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On Hay 27 , 1997, GTE florida Incorporated IGTEFL) filed a 
tarirt to introduce Advanced Credit Honoqemant (A04 ) , a pToqTam 
designed to iJDprove billing and c-ollection perfo rmance . At the 
same time, GTEFL tiled a Petition t or Exemption and/or Variance 
from Rule 25-4 .110(3), Florida Administrati ve Code, Custo~e r 

Billing tor Loca l Exchange Teleco.mmun1cat1on Companies, ond Rule 
25-4 . 113, Florida Administrative Code, Refusal or Discontinuance of 

Se r vice by Company. The company requested an exempti on and/or 
variance in order to implement ita ACM program. 

Under the proqr&JD, the company would eatablioh t oll credit 
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limits for new and existinq residential and business subscribers. 
The company would block all l+ (except t or 1+411, 1+800, and 
1+888), all 0+ and 00, and all 10XXX+ and 101XXXX+ calls when ti1e 
subscriber exceeds an aaaiqned toll usaqe c red it limit. All 
inbound collect, callinq card and third ni.UIIber calls a caller 
attempts to bill to the blocked number would also be blocked . The 

subscriber would retain access to the local callinq area, includ ing 
extended area service (£AS) and extended call1nq service !ECS J . 
GTEFL would not block 0- and 911 calla. If a block is initiated, 

the subscriber would reach a recordinq explaininq that the call 
cannot be completed . 

The proposed ACH tariff would have three credit levels: low 
risk with unlimited toll credit tor both resident ial and bus1ness 
s ubscribers; medium risk with $300 residential and $800 business 
toll credit limits; and hiqh risk with $200 residential and $500 
business toll credit limits. The limits for new subscribers would 
be set baaed on credit reports issued by a commercial c redit 
reportinq service such as TranaUnion, EquifaY., or TRW. The limits 

for existinq subscribets would be set based on their past payment 
history with GTEFL. Accordinq to GTEFL in a letter dated June ll, 
1997, 88% of ita subscribers are low risk, 8% are medium risk, and 
4% are hiqh risk. GTEFL stated, however, that these percentaqes 
change on a daily basis as subscribers are continually connected to 
and disconnected from the exchange network. 

These dockets were deterred from the July 15, 1997, agenda 
conference, at the request ot GTEFL. On July 22, 1997, an informal 
meeting was held with staff, Office ot Public Counsel and a number 
of GTEFL representatives to discuss the concerns sur r ounding the 
proposed tariff. Staff suqqested several iaeas, one of which was 
to make the ACH program an optional service offerinq. Several 

subsequent discussions ensued; however, staff and GTEFL were unable 
to resolve their differences. 

Pursuant to Section 120.542 (6), florida Statutes, notice of 
GTEFL's petition for exemption and/or variance was suhD1tted to the 
Secretary of State on May 30, 1997, tor publication !n the Florida 
Administrative Weekly on June 13, 1997. No comments were submitted 
during the comment period, which ended on June 27, 1997. By letter 
dated Au quat 4, 1997, GTEFL waived the provision in Section 
120 . 542!7), Florida Statutes, that requires the Commlssion to grant 
or deny petitions for waiver or variance within 90 days of receipt, 
to allow discussions concerninq the tariff filing to continue . 
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IBSJI 1 : Should the Commission grant GTEFL' a petition for exempt ion 

and/or variance from Rules 25-4.110(3) and 25-4 . 113, Florida 

Administrative Code, in order t o permit the company to implement 

i ts Advanced Credit Management tariff? 

BICCS=vntT:I<Jf: GTEFL' '.1 petition tor exemption and/or va rian ... ~ 

from Rule 25-4 . 110(3), Florida Administrative Code, is unnecessary 

and should be denied ~cause the underlying statutes applicable to 

GTEFL are i rrelevant to ita present purpose. GTEFL'a petition for 

exemption and/or variance !rorn Rule 25-4.113, Florida 

Administrative Code, however, fails to meet the requi rements of 

Section 120.542, Florida Sta~utes, and should be denied . Since 

wa i ver o! the latter rule would be necessary in order !or the 

Commission to approve GTEFL'a Advanced Credlt Management tariff. 

the Commuaion should deny the taritt. (Pellegrin i, Musselwhit e ) 

STAfF ftHUXSII: In Order No . PSC-95-0588-FOF-TL, issued Hay 11, 

1995, amended by Order No. PSC-95-0SBBA- FOF- TL, issued August 6, 
1995, the Commission grant ed GTEFL an exemption from Rule 25-4.113, 

Florida AdmJnistrative Code, in order to implement the initial ACM 
tariff on an experimental basis trom Hay 1, 1995 , to Apt il 30, 

1996. The tariff established limits on reaidentlal and business 

subscribers ' toll use and allowed GTEFL to block all 1+ (except 

1+411, 1+800, and 1+866), and all 0+ anu JO calls when the 

subsc riber exceeded an assigned credit limit. On November 16, 

1995, GTEFL filed a proposed tariff to add 1+900/976/700, 

Subscriber Abbreviated Dialing (INXXJ, ODD 1+, 1+555-1212, 
l+NPA+555-1212, 1000+01+, 1000+011, 10XXX+1+, 10XXA+011+, and 

101XXXX+Oll+ calls to the types of calls to be blocked. The 

Commission denied the tariff in Order No. PSC-96-0 530- FOF-TL, 

1ssued April 15, 1996. 

GTEFL tiled the present proposed ACH tariff on May 27, 1997. 

This wa s docketed in Docket No. 970713-TL. At the oame time, the 
company f iled a Petition for Exemption and/or Vari ance from Rules 

25-4.1 10(3) and 25-4.113, Florida Administrative Code, in o r der to 
implement the tariff. This was docketed in Docket No. 970631-TL. 

The Proaent Tariff Filing 

GTEFL stated in its petition that it has been expetiencinq an 
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adverse trend in its uncollectible accounts. ;he ACM tariff that 
GTEFL presently proposes for the purpose of reversinq that trend is 
very similar to the Novelllber 16, 1995, tariff !ilinq. The only 
difference is that a blocked subscriber wantinq to reqain toll 

service would be required to pay the amount in excess ot the toll 

limit plus at least 80' of the r~ining amount due, iPstead of the 
amount in excess of the toll limit plus at least 50% of the 
remaining amount due . The proposed ACM tarit' f would establish 
limits on resident ial and business subscribers' toll use. An 

evaluation of a 11ullscriber' s credit status would be used t o 
determine a subscriber • s deposit requirement and set the toll 

credit limit. 

Under the ACM tariff, GTEFL would use a commercial credit 

reportinq service to obtain credit ratinqs and estaulish credit 
limJ.ts for persons applyinq for new servic e. GTEFL calls this 
element of the tariff Mcredit scorinq . N Subscribers who have 
already e11tablished service with GTEFL would be scored on a 
behavioral basis . GTEFL calls this element of Lhe tariff 
Mbehavioral scorinq.N There is a third element to the tarirt, 
Mcredit limit toll bloclcinq.N The ACM tariff would be applicable 
to all residential and small business ~ccounts. 

Ctedi t scoring 

Credit scorinq would be establ ished for each new subscriber's 

account for combined local service and toll usaqe. GTEFL's to ll 
credit limit would be baaed initially on a credit score assiqned by 
a credit reportinq service. GTEFL would rely on information 
obtained from TransUnion, Equifax, and TRW. Persons establis~inq 
new ser~ice would be informed of their toll crAdit limit durinq the 
initial application process. 

There would be three credit levels: low, medium, and hlqh. 
The proposed criteria for the three credit levels and the credit 
limits established as a result of the scorinq process are: 

Low Risk - Unlimited toll credit 
No collection judqements 
No collection accounts 
No charge ott accounts 
No delinquency history over 30 days past <:hJe 

Hedium Risk - Residence - $300 Credit Limit; Business - $800 
Credit Lillli t 
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No col lection judqements 
Collection accounts have been paid 
No o r minimal charqe off accounts 

• 

Various deqrees of delinquency hiseory from 30-180 days, 
but paid off or current at time of scoring 

Hiqh Risk - Residence - $200 Credit Limit; Business - $500 
Credit Limit 

Collection judqements 
Charqe off ac~ounts 
Outstandinq collection accounts 
Various deqrees of delinquency history from 30-1 80 
days, with accounts del inquent at time of scoring 
Subscriber provides positive identification to GTE 
followinq a ~No match/No recordH on a credit 1nquiry 

New subscribers who do not have a credit history would be ass~~ned 
to the ~iqh risk category. 

Bebovioral 3coring: 

Behavioral scoring would be used for existing subscribers. 
Existing subscribers would be scored based on their past payment 

history with GTEFL. Notices would be mailed to subscribers 

explaining the ACH tariff, how credit limits wi l l be assigned, and 
how toll blocking w!.ll be implemented. Subscribers would be 

notified ot their initial credit limit amount and subsequent credit 
limit changes through credit limit notice~ mailed to the billing 
address. The behavioral score would be updated monthly, bas~d on 

billing and payment behavior during the preceding six to 12 months. 

New subscribers would begin behavioral scoring after six months, 
and established subscrLbers would have 12 rolling months ot histo ry 

evaluated each month. An automated behavioral scoring model would 

be utilized to assign values for returned checks, payments and 

adjustments, new charges, dates of first and last payments, date 

billed, due date of bill and balance forwarded, when calculating a 
revised behavior score. The subscriber's behavioral score would be 
u3ed as the basis for adjusting toll blocking credit limits. 

Agai n, there would be three credit levels: low, medium, and 

high. The proposed criteria for the three credit levels and the 
credit limits established as a result ot the scoring process are: 

Low Risk - Unlimlted Credit 
All billa during past 12 months paid in full and on time 
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No dishonored checks during past 1~ months 
No service denials due to non-payment during preceding 
12 months 
No m.ore than two re111inder notices on account during 
preced i ng 12 months 

Medium Risk - Residence - $300 Credit Limit; Business - S800 
Credit Limit 
Telephone bills not paid on time and in !ull five or more 
times during the preceding 12 months 
No more than two dishonored checks for telephone b1ll 
payments during the pr eceding 12 months 
No more than one aervice denial due tc non-payment during 
preceding 12 months 
No more than !ive reminder notices on account during 
preceding 12 months 

High Risk - Residence - $200 Credit Limit; Business - SSOO 
Credit Limit 
Six or more telephone bills not paid on time or in full 
durinq precedinq 12 months 
Three or more dishonored checks for telephone b1ll 
payments during the preceding 12 months 
Two or more service denials due to non-payment during 
precedinq 12 months 
Six or mere reminder not1ces on account dur1ng 
preceding 12 months 

Credit limit toll b l ocking 

The types of calls to be blocked in this tariff would ue ell 

1+, 0+, 00, lOXXX+, and lOlXXXX• calls. Subscribers would retain 

access to 1+411, 1 +800 and l+ 888 numbers end the relay service . 

Subscribers would also retain dial tone for local calling, extended 

area service (EAS), extended calling service (ECS), and access to 

emergency services. 

When a subscriber exceeds the assigned toll credit limit, o 

rive-working days notice would be sent. The notice would be 
separate and apart from the regular monthly bill. It would ref•ect 

the current balance, account credit limit, amount over the credit 
limit and the minimum payment. After the five day per iod, access 

to the toll network would be automatically blocked unless the 
subscriber paid the amount over the credit limit plus 80% of the 
credit limit. Service could be otherwise restored at the 
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discretion ot the company in special circumstances. 

Rule !foiyus 

With the amendments made to the Administrative Procedures Act 
by the 1996 Leqislature, aoencies are required to consider requests 

tor variances or waivers !rom their rules according to the 

requirements set forth in Section 120.542, Florida Statutes. GTEFL 

seeks to avoid the application of Rules 25-4 . 110(31 and 25-

4.113(1) C!). It asks the Commission instead to recoonize its A01 

tariff as explication ot its responsibilities as set forth in 

Section 364. 03, Florida Statutes. 

Section 120 . 542, Florida Stetutes, provides that: 

(1) Strict application ot uni!ornly 
applic able rule requirements ran lead to 
unreasonable, unt'air, and unintended results 
in particular instances. The leqislature 
t'inds that it is appropriate in such cases to 
adopt a procedure tor aoenciea to p r ovide 
relief to persons subject to requlation .... 

(2) Variances and weivers shall be qranted 
when the person subject to the rule 
demonstrates that the purpose c~ the 
underlyinq statute will be or has been 
achieved by other means by the person and when 
application ot' the rule would create a 
substantial hardship or would violate 
principles ot' fairness. For purposes o! this 
section, .. substantial hardship" mear.s a 
demonstrated economic, technoloqical, leqal, 
or other type o! hardship to the person 
requestinq the variance or waiver. For 
purposes ot' this section, •principles of 
fairness" are violated when the literal 
application ot' a rule a!t'ects a particular 
person in a manner siqniticantly different 
!rom the way i t a!!ects other similarly 
situated persona who are eubjoct to the rule 

Rule 2~-4.110(3) (a), Florida Administrative Code, provides 

that: 
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Bills sh&ll not be considered delinquent prior 
to the expiration or 15 days trom the date of 
mailinq or delivery by the utility. However, 
the company may de31And immediate payment under 
the following circumstances: 

• • • 

2. Where toll service is two times 
qreater than the subscriber's averaqe 
usaqe as reflected on the monthly 
bills tor the three months priot· to 
the current bill, or, in the case or a 
new subscriber who has been receivinq 
service tor less than tour months, 
where the toll service is twice the 
estimated monthly toll service; or 

3. Where the company has reason to 
believe that a business subscriber is 
about to qo out of business or that 
bankruptcy is imminent tor that 
subscriber. 

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

As applicable, the company may refuse or 
discontinue telephone servic& under tho 
tollowinq conditions provided that, unless 
otherwise stated, the subscriber shall be 
qiven notice and allowed a reasonable time to 
comply with any rule or remedy any deficiency: 

• • • 

(t) For nonpayment o! bills for tel~phone 
service, includinq the 
telecommunications access system 
surcharge referred to in Rule 25-
4.160(3), provided that suspension or 
termination ot service shall not be 
made without 5 workinq days' written 
notice to the subsc riber, except in 
extreme cases. The written notice 
shall be separate and apart trom the 
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reqular monthly bill tor service. A 
company shall not, however, refuse or 
discontinue service for nonpayment of 
a dishonored check service charqe 
imposed by the company. No company 
shall discontinue service to any 
subscriber for the initial nonpayment 
of the current bill on a day the 
company's business office is closed or 
on a day precedino a day the business 
office is closed . 

The applicable underlyino statute in this case is Sectlon 
364.19, Florida Statutes , which provides that: 

This Commission may requlate by reasonable 
rules, the terms of telecommunications service 
contracts botween telecommunications companies 
and their patrons. 

GTEFL arques that, to implement the ACM tariff, it is 
necessary to obtain ~exemptions and variances H from the technical 
requirements of Rules 25-4.110(3)(&) and 25-4.113, florida 
Administrative Code. Rule 25-4.110(3) (a), Florida Administrative 
Code, permits GTEFL to demand immediate payment ot ell charqes 
under specified conditions, includinq where toll service is two 
times greater ~han the subscriber averaqe usaqe as re:!ected on the 
monthly billa for the three months prior to the current bill . 

Under its ACH tariff, when a subscriber exceeds an aasiqned credit 
limit, GTEFL would demand 80' payment of toll charges incurre~ plus 
the amount in excess of the credit limlt . 

Rule 25-4.113, Florida Administrative Code, ptohibi ts 
diaconnection of aervice except under specified circ~-'.ltancea. 

includinq a foilure to make payment on a bill. Under ita ACM 
tari ff, GTEFL would auspend toll usaqe when a subscriber o! medium 

or high risk reaches an assiqned credit limit and fails to make 
payment after a five-workinq days notice period. GTEFL asserts 
that its ACH tariff ~approaches" matters addressed i n Rule 25-
4.113, Florida Administrative Code, in a aanner d1ffer~nt only with 
respect to the eGtabliahment of limits on toll use. 

GTEFL a1aerts that variances from theae rule a benet it its 
subscribers as well aa the company. It points out that by takinq 
early action under the ACH tariff, ultimate disconnection ot local 

9 



• 
DOCKETS NOS. 970713-TL' 970631-TL 
OCTOBER 23, 1997 

• 
service may be averted. The company states tha t the AOI tariff 
would be an alternative t o local service disconnection. It states 
further that the tar i ff allevi ates the need for deposits, ~as was 
intended by the Commission.• 

GTEFL states that variances from these rules will se r ve the 
purposes ot the underlyinq statutes. The company notes that the 
rules implement Section 364.03, Florida Statutes, requ iring local 
exchange companies to charge reasonable rates. lt contends that 
the variances it seeks will not affect the reasonableness of its 
rates or its provision of services. It contends furthe r that the 
same is true of the other statutes implemented Jnder these rules, 
Sections 364.04, 364.05, 364.17, and 364.19, Florida Statutes . ln 
addi t:_.ion, the company contends that strict applic a tion of t he 
Commissi on rules would c reate a substantial hardship and violate 
priuciples of fa i rness because it would be lus able to cont r ol its 
uncollectible expense. 

Rule 25-4.110, Florida Administrati ve Code, implements 
Sections 364.03, 364.04, 364 . 05, 364.17 and 350.113, Florida 
Statutes . Ot these, only Sections 364.04 and 350 . 113, Florida 
Statutes, are applicable to price regulated local e xchange 
compani es p ursuant to Section 364.051 ( 1 ) (c), Florida Sta t ut es. 
Section 364. 04, Florida Statutes , concerns schedule:s of ra t es, 
tolls, rentals, contracts, ond charges . Section 350 .113, Florida 
Statutes, concerns the Public Service Pegulatory Trust Fund . 
Neither is relevant t o GTEFL's r equest !or waiver in th1s instance. 
Hence, i t would not be necessary for the Commission to grant GTE FL 
a waiver of Rule 25-4.11 0, Florida Administrative COde. Therefore, 
stat! recommends that the company's petition to this extent should 
be denied. 

Rule 25-4.113, Florida Administretive Code, implements 
Sections 364.03, 364 .19, end 427.704, Florida Statutes. Sect ion 
427. 704, Florida Statutes, concerns the telecommunications relay 
services, access to which GTEFL asserts would not be blocked under 
the proposed teriff. Section 364 .03, Florida Statutes, as noted, 
is not appl icable here. Thus, staff concludes that the test that 
GTEFL must meet is to demonstrate that the purpose of the 
underlying statute, Section 36 4. 19, Florida Statutes, will be 
achieved loy means other than by Rule 2!>-4 .113, Flor ido 

AdminJ strat i v~ Code. 

Section 364.19, Florida Statutes, authorizes the Commission to 
regulate the service relationship between telecommunications 
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companies and their patrons by ~reasonable rules . " Rule 25-4 . 113, 
Florida Administrative Code, sets out rules that this Commission 
has determined reasonably qovern the discontinuance ot service to 
customers by local exchanqe companies . 

Stat! does not believe that GTEFL has demonst r ated that the 

purpose ot the underlyinq statute, Section 364.19, Florida 
Statutes, would be satisfied it the Commission were to qrant GTEFL 
t he waiver i t s seeks to Rule 25-4.113 , Florida AdmJnistrative Code. 
In s ta t!'s v iew, t o suspend a subscribe r 's access to locally 
available interexchan9e companies upon r eaching arbitrary credit 
limits is not consistent with the provision o! telecommunicatl ons 
services under r easonable rules . Rather, staft believes that the 
provision in Rule 25-4 . 113, Florida Administrative Code , permitting 
discontinuance o! service where accounts !all delinquent ~dequately 
protects the interests ot both the co.mpany and 1 ts subscribers. 
The rule recognizes the common and r udimentar y notion that one who 
contrllcts !or services is entitled to receive them only with 
paymont accor dinq to terms. The rule spec! ties the remedies 
available to the company in the event ot a subscriber's breach. As 

noted Above, in Order No. PSC- 96-0530-FOF- TL, the Commission denied 
GTEFL' s November 16, 1995, proposed AOf tar it! that was not 
suostantively ditterent !rom the present proposal . 

Unde~ its authority pursuant to section 364.19, Florida 
Statutes, the Commission may requlate service contracts between 
telecommuni~ations companies and their customers . Such contracts 
are not limited to Contract Service Arrangements, but include all 
arrangements statinq terms and conditions tor telecommunicaticns 
service. Accordinqly, Section 364 . 025(1), Florida Statutes, 
~equires GTEFL, as a local exchanqe company, to furnish basic local 
exchange teleco~ications service within a reasonable time t o any 

person requestinq such service within ~he company's service 
territory. Section 364.02 (2), Florida Statutes, defines basic 
local telecommunications service to include access to all l ocally 
available interexchanqe companiee. Stat! believes that Rule 25-
4.113, Florida Administrative Code, reasonably and sufficiently 
ci rcumscribes the r esponsibility of local exchange compa.nies to 
provide basic local telecommunications service pursuant to the 
applicable statutea. Rule 25-4 . 113, Florida Administ~ative r.ode, 
authorizes the companies to discontinue telephone service in ni ne 
specific ci rcumstances. It also disallows discontinuance o! 
service in s~ven other specific circumstances. The rule is 
enunciated in painstaking detail and it neither addresses nor 
al 1 udes to a subscriber's creditworthiness a a a determinant ot 
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ser vice eligibility . Staff does not believe that it is appropriate 
to further limit the local exchange companies' responsibility to 
provide basic local telecommunications service by exposin9 
subscribers to toll blockinQ when they exceed arbitrary credit 
limite. 

Furthermore, staff does not a9ree that the r equested waiver is 
necessary to avoid substantial hardship or a violation of 

principles ot tai r neaa, as GTElL alleges. 5ome subscriber s who 
would be affected by the ACK taritt may not have become delinquent. 
They would have sir..ply exceeded an arbitrary toll credit limit 
establiahed by GTEFL in a particular month . Moreover, in the case 
of new subscribers, t he c redit limi t would o f co•Jr se reflect the 
subscriber's payment performance with creditors o~her than GTEFL. 
While some of these subscribers may have demonstrated credit 
dif t icul ties in the past, local exchange companiea can collect 
depoaita from these subscribers to protect against the possibility 
of nonpayment, pursuant to Rule 25-4. 109, Florida Adminiatrative 
Code. Stott does not believe GTEFL ahould be allowed to block 
subscriber s' access to all locally available i nte rexchanqe 
companies when they have not missed payinq their monthly bill. 

Staff believes that the decision to provide or deny toll 
access to any person should rest with the interexchanqe company, 
not with GTEFL. Under the ACH tariff, GTEFL would be able to make 
a determination of a subscriber's creditworthiness that would 
affect all interexchange companies. Slnce GTEFL has entered the 
long distance market, staff does not believe it is appropriate for 
GTEFL to set itself up as a ~gatekeeperw for its competitors. I! 

an interexchange company or GTEFL doubts a person's credit, it may 
routinely get credit bureau reports and make a judqement whether a 
deposit is warranted or not, just as any other business woul rl. 
Staff does not believe GTEFL should be permitted to act. as an 
intermediary in the relationship between a subscriber and the 
provider of the subscriber's toll service, as it would under its 
AOI tari!f. 

Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission d~ny GT£FL's 
petition for exemption and/or variance from Rule 25-4.113, Florida 
Administrative COde, because GTEFL has not met the requiremente set 
forth in Section 120 . 542, Florida Statutes. GTErL has not 
demonstrated that what it seeks will permit the company to satisfy 
the underlying purposes ot Section 364.19 and, by implication, 
364.025, Florida Statutes, to require local exchange companies t o 
provide basic local telecommunicat ions services under reasonable 
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rules. This is not to suqqest that staff recommends rejectinq any 
local exchanqe company proposal to control bad debt and collectioo 
expenses throuqh credit manaqement tariffs. FUrthermore, GTEFL may 
avoid substantial hardship by requirinq deposita of subscribers 
whooe credit is suspect. Finally, GTEFL cannot sustain an arqument 
that principles of fairness will be violated it the Commission 
denies its petition because denial does not amount to 
discriminatory treatment. 

While staff believes that the Commission should not qrant 
GTEFL a waiver of Rule 2~-4.110(3), Florida Administrative Code, 
because the rule is inapplicable in this instance, that by itself 
is insufficient to support GTEFL's proposed tariff. W~iver o f Rule 
25- 4.11 3, Florida Administrative Code, is a necessary condition 
enablinq implementation of GTEFL' s proposed AOi tan tf. Since 
staff is unable to recommend that the Commission grant GTEFL a 
waiver of Rule 25-4.113, Florida Administrative Code, staff, 
furthermoce, recommends that th,e Commission disapprove GTEFL' s 
proposed ACM tariff. 

nmm 2: Should these dockets be closed? 

Ricn:tepm.\TI<Ii: Yes. If Issue 1 is approved, and 1! no person, 
whose substantial interests are affected, files a protest wi thin 21 
days of the issuance ot the Order, these dockets ~hould be c l osed. 
(Pelleqrini) 

STAFfNIAIJIII: Yes. If Issue 1 is approved, and 1! no person, 
whose substantial interests are affected, tiles a pro test wi thin 21 
days o t the issuance of the Order, these dockets should be clo,ed . 
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