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Decision No. ________ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

The Rev. LEE W. ROEINSON, individually 
and as Pastor for the PANORk~ GOSPEL 
TABERNACLE and as a Board Member tor 
the Southern District, CALIFO&\~A CASE ~u~ER 7533 
EVk~GALISTIC ASSOCIATION, Inc., and as 
a member of the PANORAMA-PACOI~~ PETITION FOR RECLP~SIFI-
MINISTERIAL ASSOCIATION; and the 
Rev. WALOO L. ELLICKSON, individually .. CATION OF TARIFFS ON 
and as Pastor tor the CROWN AND CROSS ~. 
LUTHERAN CHURCH AND AS Comm1 ttee TELEPHONE CHARGES FOR 
Chain¥~n for the MONTEBELLO - EAST 
LOS ANGELES MINISTEP.IAL ASSOCIATION, ~.ELEEMOYSENA.~Y ORGANIZATIONS, 
and EDTIlAP.D .~. ELINCOE, indi V1dually 
and as President, UTILITY USER'S and 
LEAG~£ OF CALIFORNIA and more than . 
25 indiVidual consumers or ~ros~ective TO ESTABLISH INTEGRATED 
consumers of Tcle~hone Utility Service, 

Complainants, 

VS. 

THE CALIFORNIA WATER A1~ TELEPHONE 
COMPk~~ a utility corporation, and 
TEE GEh~RAL TELEPHONE COMPA.~, a 
utility corpQration, and THE PACIFIC 
TELEPHO!\'!E AND TELEGRAPH CO!·U'ANY, a 
utility corporation, and the SUNLAND­
TUJUNGA TELEPHONE COMPANY, a utility 
corporation, 

Defendants. 

TOLL FREE ZONES FOR THE 

LOS k~GE!,ES METROPOLITk~ 

A?E.A. 

ORDER OF nISMISSAL 

Complainants are two m1n1st~rs and the president of IIUt11ity 

Uzer t 
3 League of California." The complaint b~ar~ 26 add1 tional 

.. 

signatures of "consumers -a."'ld pros~ecti ve consu:ners of Telephone 

sct"Vice in the LOS A..~GELES METROPOLITA..~ ~A * * *. It Four 

telephone utilities are named as defendants. 
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Decision No. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

The Rev. LEE W. ROBINSON I individually 
~~d as Pastor for the Pk~ORAMA GOSPEL 
TABER.L~ACLE and as a Board Member for 
the Southern District l CALIFO&~A CASE ~u1MBER 7533 
EVANGALI3TIC ASSOCIATION" Inc., and as 
a member of the PANORAMA-PACOIMA PETITION FOR RECtPSSIFI-
MINISTERIAL ASSOCIAT!ON; and the 
Rev. WALDO L. ELLICKSON1 indiVidually CATION OF TARIFFS ON 
and as Pastor for the CROWN AND CROSS 
LUTHER.4J.\t CHURCH AND AS Corn:n1 ttee TELEPHONE CHARGES ?OR 
Chairman for the MONTEBELLO - EAST j 
LOS ANGELES MINISTEP.IAL ASSOCIATION" ELEEMOYSENA..~Y ORGANIZATIONS" 
and EDWAP.D :::'. BLINCOE" ind1 V1dually 
and as President" UTILITY USER'S ,and 
LEAGUE OF CALIFO~UA ane more than , 
25 1ndividual consumers or ~ros~ect1ve \TO ESTABLISH INTEG?~TED 
consumers of Tele~hone Utility Service" 

Complainants" 

VS. 

TEE CALIFO?.NIA \OIATER Al\'fJ) TELEPHONE 
COMPh~[" a utility corporation, and 
TEE GENERAL TELEPHONE COMP.A1~" a 
utility corpQration" and THE PACIFIC 
TELE?F.O~"E AND TELEGRAPH cor~ pJ::fy" a. 
utility corporation" and the SUNLAND­
TUJUNGA TELEPHONE COMPANY" a utility 
corporation" 

Defendants. 

TOLL FREE ZONES FOR THE 

LOS ANGELES METROPOLITAN 

AP:E.A. 

ORDER O? DISMISSAL 

Complainants are tillO m1n1ste:-s and the president or "Utility 

U:;errs League of Cali!'orn1a .. " The complaint oear::: 26 additional 

signatures of: "cor...sumcrs a..'"'l.d :pros~ect1ve conswners or Telephone 

service in the LOS ANGELES METROPOtITA..~ AF:EA * * *" Fou.r 

telephone util:tti~s a:-e ruLT.cd as defendants. 
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The complaint contains three ca.uses ot action. The i"1rst 

cause alll~ges that defendants f ta:"1fts class~ty churches as 

business organizations, contrary to fact, the use ot telephones 

by most churches being as l'eleemoysenarJ groups." Such class1!'1-

cation i~ alleged to be contrary to and in violation of the L~tent 

of Public Utilities Code secs. 453 ~~d 523(0) and (c). The 

classification 1: alleged to work substantial hardship on churches 
, 

who~c funds come largely from donatiOns, and substantially reduces 

activities approved and encou.~ed by publiC policy. 

The second cause of action alleges that churches, whose 

activitico are large17 eleemosynary, are %~quired to pay business 

rates tor telephone service s~~lar to profit making 1n$titutior~, 

and that to require them to do so is unfair and U-~asonable a.~d 

in violation of section 451. That scction proVides that public 

utility charges shall be just and reasonable. 

Under section 523 a "common carrier mr'lY gi. ve i":-ec or reduced 

rate transportation * * * to: * * * (b) Ministers of re11gionz, 

* ~ * (c) * ~ * persons exclucivcly engaged in charitable or 

eleemocyr..ary work * * *." (Emphasis added.) A telephone corporo-

tion is a "public utility"" but i3 not a "co:mnon carrier" w!thi.."'l 

the meaning of the Public Utilities Act. The section is permisz1ve 

only, and does not a,ply to tcle~hone corporations. Section 532 

prohibits public utilities other than co~~n carriers from 

charging other than tanff rates. Section l.j·53 prohibits discr"' .... ""l1-

nation, ac well as any u.~ea~onr~ble difference as to rates, e1the~ 

as between 10cal1 tics or as bet\':ecn classes of service. 
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Rc Pacific TelcEhone, 48 Cal. P.U.C. 1, 49, held in part 

as follows: 

"The San Fra.."'lcisco Council ot Churches and the 
No~hern Nevada Council of Churches tiled a petition 
a~k1r~ that churches be given residence instead or 
business classification. The Commission has reviewed 
this matter and concludes that the telephone service 
furnizhcd to churches has more nearly the character1stic$ 
of business than residential use, and the service should 
'be classified accord1ngly.fI 

Considering the first two causes, the compla~t tails to 

state a cause ot action in that section 523 does not apply to 

telephone corporations; and as to S¢ctior~ 451 ~~d 453 the 

CommiSSion has found that service to churches should 'be classified 

as indicated 1n Re Pacific TelenhoncJ supra. Sect1or~ 453 and 

532 prohi'bit the charg1.."lg of other than tan!"f rates. 

Allegations ot the third cause may 'be s~~r1zee as tollo~~: 

Persons who work With and 1n church ~d 
eleemo$yr~~~ groups are put to great e:~ense because 
the telephone companies have 1nstituted a mileage 
systec of assessL~ charges. That system is not 
suited to the requirements of the Los Angeles 
Hetropo11 tan Area., where mileage has 11 ttle to do 
... :ith operatil"'.g cost:::. Compla1nants understand 
that the individual ratepayers of California are 
carrying an unreasonable burden of charges exceeding 
$150,000.,000 annually to sati3ry the ~1nancial 
policies and requirements or Pacific Telephone 
Company alone. Inzpect10n o! the telephone books 
of the five d1st~ctc or the Los ~~eles Extended 
Area show great discrepancies ~~ the number of 
telephones or prefixes which can be called ~~thout 
speclal clurgc trom complainants T prefiXes. Por 
approximately the s~~e monthly charge, users in some 
locations ~~ the area can call as few a3 300.,000 
other n~~bcrs., while suozcribe=s ~~ more favored 
locations c~~ call about 1,500,000 phones without 
spec1al charge. Defendants f acts in :".aint:l1n1ng these 
differences are u..~.1ust, unreasonable, a.'I'l0, disc:"1m1natory 
as between localities a.~d classes of service, and 1n 
violation or Code sections 451 and 453. 
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Relief sought by the complaint is as follows: 

1. That defendant: be ordered to establish a senes 
of 1ntegrated zones for the Los' Angeles Metropolita.~ 
A~a~ With costs to indiVidual ratepayers based on a 
r~te base established for each zone separately~ or 
for all zones ~~ the Area jointly. 

2. Too. t \'11 thin each :'i.ntegrated zone a.l1 telephones 
therein may call all other telephones there~~ 
without special toll or multiple message unit 
charge. 

3. That each zone be reasonably equal to the others 
in station avai1ab11ity~ rates~ a.~d se~ce. 

4. That su'bscr1berz in a.~y zone may, for 0. :::"easonable 
additional charge, receive extended service into 
any other or all zones or exchanges. 

The relief sought, as well as the substance or most of the 

allego.tionc of the present complaint, are similar to the allega­

tions of l'o.ragraphs III a."ld VII of the co:npla:L~t 1n Caze No. 6333/ 

which was a complaint by Utility Users Assistance League, by 

Edward L. Blincoe, President, agair~t the same rour telephone 

corporations named as defendants in the present complaint. Case 

No. 6333 was dis~~ssed after five days of public hearing. It was 

held that paragraphs III and VII, as well as certa~~ other para­

graphs of the complaint therein~ failed to state a cause of action 

and tailed to comply With the Co~~ssionrs procedural rules. 

(Utility Uzerz v. Pac1~1c Telephone et al., 58 Cal. P.U.C. 22.) 

The decision dismissir€ case 6333 stated in part as rollows: 

"The Comrn1ssion has been extremely 1iberal~ not 
only in entertai~~ the comp1aL~t as filed, but also 
in the wide lati~de of conduct pe~~tted co~la1nant 
in bringing up any facet or public utility telephone 
operations wherein there m1~~t conceivably lie some 
basis of justifiable customer gricv~~cc agaL~zt defend­
ants. The complaint, as a.-ncnded, is certa1nly not ~l1thout 
defect and does not fully comply With the requirements of 
either the PubliC Utilities Code 0:::" the CO~~3sion'$ 
Rules or Procedure. Nevertheless, the Co~~sion has 
proceeded on the aszumption that Utility Uce~'o 
As-sis tance !,eague is a bona fide cons~ers f o rganiza t10n 
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motivated by real dissatisfaction of its membership 
~~th certa1n aspects o! t~lcphone service in the 
103 Angeles exten~ed area. The Commission has ~cen 
constrained, therefore, from d1sm1ss~g this complaint 
by its earnest desire to pinpoint and rectify any 
Possible genuine oubscr1ber gr1cva.~ces With the 
aSSistance of the testimony or the telephone users 
o:oought forward ~y the compla.inant. rT 

Thereafter Caoe 7076 was filed. ComplaL~ts were Utility 

Userz League, by Edward L. Blincoe, President .. and more than 

25 individual telephone users. Defendants therein were two of 

the four telephone corporations named as defendants 1n the present 

complaint. The complaint in Case 7076 was dismissed for non­

compliance With Code section 1702 and the Co~~ssion's proeedural 

rule~. (Utility Users v. Pacifie Telephone et al u Decision 

No. 62442, Case No. 7070.) Among other thir~s, the complaint in 

Case 7076 sought the same relief and contained allegatiOns similar 

to allegations in prior Case 6333 .. $U~raJ although limited to 

San Ferr~do Valley rather t~~ the Los Angele5 extended area. 

As stated, Case 7076 was dismissed for the same reasor~ Case 6333 

~d been dismissed. 

The third cause of the present complaint also see~ ~ub-

stantially the same re11et and conta1nz allegations similar to 

certain or the allegations or th~' complaint in Case 7070, although 

again related to the Los Angeles Metropolitan Area, as in earlier 

Co.se 6333. 

After Cace 7076 was dism1ssed, Case 7394 was tiled, complain­

ants being The Utility UserTz League or California and over 25 

indiv1duo.l ratepayers, by Edward L~ Blincoe, President o~ the 

League. Defendants are two of the four telephone corporations 

named as defendants in the present complaint. In part the complaint' 

in Case 7394 allegcc unrea~onablc differences between localities 
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and cla.sses of service.. and seeks a uniforc zone system 1n the 

San Pernano.o Valley. Co.se 7394 is pending and Uo"').dec1eed. 

For the reasons set forth. in Decision No.. 60612, diSmissing 

Case No. 6333 (58 Cal. P.U.C. 22), and in Decision No .. 62442, 

d.iSm1ss1ng Case No. 7076, the complaint in present Case No. 1533 

is dismissed for fa11ure to state a cauze of action. 
-a: Dated a.t ________ ~, Cal1!'orn1a .. th1s --fl.::. day 

ot __ J!f--..;.. ..... f I.J..C""-'1..;.;."". __ A~, _~. , 1963 .. 


