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Decision No. 71058 

ORIGINAL 
BEFORE THE Pt.JBLIC UTILITIES COMXISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

UTn.ITY USER'S T,EAGUE OF CALIFORNIA 
a non-pro!1t utl1i~· users a~~oci~tion 
by Edward L. B1L~coe~ individually 
and ~s PreSident of the Le~guc, ~~d 
hereinafter zigned telephone utility 
users or ciVic groups, 

Compla1nc.nts" 

vs. 

The CALIFO?..~IA t-lATER and TELEPHONE 
COr-1?~'1"" The GENERAL TELEPHONE 
COMPANY OF' CALIFORNIA, and The PACIFIC 
TELEPHONE A.J."m 'l'EtEGRAP"rl COMP~'1" ~ ~:;'l 
frnnch1sed utility comp~~1es, 

Defendz..."lts. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

Case No. 8444 

The complaint here~~, be~ring 32 signatures, cont~ir.s seven 

"causes of COC.plD1nt" aga1..."'lst three defenda.."lt telephone utilities. 

The first c~use alleges failure ~d refus~l to provide n~me 

prefiX on phone numbers, to protect phones from excessive toll, 

to protect phones from nuisance cDlls, to provide equ~l service 

for equal rates ... to provide specio,l services of value" to' re-cst~b­

lish Los Angeles rate base ~rec., and 'Ito discontinue $4,000,000 

weekly overcharge fr
• 

The ~cxt five causes ~llege teot defe~d~nts, in vi~lation of 

their ,ttru..ctce o'bligations lf to rntepayers, have f.::.ileo. to prov:!.de 

adequate ~ervice at the lowest re~sonoble cost, but h~ve eemar.ded 

hidden Cho.rges end excessive ;><ly:nentz ....... hich they h.:::.ve converted 

to the benefit of their investor~ or used to subsidize zervice in 

~re~s other th~~ the L~s ~~gelez Metropolit~n Area (second cause); 

have Wilfully ~~d deliberately ~de false Or m1$le~ding reprezen-

tations to the Co~s$ion, resulting in unren~~n~ble burdens on 

ratepnyerz (third cause); h~ve fCilea to adjuct th~1r rutec :;:.r.d 
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cha.rges, crea.t1ng a.n unju:::t cozt ~m ratepayers of $200,000,000 

o.nnua.lly (!'ourth cause),; h:.ve teke::l. 'Coney of ra. tcpaye rs a.."'lO. given 

it to L"'lvestors in excessive rctes, or have allowed accumulation 

of l~rge surplus and depreci~tio~ reserves which they cl~1~ is 

held for the benefit of ~~vestorc (fifth cause); ~nd have used 

excess depreciation reserve and surplus for capital exp:.nsion 
. 

without acknowled~"'lg the indebtedness to or o~nersh1p o~ such 

invest~ent in the ratepayers (sixth cause). 

':rhe ceventh cause alleges defendants have grossly ::werinvested 

L"'l local eqUip~ent, ~~d h~ve not ch~rged toll revenues with a 

just share of total costs, but have placed D..."l 1J.."'ljust burden on 

local exchcnge rates to provide greater profits tlfor its inter-

corporote investors. 1T 

The complaint seeks on "emergency interim order" reqUiring 

and restraining the three defendcnts from poying their ~"'lvestors 

"dividend:;, including federo.l income to.xe:r. thereon,. which place a 

burden on the rDtepayer for net effective total cost of c~pital 

of all kinds i':hich is greater than $7.50 per $100.00 per a."ltlU!:l 

throughout Californie and require that ~ll revenue above this 

level be impounded pending fL"'lo.l detenU..~ation of this metter." 

The requested emergency order \'rould also restrain "the utility1! 

from uSi."lg tJ...""l:y t'u..~d::; in etJ:J :urplu::: o.ccount to puy d1.vidend: or 

feder~l income taxes thereon. 

After heoring~ the cooplaL"'lt seeks a perm~"lent order requiring 

1. A"'l overall rate oaze for the Los il"'lge1es Metropolitar. 
Area for all telephone utili tie: cervL"'lg therein. 

2. TIThe net co::;t of ei'fecttve plc.nt and net ei'fective tota.l 
cash invest~ent used for" the various kinds or service 
in such rate base are~. 

3· Service in the area on the bssis of equ~l r~tes for equal 
service regardless of the utility perfor.:ling the direct 
service, ~"ld that each exte~ded area subscriber be able 
to call not less th~"l 135 central office coeez without 
time ~nd distance charges. 

4. Return of name prefix to ell telephonc:::~ ~d an adequate 
numoer or numberL"'lg plan areas co that at no i'oreseeable 
ti~c will it be necessary to justify reoov~l Of nome 
prefiX or lorge scale changes. 

5· Protection from cnargez arising from unintended or unkno~n 
cc.lls involVing time ond disto.nce charges, and protection 
from nuis~"lce calls. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

10. 

11. 

Provision of specia.l serv1ces~ Itsuch as life line and 
~ ... !:::.tslT~ .... ·here there is D. re$.soneole demcnd. 
Decl~r~tion of all surplus end reserve accounts to be 
trust f~~ds ~c=inistered for the benefit of r~tepayers. 
Restriction of' ratepeyerz f burden "for total cost of net 
effective 1nvest::lcnt ll to $7.50 per $100.00 of total 
c~pi~l per ye~r includ~~g L~come t~xes. 
Restrcint of service disconnection on disputed bills 
upon depos1 t 01' the 'J.."'ldisputed. amount gend1ng fine.l 
Co~scion fo~l dete~"'lat1on. 
A r~f~"'ld to ratepayers of ~cc~ulated revenues under the 
requested emergency L~terim order. 
Restriction of the nucber of directors that $. controlling 
L"'ltercorporate investor :ay elect to the opereting 
utility to less th~"'l e ma.jority. 

Complain~t Blincoe has oeen a party in nuoerouz Commission 

proceed1ngs> and should not be un!amil1~r with the regu1~tory 

statutes o..."'lC the COmmission f s procedural rules. The order d15-

missL"'lg the co:pla.int in Utility Users v. A.T.aS.F. Rwy. Co. (1964) 

62 Cal. P.U.C. 144~ l47~ steted in part as follows: 

"Co::lpla.il'l.ant Blincoe should not be unaware of CoIlW.1ssion 
procedure nne the reqUirements of pleading. He has had many 
complaint~ di~:1ssed for failure to state a cause of ~ction~ 
d1s"tU.szeo ~:f.'ter hea-r!.ng> or had port10n~ of compla.1.r..ts 
stricken. For example, see 

Utility Users v. Pacific Teleohone, (Nov. 12, 1963) 
Decision No. 66299~ Co.se No. 17:j8 11 [61 COol. ?U.C. 674.J 
"Robi.~son v. Cal. "ti.& t. Co.> 60 Cc.l. P.U.C. 687 
Blincoe v. Pacific Tele?hone~ 60 Cal. P.U.C. 434 
Blincoe v. Pacitlc Teleonone~ 60 Cal. P.U.C. 432 
Utility U$er~ v. P£l.ci:'ic Teleohone~ 58 Co.l. F .. U .. C. 22 
Utility Users v. Pacific Teleohone?! (Aug. 22, 1961)~ 
Decizion No. 62442~ Ccse No. 7076. t 

Me.ny of the "chargestf in the present complaint hc.ve been 

rcised :i:..."'ld conClderec. Ul other proceedings. (See Utility Users v. 

?~cific Telephone, 58 C0.1. P.U.C. 22; General Teleohone Co., 58 

Co.l. P.u.c. 601> 607-8; Pacific Teleohone, 56 Cal .. F.U .. C. 277; 

Blincoe v. ?o.cific Telephone. et al.~ 62 Cal. P.U .. C. 447; 

Y.cD~~iel v. Pocific Teleohone, 64 Cal .. P.U.C .. 707.) Other 

"charges lf o...."'ld relief sought D.re beyond Commission jurizdictio:1.. 

The pleo.d.1.r..g is far from beL"'lg clear end conci~e> as required by 

proceduro.1 Rule 10. ~ the languD.ge of an earlier dis:i$=~l 
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order lithe plee.d1.."'lg is an insevcro.ole acm1xt't.1re of allegation, 

contention> and argument fro~ ~~~ch it is not possible t~ extric~te 

cle~r end un~'big't.1ou:; c.:::use of cction. It is our finding c.nd con­

clusion t~t the cocplaL~t does not comply with Public Utilities 

Code Section 1702 nor With the Commission's procedur.:.l rules, **'*. II 
(Utility Users v. Pacific Telephone: et al., DeCision No. 62442, 

Ca::e No. 7076.) 

case No. 8444 is hereby dismissed. 

Dated ;J,t __ -.;Sau~_Fra.n __ =_~ ____ , C~:11:f'orn1a> this 2,,-,- do.y 

0'£ ____ A..;.,UG.;..;U;,.;S;..;,T __ , 1966. 


