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ROBERT W. TOWNSIEY, oy

Compla.inant

vs. | Case No. 9348 )
| (Filed Mazch 15, 1972)
'.!.'B'.E PACTIFIC TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPE

s

Defendant. |

Robert W. Towns for himself, complainant.
EiIton J. Fﬁr_rﬁ Attomey at. Law for The
~ PacIlfic Telephone and Telegraph Company,
defendant.

OPINION

This is a complaint by Robert W. Townsley (hereinafter
referred to as the complainant or Townsley) against The Pacific
Telephone and 'I.'elegraph Company (hereinafter referred to.as defendant
or PI&T). The complainant asserts that he has sustained poor and .
undependable service consisting of billing erxors with regpect to
charges for local message unit calls. Secondly, he challenges
the valldity of the utility users tax charged by the City of
Oakland and collected by defendant. Finally, he seeks an award of
damages from the Comuission for activities of the defendarnt wh..ch
are said to have caused monetary losses to the compla:.nant

A prehearing conference was held 'before E*cammer Williax= N.
Foley on July 12, 1972. A duly noticed public hearing was. held in

San Frameisco on July 25 and 26, 1972. The matter was taken under
submission. ' o L
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The essential facts involved in this d:l..spute are as
follows: Comp_amant had received telepnone service for many years
at his residence in Ogkland on a two-party ceasured rate basis. At
the time involved in the dispute the basic monthly service charge -
was $2.75 per month. This service fmcluded an allowance of 60 local
message units, each local call was charged as one message unit.
Accord:.rgg to Townsley it was his practice to maintain a personal
record of all telephone calls, and to record the elapsed time of
each call with his own stopwatch. He introduced an exhibit which
shows alleged errors by the defendant in the count of local message
wits as long ago as 1960. The complainant disputed the defendant's
count of these message units on a fairly regulaxr basis, and sub-
mitted only partial payments to the defendant on an irregular bdasis.
Complainant alleges that defendsnt's billing for these local message
wits above the limit of 60 has continuously been erroneous and
fraudulent. As a comsequence, complainant has consistentiy refused
to render payment to the defendant for any ch.rge he co*c_uded was

erroneous or. frc.udulent" | : ‘ ‘

'I’his practice onr the part of J.cwnsley has continued - for
2 cousiderable period of time. TFor instance, during the per:!.od
£rom March, 1969 through May, 1971 the complainant was billed each
wonth by the defendant. He would allow the defendant’s bilis to
remain tmpaid for several months and then he would zender a par"ial
payment. During this three year period he rendered a partia" payment
of $31.94 on a total outstanding bill of $53.01 in August, 1969..
He did 0ot make another payment on his wnpaid balance: until Ap":.l
1970. After this payment, he did not make another payment on his
outstanding bill wmtil January, 1971. During this period 'I.‘ownslev
would send written motes with his. b:.11 complainirg of defencdant’s
- mWesSsage Mt cowmts, or he would commmicate orally with defendant’
semce representative about al;.eged -erxors in the count




Defendant conducted tests of couwplainant's telephone
equipment and its own equipment, including the wiring in the central
office, between Jamuary 28, 1971 and Maxch 1, 1971. (TIR. 80.) The
defendant found mo erxors in its billing operation. On March 30, 1971
PI&T wmade an adjustment to the complainant’s bill by allowing a credit
of $2.84, including tax, for 61 message units charged to his telephone
over the prior sevem months. On May &4, 1971 the defendant seat the
complainant a letter of denial, which is a written five-day notice
that service may be discontinued for nompayment. (See Schedule Cal. :
P.U.C. No. 36-T, Rule No, 1l A2a.) Oo May 13 PI&T called Townsley,
recelved no answer, and temporarily discommected his service. This
disconpection involved only incoming calls to the Townsley residence.
The defendant's manager and supervisor went to the Towmsley premises{
on May 20, 1971 and May 25, 1971 in order to discuss the dispute.
The complainant and bis wife either were not available or: ‘refused to,
discuss the matter. On 1 May 28, 1971 the defendant issued a disconnect
order for the Townsley telephone and the iInstrument and cord were
discomnected and removed on June 4, 1971. A final bill in the amouzzt
of $44&.64 was issued at thet time. ' |

' The complainant also asserts that the defendant s b:l'.lls are
fmproper because they included amounts due to amother, namely, the
City of Caklend, for the utility users tax levied by that city.
Townsley contends that the defemdant camnot collect this local tax
because it lacks a collection agency licemse from the State. Townsley
meintains that the defendant must comply with all provisioms of State
law before it cam collect this tax, and he further assexts that tke |
Comssion has jurisdiction to determine whether it has done, so.

~ Finelly, Townsley alleges that he has suffered monetary
damages as a comsequence of the defendant’s acts over the past few
vears. The losses attributed to defendant’s acts include damages
to his automobile in the awmount of $345.00 for repaixrs to the
transuission resulting from a breakdown which occuxred while he was
looking fer his dog after the defendant's repairman permirred it
 to leeve Townsley's premises. He also claims that ke lost $150.00
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- because he was uwmavallable LDy telephone as ‘a result of defendant's
disconnection. Furthermore, he asserts that defendant Is respon-
sible in the amount of $500.00 for the delay of the ree‘eipt of an f‘]_ '
overseas telegram which ‘could not be delivered orally by telepnone
because his service was disconnected at the time. Last, complau.nant:
man‘..ntains that the continuous dispute with defendant has caused

hin and bis wife considerable worry and anx:.ety for wh:f.c:h monetary_
dama.ge.s should be awarded.

‘ Complainant asks that the. Conmiss:.on order the defe.ndant‘ K
to restore his telephone sexrvice on the same basis that e:d.st.ed at
the time of the permanent discornection; that his past-dnel bn.ll be

forgiven in its entirety, and that the Commission award damages in
the amownt of -approximately $2,000. He also demands that PT&T |
be required in the future to submit an itemized 1ist of his local
wmessage wmit calls on his moathly bill.

Defendant denies that it has deliberately or a.c:.dentally
over-billed the complainant for any message units, or that it bas
failed to adhere to its tariffs in any mannexr. In fact, defendant
asserts that it has made every reasonable effort to accommodate
the coxplainant with respect to this dfepute, including the adjust-
nent of message unit charges above the 60 mes.sage uni.t monthly
allowance for a period of about seven months. PT&T also meintains
that the statute of limitations set forth in Section 736 of the
Public Utilities Code applies to prevent the complainant £rom

' raising any alleged errars or activities of the defendant which
occurred before three years prior to March 15, 1972, the. date on
which the compla:.nt was filed with the Commission. ' PT&T coatends
tha.t the Conm.ss:ton lacks jurisdiction to detercine whe..he' any ¢of
‘its erployees’ actioms constitute negligerce and to awia.rd‘

Qamages for suck negligent acts. TFinally, the defendsat a.rguen
that the constitutionaiity of the utility users tax has deen
‘established and is weli-known, and that any dispute regaxding  the
question whether deeendanr; wmust have a collection ag..ncy '.!.icense ix
ozder to coliect this tax rests in the ecivi 1 conrt:s ...nd not: wth ‘.:he
Comuission. ‘
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‘The material issues presented in this proceeding are as
follows: (1) Does the Commission have jurisdiction to consider the
clair for damages asserted by the complainant? (2) Does the Com-
mission have jurisdiction to determine whether defendant must acquire
a collection agency license before attempting to collect the utxllty |
users tax? (3) Has the defendant over-billed the compla:nant for '
local message uwmits?

Defendant relies upon the statute of - lxmmta ions with
| respect to Townsley's assertion that he was erroneously billed $7.50
for "Other Services" on two occasions during the mid-1950's.
Aecordxng to the complainant, no such services were performed by
the . defendant.

This allegatiorn is based on the theory that the defendant
has applied charges in its bills different from those specxfied in
the appropriate tariffs on file with the Commission. If proven, this
would be a violation of Section 532 of the Public Utilitles Code.
In such cases, however, the three yeaxr statute of ;xmitatlons pro-
vided in Section 736 of the Public Utilities Code is appl;cable.

ite v. So. Calif. Bdison Co., 59 Cal. P.U.C. 740 (1962).) This
section requires that complaints must be filed with the Commissicn
"within three years from the time the cause of action accrues, and
not after". Therefore, since complainamt's action was filed on
March 15, 1972, he is limited to seeking relief from actions or
inactions of the defendant which occurxed om or after March 15,
1969. Because the two alleged billing errors occurred in the mid-
1950's, the statute of limitation bars Townsley from seeking relief.

The complainant alleges that he has suffered monetary
damages as a result ¢f defendant's negligence in several s specific
instances. Apparently, several of these instances occurrad duxmng
the period inel luded wmthin the statute of llmleatxons. One aleega
tion relates to the cost of repairs to complainant s auto. trans-= ,
wission. This allegaﬁ on rziges the quest on of possible negligence
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by an employee of defendant while on complainant's property.
Another item relates to the loss of a business opportunity valued
at $150.00 because complé.inant was not available by telephone since
service had been disconnected. Townsley's third allegation is that
because sexvice was disconnected, defendant is liable in the amount
of $500.00 for the dela:»*‘%jincﬁrred‘ {n receiving a cablegram. Finally,
he claims that he and his family have sustained mental suffering
as a conmsequence of defendant's actions related to his telephone
service. ‘ T ‘
Townsley contends that since the Comission has the duty
of regulating public utilities it bas the jurisdiction to awaxd the
damages requested herein. This view is mistaken. The Commission's
jurisdiction is limited to the powers conferred upon it by the
California Constitution and the statutes enacted by the legislature.
Section 2106 of the Public Utilities Code provides that public
utilities are liable to persons who suffer loss, damages or iﬁ-jury
caused by any ut:f.iit:y's unlawful acts or failure to act .y The
section also states that any action for such damagesf'i may be brought
in any court of competent jurisdiction. Both the courts and ‘the
Commission have held that the latter has no authority to try a
civil action arising out of a tort and to award damages. (Vila v.

1/ Section 2106 reads as follows:

"2106. Any public utility which does, causes to be done, oxr
pexmits any act, matter, or thing prohibited or declared umlaw-
ful, or which omits to do any act, matter, or thing required to
be done, either by the Comnstitution, any law of this State, or
any order ox decision of the commission, shall be liable to the
persons or corporations affected thereby for all loss, damages,
or Injury caused thereby or resulting therefrom. If the court
finds that the act or omission was wilful, it may, in additiom
to the actual damages, award exemplary damages. An action to
recovexr for such loss, damage, or injury may be brought in any
court of competent jurisdiction by any corporation or person.

"No xecovery as provided in this section shall in soy mammer
affect a recovexy by the State of the penalties provided in
this part cr the exercise by the commission of its power teo

-

Poall. Loz contempt, ™
-6~




Tahoe Southside Water Utility, 233 Cal. App. 2d 469 ¢ 965),_
Schumacher v. P.T.&T. Co., 64 Cal. P.U.C. 295 (1965); Crow\v, P.G.&E.

65 Cal. P.U.C. 174 (1965); see also Cal. Constit., Art. VI, Sectionms
1, 5; Public Utilities Code Sections 734, 2106; Code Civ. Proc.

" Sections 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 338.)

' Moreover, the Commission has established rules which limit
the liability of telephone and other utility companies. These
~rules for defendant are set forth in Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. 36-T,
‘Rule No. 14. This rule provides that defendant is liable for errors
and omissions in any of the services or facilities furmished by it

' 1£ such exror is caused by willful misconduct, fraudulent coumduct
or violations of law. If the error is caused by gross negligence
of the defendant, the Commission has limited its lisbility to a sum
not greater than $10,000. In all other instances the lisbility

of the defendant for errors or defects in any of its services is
limited to the reperation of an amount equal to the pro rata chgrges
to the customer for the period during which the—servxces or facil-
ities are affected by the mistake, omission, lntertuption, delay,
error or defect. (Rule No. 14 (3).)

The limitation of liability rules have frequently been
challerged by customers of the defendant in the courts. In Cole v.
Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co., 112 Cal. App. 2d 416, a customer of Pacifie
sued for damages for alleged negligence in failing to imclude the
plaintiff's advertisement in the telephone directory.‘ The court,:
in: upholding the rule, explained the reason for the 11mitation of
lxabllzty as follows.

"The theory underlying these decisions is that 2
public utility, being strictly regulated in all.
opexations with considerable curtsilment of its
rights and privileges, shall likewise be regulated
and limited as toegts liabilities. In consideration
of its being peculiarly the subject of state contxol,
its liability is and should be defined and Ilimired.
(Citation.) There is nothing harsh ox inequxtaole
in upholding such a limitation of liability whex it
is thus considered that the rates as fzxed by the
commission are established with the rule of limita-
tion in mind. Rezsonable rates are in part dependent
upon such 2 rule.” (112 Cal. App. 24 416, &415.)

-7-
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Generally speaking, the courts have upheld and followed.
this limitation of liability rule. (Sec e.g., Cole v. Pacific
Tel. & Tel. Co., supras Davidian v. Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co., 16 C.A.
338 750 (1971); but seec Product Research Associates v. Pac:f.fic Tel.

& Tel. Co., 16 Cal. App. 34 609, at 222 (1971).)

Therefore, the Commission cannot provide any relief to the
complainant insofar as awarding monetary damages is concexned.
Townsley must go to court rather than the Commission to recover any
such damages to which he may be entitled. The Commission is limited
to provid:.ng refund of all or portions of past telephone biils pa:.d ‘
by complainant, if he can show that during the period involved 2T&T
provided poor service, or failed to follow its tariff rules. The
Compission can also order reinstitution of telephone s'ervic'e if it
finds that PT&T has unlawfully disconnected Townsley's ‘telephone.

 The complainant’s next contentions are that the utility
users tax levied by the City of Oakland is illegal, and that before
PT&T can collect the tax it must acquire a collection agency license
in accordance with Sections 6352, 6870 and 6871 of the Califomiai -
Business and Professions Code. '

With respect to the £irst contention, the S'.:p-eme Court
bas upheld the validity of this tax and its collection by the
utilities for local governments. (Rivera v. City of Fresno, & Cal.
3d 132 (1971).) Furthermore, in Packard v. Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co.,
and Packard v. Pacific Gas & Electriec Co., Decision No. 77200,
dated October 6. 1970, in Cases Nos. 8993 and 8999, the Comission
reviewed the procedures used by the two utilities in their billing
and collec*i.ng the City of Vallejo"’s utility users tax from their
customers. We concluded that the Commission did mot have jurisdic-
tion to determine the legality of the particular ordinance, but
that it did have jurisdiction to review the billing procedures
utilized by the utilities. The Commission held that the utilities .
are prohibited by law from discontinuing, ox threatening to "

8-
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discontinue the service of a customer who pays for the utility
service furnished, but who refuses to pay the utility users tax.
The Commission further concluded that the two utilities should |
do no more than be a billing and remitting conduit in’ connection with
collecting the tax for the local commumity, and that they should not
take any collection agency or court action again.st a customer for
failure to pay the tax. Therefore, if Townsley believes that the
tax is invalid for any ressom, he can refuse to pay it by so inform-
ing PIST when he pays his bill, and he will not have his telephone
sexvice adversely affected in any manmer. ‘

As for the question whether PT&T must secure a collection
agency license pursuant to the Business and Professions Code,
the Commission camnot resolve this issue. Since the Commission
is not empowered with authority to enforce the statutes :fespecdng
collection agencies, Towmsley must pursue this matter with the
appropriate State agency or in the civil courts.

We now turn to the matters properly within our jt..nsd:.ct:.on, .
namely, the alleged billing exrrors of PI&T with respect to local
message unit charges, and the alleged wrongfui discomtinuamce of
Towasley®s telephone sexrvice for aonpaynent of his b...lls.

During the period from March, 1969 through ”!ay, 1971,
Townsley had two-party measured message wmit service iz wilch he
paid & basic monthly service charge for 60 message wmits each wmonth.
If he used more than 60 message units, he was billed sepaxacely
for those message units above the allowance. The essence of
Townsley's complaint is that according to his count made with a stop-
watch, the company frequently chaxrged him for excess messege units
gbove his allowance of 60, when in fact ke had not once exceeded the
allowance. He irsists that he did not exceed the moathly a'.'.lcwanf-e
at any time dm'i.ng the period. Indeed, according o als exhibit,
he has never exceeded the 6C message unit allawance in the. period
from December 1966 th:cough May, 1971. | |

9
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_ Townsley alse wants the defendant to include with its bill
each month a detailed statement of his local message wnit calls in
addition to the detailed statement of multi-message unit'calls. I£

it is not possible to receive a monthly accounting of both local

and multi-message unilt calls, he wants this billing information
available to bim on demand. He insists that measured message unit
sexvice be reestablished to him at no cost and that the monthly
service charge be the rate. in effect when his service was. discontinued;
i.e., $2.75 per month.

The complainant introduced an exhibit shOWing.his calcula-
tion of the number of message wmits accounted for by his calls each
month for several vears, including the period that we are limited
by the statute of limitations to consider in this proceeding.
During the twenty-seven month period from March, 1969 through Mey,
1971, Townsley's count shows that he never exceeded the 60 message
units allowed with the basic monthly service charge of $2.75.
Accoxding to PI&T's recoxds introduced in the proceeding, however
the complainant went over the limit of 60 message units per moath
in 18 of these twenty-seven months. Under the company's presentation
the total amount billed to the complainant for these additional
message units was $7.75, excluding tax. However, ss a result of
the continuous dispute with Townsley about this matter, the defendant
adjusted its bill and credited the sum of $2.46, excluding tax.

This reduces the disputed sum to a mere $5.29. Névertheless,
complainant continues to insist that he should not be charged for
these*méssage-units because under his method of clocking his own
telephone calls, he nevexr exceeded the 60 message unit monthly
linmftation. He steadfactly waintains that his wethod of clocking
his calls is infallible, and that neithexr he nor any~ather'member
of the fhmlly'placed an unclocked call.

~10-




Defendant responds that its eall recording equ:.pment is

" accurate and deliberately set to work in the customer’'s favor.
. PI&T presented a witness who explained how its automatic eall

recoxding equipment works In recording information on telepnone
calls, such &s the calling nuxbexr, the amswer ent:y, and the dis-
connect entry. (Tr. 160-169.) This witsess is the general plant
operations manager for the defendant, 2nd he is familisr with
Mr. Towasley's telephone. He explained that call information is 1
taken £rom the recorder and punched on a paper tape. Periodically \*
the paper tape is sent to an accounting computer center where the o
customer’s biil 1.... rendered after the calling data is pn-ocessed |
He also stated tha.t: there is a two to five second delay before xhc
entry is placed on the paper tape after the distant subscriber
answers the telephone. The time counting apparatus of t;he automatic
comting system is controlled by two master timers which are
synchronized together in order to check each other. If onme of
these timers becomes umsychronized, an slarm is activated. When
this occurs, the recording operation is switched to a st.mdby |
emergency xecoxrder while the main recoxrder is repaired. F:.nally,
he testified that upon receiving & request from the commercial
department to xrun a check on' the recording equipmeat connected to
complainant's telephone, the plant department conducted a check on
February 19, 1971. The equ_pment was found to be wo*kmg provcrly.

The Comnission rejects complairant's contention that
PI&T charged him for calls he did not make, or that PT&T’ s reco*d].ng
equipment is defective. Comola:.nan"'" position is based wpon
SWPPos:x.t:.ons and remote poss:.b::.‘.'.:.t:.es. It requires that we accept
bis comt of the telephone calls without any quest:.on. Tn our judg~
went, the "'robaoi.lit:’.es aze far sreater that ..wnsley

‘ r;:na“l “ .
clocking "ystm: was erronecus. Moze like 17 than nm.,

ex:e d:f.fferen:zceo l
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- resulted from some member of the complainant®s family'pléic;[ng
a call which was not clocked by him. Based upon the testimony
intzoduced about defendant's equipmént for recording and billing
telephone calls, it is reasonable to comclude that the chance of
human exror by Townsley is far greater than the likelihood of
unnoticed ox unreported mechanical erxror by. PT&T'<~ equipment.

Nor does the record show that defendant violated any of
its tariffs in discontinuing the complainant’s service fc':.' nonpayment

Townsley's last partial payment to PT&T was made on
January 20, 1971 after PTST called the complainant and explained
that his service would be disconnected. This payment reduced
Iownsley's balance due to $28.08. Subsequeatly, the plant depa:‘tmen"
conducted the check of the call recording equipment. Om Marck 30, |
1971 defendant made the credit adjustment of $2.84, including tax.

On May &, 1971, complainant was seat a letter of denial
for the unpaid balance of $35.58 set forth in the Pill dated
April 16, 1971. Om May 14, Townsley was sent 2 written not:.ce of
temporaxy disconnection. This disconnection involved only :I.ncom:.ng
calls. P2I&T"s local office manager and service supervisor visited
the complainant's premises or May 20 and 25, but complamant‘ o
wife refused’ to discuss the matter. Om May 28, defendant issued a
nonpayment disconnect order, and the permanent d:.sconnect:.on was'
made on Juze 4, 1971. ‘ ‘

| 'I'his record does not indicate a vv.olat:.on of P““&"""

taxiffs. In fact, it shows that PT&T went to considerable effoxt to
settle this dispute, but that it could mot do so :Ln the face- _of' o
complainant's adamant att:.tude.. S

F:‘.na.lly, complainant dewmands tbat h.‘.s te...ephone service
be restored on the same basis, i.e., two-party measured Tate
service; and at the same rate as in effect as of Jume, 19710 In
addition, Townsiley wants the option of applying his monthly message
un:z.t allowance to e:.thcr 1oca1 or multi~-message unit ca.lls.

: 1ge
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Neither of these requests could be granted even if the
Commission determined this matter favorably for. the compLainant l
Two-party serv:x.ce was eliminated as of December 31, 1971 by
Commission oxrder, and the charging of multi—message unit r-alls
against a monthly message rate allowance was eliminated in Decision
No. 74917, dated November 6, 1968, in Application No-. 49142.‘

- No other points require discussion. The Comm:.sai'.on makes
the following findings and conclusions.
Findings of Fact - . 7 ‘
1. Two allegations set forth in Townsley's ¢omp1a:£i$zt concern
asserted overcharges made during the mid-1950's. Sect:.on 736 of
the Public Utilities Code establishes a three-year statu:tﬁ of
limitations for complaint actions against a utility. )
2. Various paragrapbks in Townsley's complaint allege causes
of action in negligence a.nd seek the award of monetary c!amagw from .
the Commission. :
3." Townsley's complaint also assexts that the uti.]_r.ty user< 1
tax is illegal, and ke requests that the Commission detemine the
question whether PI&T is in violation of provisions of the Cal...forn:.d
Business and Profess:.ons Code regarding the need for a collect:.on
a.gency licmse.
4, 'rcwnsley -4 complaa.nt seeks restorstion o.E "wo-paax*y
neasured rate telephone service which has been elim..natod' by a
pr:'.or Commission decision. ‘ : ‘
5. Townsley seeks tae *':'.ght to ckharge multi—meosa.g(. it
 ealls against a monthly message unit allowance contrazy to our. order
~ in Decision No. 74917, supra. : 3‘ ‘
' 6. Towmsley presented 2 record of h:Ls monthly telephone calis
derived by clocking his calls with a stopwatch. Defendant p:esmted
testimony which explained how its automatic recording equipment
records tie elapsed time of Townsley s telephone r‘a.‘l.s and how . ._aﬁ '
equipment checks itself. Defend,a.n" conducted g ..ew. and. check on
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eno?tTt serving Townsley's telephone, and this test found ‘%no'
T e recording equipment. Based upon this testimony, :it.l |
easonable to conclude t:hat defenda.nt's equ:!.pment is far less

Conclus:l.ons of Law

2 V
cron rai; The complainant is barred by the statute of lim:f.tatzrons
ing alleged billing errors which occurred more than three
yeaxs prior to the date his complaint was filed.
2. Thke Comission does no
t have jurisdiction t
for negligence ox any other tort. © e dmges
3. The utility users tax has
been held to be a legal
tax by the California Supreme Court. h 1y v
4.
hathes” n::e i:omission does not have jurisdiction. to determine’
o required to secure a collection agency license
P uarsxt to provisions of the Business and Professioms Code.
e d; Complainant has not presented convincing evidence that
s ethod of reccrrding'the elapsed time of his telephonme calls
a stopwatch is more reliable than defendant's recdrd:{.:ig u:f.
ment for billing purposes. -
6. ’I.‘ownsley is not entitled to any relief: :Ln ‘this proceeding.

etges in IT IS ORDERED that compla.:?.nant is not entitled to any
e this proceeding and the complaint is-demied.
The effective date of this
e dare e e oxrder shall be twenty days after
Dated: at San Francisco '
| , Calif s &%
day of NOVEMBER 1972 | "Omm’ Pannat

Comiasﬂ.onor J. P. Vukasin, Jr.. be:.ng 7
_nmpcossarily absent, aid not participate
in f.ho di...po..,nion of T.h....- proceedd.ng

Comi.....ioncr Thomas Moraz, boing
nocessarily absont, did not participate
in tho ‘dLsposition of this procoeding.
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