
Decision No. __ ~80..c.c;355:1oC1011~ __ _ 
.. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE, OF CALIFORNIA 

ERNST MAROSCHAK, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC TELEPHONE A.."'m 
TELEGRAPI:l COMPANY, 

Case No. 9266· 

(Filed August 25,. 1971) 

Defendant. , 
S 

Ernst Maroscbak, in propria persona, 
complainant. 

Richard Sie~ried, Attorney at taw,_ 
for defen nt. 

OPINION ------ ....... 

Complainant asserts that defendant required'con;;lainant 
to p~y telephone bills which were not the responsibility of com-

.. 'pla1nant on penal-:y of having complainant f s own telephone service 
disconnected. Defendant denied the allegation. Pu~lic hearing 
was held be£o:e Examiner Robert Barnett on April 7, 1972, at 
Los Angeles. 

The dispute concerns three telephone numbers: 
(1) number 243-9718, a residence telephone in complainant's name, 
where complainant paid $41.90 on what he a.sserts was an improper 
telephone bill; (2) number 241-2127, where cOMplainant paid 
$207.99 on a telephone bill which he claims was not his responsi­
bility; and (3) number 245-1812~ a business telephone, where 
complainant alleges that he paid $725,.07 ona telephone bill that 
was, not his responsibility. 
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Defendant agrees to refund $41.90 on the bill for tele­

~hone number 243-9718 because that amount was charged to the 

telephone after complainant requested that the telephone be dis­
connected and after complainant no longer used the telephone. 
De£en~ admits collecting $207.99 from complainant on the 
charges for telephone number 241-2127 and asserts that this 
collection was made pursuant to a judgment of the Glendale Mu:li­

cipal Court in Small Claims Action No. 34214 against complain6.nt~ 

Defendant asser.ts that telephone number 245-1812 was not the 

responsibility of complainant; that charges for th~t number are 

the responsibility of a corporation that once employed complainant; 

tha~ complainant is not responsible for the balance on that 

telephone bill of $725.07; and that complainant has never paid 
$725.07 or any part of it on telephone number 245-18l2.'.rhe 

$725.07 was incurred between July 1970 and' September 1970. 
As defendant has agreed to refund $41.90 on one tele-, 

phone bill ar...d has .a. judgment against complainant for $207.99 
o~ 3J:other telephone bill, which it collected and which judgment 

we will not go behind, t!lere remains in dispute only the amount 

of $725.07 on telephone number 245-1812. As to this amount 
complain.o.nt testified that he p~:td,the.money and defendant's 
w:l'tness testi.fied that defendant never received '!:t. Complainant's 
evidence in this ease was very thorough on all iss'ues ~c:ept the 
paymone of $72$.07. As to othe-r te1epl'1one billings a:.d payments,. 
cOIll!?lainant attached a number of exhibits te> his complaint,. which 
were it:troduced into ev1denc~,. which showed cheeks payable to 

defendar:.t for telephone service. None of these checks show any 
payments by complainant eo defendant for $-725.07 or any part of 
that amount for the pertod July-September 1970 for number 245-1812.' 
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At the hearing the presiding officer granted to complainant an 

additional thirty days in which to submit photostatic copies of 
the checl<s which he testified were paid to defendant to satisfy 

the $-725.07 bill. On lV"lAy 16,. 1972. the Commission extended time 
for submission of this dOC\Eentnry evidence until June 16., 1972, 
and on June 16, 1972, the Commission ~gain extended time until· 
June 30,. 1972. As of this da~e this adClitional evidence has not 
been submitted. He find that complainant did not pay $725.07 or 

any other amount to defendant for bills renderea on telephone 
number 245-1812. The Commission further finds that complainant 

does not owe $725 .. 07, or any other amount, for cbarges incurred 
on te1cpl'1on~ nurtber 245-1812. The Commission concludes that 

defendant shall pay $41.90 to complainant: and that the remainder 
of tae complaint should be dismis$ed. 

ORDER -------
IT IS ORDERED that defendant shall pay $41.90 ::0 com­

plain311t and that the remainder of 1:he compl&int is dismissed. 
The effective date of this orcler shall be twent7 days 

after the date he.eof. 
Dated at ______ San __ Fran __ et.e_o-~~---, california, 

!'U-I this __ ---"L~ ___ day of A'I1GUST , 19'72. 

- /. 


