
RC e. 
Decis1~n No. ·IRICINlt 

./ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF' CALIFORNIA' 

CECIL L. CRE~1S~ 

CO%:lpla1nant~ 

vs. 

CALIFORNIA WATER A.~ TELEPHONE 
COMPANY~ 

Defendant. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

C~se No. 8455 . 

The complaint herein.,7 filed June 23~ 1966> alleges in S\,l."o-
. , . , . 

stance tMt defendant t S $10.00 cho.rse for color tele.Ph~ne1nstai1a-
" 

ti~n is excessive in c~ntra.s~ to installation of blacl( .teleph~nes; 

that the diff'erence in cost is less than the fee charged~and the 

la'b~r in~lved no %:lore then to:- installation of a "ol~ck telephone; 
." 

and thtl.t defer..ea..""ltts tariff i::; in direct conflictW1th a.dvertised 
, . . ... 

" . 

color telephone TfSingle time" charges sto.ted as inducement·to 

install colored: ~elephones in New Orleans> Lou.1Si:ma,,·':'a..'ld5.:n. 

Diego~ ~i:tornia. 

C~I:lplc.1nan.t seeks an order "sho\>.~g proof and causettwhy such '.' 

charge' is not excessive in rel=.ti~n to actua.l cost; relieving 

cOr:lpla1nan t of such exce ssi vc ch:!.rge; ceasing· the. practice of, 

making an extr=. charge for all califo.rnia colored telephon~s; .and 

ca..'lce.l11..'lg def'encon t 's tariff' i te:clS providing. f'or such charge_ 

By letter of July l3~ 1966 complainant w~s furnished a copy 

of eefenoc.ntts $tatement of =serted defects in the complaint". .and 

was requested to. adVise whether ~r not compla1na.nt·requested dis

missa.l Without prejudice to the !:f.l:tne; of a newcompl~t •. 

By letter of August 9> 1966 cOr:lp-la.inant takes the position .. 

t."lat defendant has only 1nd1c~ted trivial o.r nOn~eXi$'tent. de.feets~ 

1. 



..... .' RC 

and that the complaint 1sunder the CO~$s10nfz jurisdiction over 
" , 

rate control ~d cuztomer serv1ce. 

Pub~c Utilities Code section 1702 provides in p~ as follows: 

"1702 ....... No complaint shall 'be entertained 'by 
the comm1ssion~ except upon its ownmotion~ as to the 
reaso:l\l,oleness of a:ny rate::; or charges of ::my gas.1 
electnc:J.l> water> or telephone corporation", unless it is 
signed by the mayor or the president or chai~ of the 
ooardof trustees or a mAjority :>f the counc11~ commission> 
or :>ther legislative body of the city or city and county 
within "lhich the a.lleged v1o~tion occurred> or by nO,tless 
than 25 actual or prospective consumers or pnrchasers of such 
ge.s> electricity> water> or telephone service. 1T 

; 

The complaint challenges the reasonableness. '0£ telephone rate~ 

or chargez> doe:. not comply W1.th section l702", and is ,therefore 

dismissed 'dt."lou.t prejudice. 

Dated :.t ___ San __ F'ran __ c:bc» ___ .1 Cal1torn.1a.1 this 'j!?-#'; . day 'of 

__ -.,;A;.;..;U;..;.b..;.,.US~T_~> 1966. 
' .. '. 

.. ,r, •• ," 
.......... .. ..,I<,~ _" 

Comm:Lss1 one rs 

Commissioner Frederick 'B. Rolobort. being 
nocosS3r11y ebsent.~1~not ~~1c1pate 
in 'the disposition or,t.h1sJ)rocoe41llg. 

, 

Commi~1o%lor Will:1.am M., :Bennet t~ . betllg 
necessarily a.bsent .. 'did: .not .~e1pate 
1n the .d1SpOs1.t.1oXl. or. th1s· pX:Q¢ec~" 

, I 
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