' - ' 'Mdiréa;"' S
o6 f \NTAR\ .1 bO- ae.o
ALJ/RAB/jac AATAN ﬁﬂé 19%

Decision 96-02-062 February 23, 1996
il Jotrl ol T1ella bovioaoned pineuiyedg nodoya et Jasbroloh rebat

BEFORE '[l:f‘l‘gf U?LE[S} {11’3‘1}3%190}1}1138101\? JQF ( THB ﬁ’l‘ATg OFf(x‘ALIFORNIA

Rg_be_rta iRe Phi)pY, iasninlgeons 3&) t naxtacoasat dnpehy mL}’l

ST it ro 0 ) i friss a1
it {eef =12 ‘&&pléihaht' 4 I{ @nﬂ
coehy ppecysg fenioeit o [Dia i \) aye ol Lateh

iﬁ:? {"'i " iYS:IIJ Jj .{,"[kl 1(“,! ?;3'.:(,“3) I ,“j(, ity ’L‘éu qg" {63{ ?" 1[!(1 'Xt"j ﬂfa
GTb CaligorniaJInCOrporated, ebaa) ~h i;(Fj_léd vJuly izl jdigggy ruo oed
! B Sigile) ;ffi ifes mi(fﬁ"qk froLd ﬁpfmi; aini

wowol o CBefenddht
coveery adnl adt boa viosid zaw Ynowyndg 903 asiaponat aach g fage

=

fiottus @t tnebaoled L IItd paiwollol i o boldibsto al ocpfein

< toii 1 1red s RobertacR. .Pnilpyyp fof ?erée%ff ‘codplainantjpve poaiflid
Hewmark or, TE Ca forn In rpora - s '
dipceidiw ‘{:% "def'rénﬁdaf'ltﬁ G % a CO po teq”—”q Ol 2HW

Y inneq

L, :iF whaivar fuo o if,!i,ljfuﬂo“‘fﬁfl"'l’ SF'N) aft 10 onusHoY ’
foevien v oroided cox) aistlon ow (pillbsso0id ArsknianoD bodibegadd
i éémpla nAnt’ éésert tharh}f”{“ﬁ‘é)ﬂg?vﬁéiép 6;&1“3%&“5%‘
the last ‘day it {‘ ‘éﬁe ‘on t.uﬂe (flfst bill bul chae” hé‘r‘ ‘next bi1l
' Becauée ‘she HEE“bgiéh
‘the f1f§t b1l fon' T {ne hdl th1%éﬁ éhows a'ﬁ?%dit.'jﬁ%wgé‘jﬁlﬁzr
third bill also shdws' /&' lafg’ﬁéyme”“:"" géji%‘fllat 33?%0 fer' Lot
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the second, bill, bub}éhows anothe% 1ate: paymenb‘chatge As
complainant testified, she can’t cope with this, éhe aiways pays on
-~ time, ;but. her: bill: nevers shows! her:»telephone char§es’ accarately’
She. wants: an;order requiring.deféndant I:o’plrbiii;f)l:ﬁl’y'?c“:ria’dril:-’)hé'i‘fil ZRE
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Defendant recognizes that complainant.pays{heribillodén’
the actual * \L %Q(éﬂ fﬁ which is 22 days after the billing
date. Becaud o 1a;néh ﬁays her bill on the last payment date,
defendant's bill;ng system often does not pick it Up “n time for
the currentibilliqg eycle;and defendanb:iSsunablel OIBUpbrééé aio
late charge from appearing on heé curren§3ggggewggt. ‘However, the
system does recognize the paymené_wasﬂtimelymand,the,late payment
charge is credited on the following bill. Defendant's current
billing system wasg installed-in May oﬁu1994. *Prior t6 that there
was no probiéw WItH Payméded Wdd& on 'the I%SE ‘dav. ﬁo Pay without
penalty.

Because of the cage. sppcifig,nature of our review in an
Expedited Complaint Proceeding; we refrain from making a general
pronounFement regarding defendant's billing system.., But we do
remind defendant oflT RN v.. Pacifi Bell (199:}) .D. 93 QE‘HOGZ, [ ady
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late payment date. Therefore, the tariff is anbiguous' in this
respect. We expect GTEC to take the necessary steps to ensure that
customers who pay their bill on time will not have late charges
appear on their bill. And more specifically in this case,
complainant’s bill must not show a late charge when she pays on

time. .

ORDER

IT IS ORDERBD that defendant GTE California, Incorporated

shall not impose a late charge on complainant Philpy‘’s telephone

bill unless complainant’s payment is late,.
This order is efféctive today.
Dated February 23, 1996, at San Francisco, California.

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER

. President

P. GREGORY CONLON

JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR.

HENRY M. DUQUE

JOSIAH L. NEEPER
Commissioners



