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Before EMLIO M GARZA, PARKER and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Inearly April 1993, Bell South Mobility retained the lawfirm
of Richard S. Derbes, A Professional Law Corporation, to collect
del i nquent tel ephone bills fromcertain custoners. Over the next
nine nonths, Richard S. Derbes, on behalf of the law firm nailed
approxi mately 639 demand letters to individual custoners of Bell
Sout h. Daniel Garrett received one of these demand letters and
then filed an action against Derbes and his law firm (jointly,
"Derbes") alleging several violations of the Fair Debt Collection
Practices Act, 15 U. S.C. § 1692 et seq.

The Fair Debt Collection Practices Act prohibits a "debt
collector” frommaking fal se or m sl eadi ng representati ons and from
engaging in various abusive and unfair practices. Heintz .
Jenkins, 514 U.S. 291, ----, 115 S. Ct. 1489, 1490, 131 L.Ed.2d 395
(1995). The act defines a "debt collector” as "any person who uses

any instrunentality of interstate commerce or the mails in any



busi ness the principal purpose of which is the collection of any
debts, or who regularly collects or attenpts to collect, directly
or indirectly, debts owed or due or asserted to be owed or due
another.” 15 U.S.C. § 1692a(6).

The district court first determned that the "principa
pur pose" of Derbes' |aw practice was not the collection of debts.
It then determned that Derbes did not "regularly" attenpt to
col |l ect debts owed anot her because (1) Derbes' work for Bell South
constituted | ess than 0.5 percent of his entire practice during the
nine-nonth period his law firmrepresented Bell South, (2) there
was no ongoi ng rel ati onshi p between Derbes and Bell South, and (3)
Der bes had not represented Bell South in other matters. On this
ground, the district court granted Derbes summary judgnent and
dismssed Garrett's conplaint with prejudice. Qur review of a
grant of summary judgnent is de novo. Fairley v. Turan-Fol ey
| nports, Inc., 65 F.3d 475, 479 (5th Cr.1995). Moreover, when the
relevant facts are undisputed, as here, the applicability of a
statute's terns is a question of law for the court to decide
Cof fman v. Trickey, 884 F.2d 1057, 1061 (8th Cir.1989), cert.
denied, 494 U S. 1056, 110 S.Ct. 1523, 108 L. Ed.2d 763 (1990).

Cl early, Congress nust have i ntended the "principal purpose”
prong of 8§ 1692a(6) to differ from the "regularly" prong. See
Jarecki v. Searle & Co., 367 U S. 303, 307-08, 81 S.Ct. 1579, 1582,
6 L. Ed.2d 859 (1961) (noting that we nmay not adopt a forced reading
of a statute that renders one part a nere redundancy). Thus, a

person may regul arly render debt coll ection services, evenif these



services are not a principal purpose of his business. Indeed, if
the vol une of a person's debt collection services is great enough,
it is irrelevant that these services only anbunt to a snal
fraction of his total business activity; the person still renders
them"regularly." Stojanovski v. Strobl and Manoogi an, P.C., 783
F. Supp. 319, 322 (E.D.M ch. 1992).

Therefore, we hold that a person who, during a single
ni ne-nonth period, attenpts to collect debts owed another by 639
different individuals "regularly" attenpts to collect debts owed
anot her, and thus is a "debt collector" under § 1692a(6).

REVERSED AND REMANDED for proceedings consistent with this

opi ni on.



