mont hly bill may not. yet be due . Once d 

cust omer's account has been blocked f or toll usage , the <.:uotO,.,C'IIl 

wi 11 r eceive a message ditect ing them to dial an 800 numl•<'r f 01 

~nstructions b y which the customer can Jmmedlll t..P!y I NJUIII toll 

usage through payment or the a mou n t i n exceuo oC the t..oll 1 im1 t 

plua a t least 80\ of the rema i n ing amount due The local scrvt cc 
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of the customer remains ava1lable during th•• ent tre p;•r 1od t:tat 

toll is blocked. 

A~ stated in lasue l, utaff believ,..o thal GTI-:FL'u propun<>l 

directly violates Sections 3G4 .025(1) and 1~4 . 02!21. Flo1 1da 

Statutes. Therefore, if losue 1 1 o approvf'd. GTEFL' s request r o 1 

an ~xemption and/or vanance from Lhe Commls!llon·a rules would no 

longer be applicable. Baaed on the reasons stated above, and 
approval of Issue l, staff believes GTEFL' s p etlllon for exempt ion 

and/or variance from Colllmission Rules 25-4. 110 (l l and 25 4 . ll). 

Florida Adminiotrative Code, should be denied. 

ISSQE 3: Should these dockets be closed? 

BBCOMHKNPATION: Yes. If Issues 1 and 2 are approved, and d no 

person, whose substantial interests are affected. fllCJ a protest 
within 21 days of the 1ssuance of the Order, thcue dockPttl should 

be closed . (Pellegrlni ) 

STAfF AHALYS I S: Yes. If Issues l and 2 orr• <Jpp•ovNJ, <IIIU ll nu 

person, whose substantia< interest o ar·e a!!ec;Lec:i, flleu a protest 
within 21 days of the issuance of the Order, these dockcto should 

be closed. 
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