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CASE BACKGROUND

On December 7, 1999, EL Rinco Doradoby d/b/a Leonel Macedo
filed an application for a certificate to provide interexchange

telecommunications service in Florida. To date, the company has
not submitted the required filing fee, tariff, financial,
managerial, and technical information to have a complete

application on file with this Commission.
Therefore, staff is recommending that EL Rinco Doradoby d/b/a
Leonel Macedo’s application for a certificate to operate as an

interexchange telecommunications service provider in Florida be
denied.
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STAFF DISCUSSICN

ISSUE_1: Should a certificate be granted to EL RINCO DORADOBY
d/b/a LEONEL MACEDO to provide interexchange telecommunication
service within the State of Florida?

RECOMMENDATION: No. (Williams)

STAFF ANALYSIS: Pursuant to Rule 25-24.471, Application for
Certificate and 25-24.480, Tariffe, Florida Administrative Code, El
Rinco Doradoby d/b/a Lenocel Macedo’s application does not satisfy
our certification regquirements.

As explained in the Case Background of this recommendation, El
Rinco Doradoby d/b/a Leonel Macedo has failed to forward to this

Commission a completed application and tariff. Further, in a
letter dated January 4, 2000 (attached), staff requested this
information be provided by January 28, 2000. To date, the

information has not been received.

Therefore, staff is recommending that this application be
denied and that the docket be closed.

ISSUE 2: Should this docket be closed?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, this docket should be closed upon issuance of
a Consummating Order unless a person whose substantial interests
are affected by the Commission’s Proposed Agency Action files a
written protest within 21 days of the issuance date of the Proposed
Agency Action. {(Pena)

STAFF ANALYSIS: Whether staff’s recommendation on Issue 1 1is
approved or denied, the result will be a proposed agency action
order. If no timely protest to the proposed agency action is filed
within 21 days of the date of issuance of the Order, this docket
should be closed upon the issuance of the Consummating Order.






