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BEFORE THE fLOR I DA PUULIC SERVICE COMM CSSION 

In re: Review of GTE fLOR IDA, INC.'S 
a nd ST. JOSEPH TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH 
COMPANY'S comp lia nce wi t h SOUTHERN BELL 
TELEPHONE ANn TELEGRAPH COMPANY'S 
applicatio n o t t he L3t.: Paymcn t Chuagc:: 

DOCKET NO. 890298-TL 

ORDER NO. 

ISSUt::D: 

Thu l o llo'"IIHJ 'ol•un a :;:; a o n~'• :• 
disposition or t h is matter: 

MICHAEL McK . WILSON, Chairman 
THO~\AS M. BEARD 

l:l t::TTV I~ASI.F.V 

GERALD L. tiiJN'l'ER 
JOHN T . HERNDON 

BY THE COMMI SS I ON: 

21404 

6-19-89 

in t h o I 

By Orde r No. 17915 in Docket No. 87011 5 6-TL. wl' authorized 
Southe rn Bell Te l epho ne and Tc l og • aph Comp<HIY to impose a late 
paymen t charge (LPC) o n its customer ' s bills and e x tende d its 
availabi l ity to other l ocal e x c h a nge companies (LECs). Order 
No . 17915 establ ished five c riteria whi c h I.ECs must moot be fore 
utilizing tho LPC. Onc c a itorin roqulrod t ha t potilioni aHJ 
companies mu st • imp l ement t he LPC as does Southe rn Bell or 
adequatel y justify differing treatement.• T he two essential 
components of t he LPC are how the charge is applied and whe n 
the charge appears o n the customer ' s bi II. Under Southern I 
Dell ' s LPC. lhe c hat go was lmpo:>ud 0 11 lh' noxl month's bill 
following t he c ustomers late payment. 

On February 23, 1987, St . J oseph Te l ephone and Te l egraph 
Cumpouy ( 51.. J oo ) f i I t1 ,, l:u i rr pro pos.-. I t o impiC'III~'nl l.he I.PC 
In its te rritory. T he <.:onuui ss l o n app aovcd SL . J oc'tl tt11 ICC 
proposal in Order No. 18208. On January 6 , 1988, GTE f l o r ida, 
lnc. ( GTEFL) filed a proposed tariff revi s ion to establi s h the 
LPC in i ts territory. We approved G'I'EfL's tariff proposa l ln 
Olll~n No. IQI7J , Wn · ' l'l'l ttVIltl llu!l 1 J1 1 1 l JIO:'l .~l :; l~i. h l hO 
undetstanding t hat both SL . J O..:l du d ti'l' t·: Jo't, woul d imp l umon t the 
LPC consi stent with Southern Be ll' s. 

On October 6. 1988, North east Telephone Company 
(No al hoJst) fil ed,, l.1 1if f p l np(lSH I I n impll•mcnl t he t.PC i n i ts 
territory. Northeast' s tari Lt JH Opo:>.Jl wo s initially suspondcd 
and again brought befo re the Comm i ssion at the J anuary =', 1969 
Agenda Conference. During ou r discussion, we l ea rned t hat both 
St. Joe and GTEFL we re s kipping a month before placing the LPC 
o n customer 's bil l s. The• o r o ro.: , I t oppo111 ed that St. J o e a nd 
GTEFL were not complying w i t h t he original inten t of OrdeL No. 
17915 because the LPC d i d not appea r o n t he next month's bill. 
As a result, we d irected ou r Staff to review both St. Joe's and 
GTE~"L ' s LPC ta t ires l o rtctcrmi no ~~hctht'r they had complied with 
Order No. J79 1S. 

Based o n our review of the inves ligatio n, it appears t hat 
bo th GTEFL' s and St. Joe's LPC tariffs are no t str i ct ly 
consisten t wi t h ~out hrorn Ro ll's l .PC . Howeve r, as d i scussed 
below, we find that bo th SL. J o o Jnd ti'l't::FI. s hould bo allo wed to 
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conti rwe skippinq ,1 month bofo r o plac i ng Lhtl LPC o n c u s t o mets' 
bil l s. When GTE and SL. Joe implemented their respective LPCs, 
it appears that bolh compan ies reasonably be lieved Southern 
Bel l applied the LPC o n a one month deferred basis bec ause of 
certain exhibits which Southern Bell included in its 1987 
filing for permane n t t.PC tad(f. Consequentl y, it does not 
appoaa. th,lt t hor<' were any intenti o na l differences in t h e LPC 
tariffs . 

Although neithe r St. Joe nor GTEFL strictly fo llowed the 
i n tent of the original Southern Bell order, we find it 
appropriate t hat bo lh companies b o a ll ol~old to ..:on tinue their 
L.PC bi II i11g melhods. In reaching our decision, we are 
persuaded for reasons. First, the intent of t he LPC is to 
p l ace the cost of process ing Late payments o n the cost-causer 
rather than the genera I body of t he ratepayer s ; SL. J oe · s a nd 
GT EFL' s c urre n t bi II inq :-; y :;l ms ,, ·compl ish llli:s . Second, the 
cost o t c hanging each compar.y' s c urrent bil ling s ystem would be 
born by the gene ral body of ratepayers and not be t he 
cost - cause rs. Fi nal ly, because there h ave been very few 
custome rs complai n ts, skipping a month did 'lot create the 
customer con fus i o n that we be l i evcd it would. 

Bas ed on the forego ing , it is 

ORDERED by the Flo rida Public Service Commission 
Joseph Telepho ne and T e l egraph Comp any' s and GTE 
Inc . 's respective Late Payment Ch arge tariffs may be 
as set forth in the body o f this Order. It is further 

that St . 
Florida , 
retained 

ORDERED t hat t h is docket be and the same i s hereby c l osed. 

By ORDER o C Lhu 
thi s 19th day o[ 

(SEAL) 

TH 

F l o r id<l 
JUN 

Pub l .i c Setv ico 
1989 

Conunission, 

·~ 

-&~ 
Divis i on of Recocds and Report i ng 
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