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Decision No. 80836 

BEFORE THE PUBJ;.IC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF' CALIFORNIA 

AUDREY F. KAYE and IRVING H. KA.YE" 
Compla1nants.,. 

V$.. Case No. 9446 
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH 
CO." a corporation" 

Defendant .. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 
Complainants allege that def'endant has made numerous 

billing errors" that there has been lack or pro;>er serv1ce to 
complainants" a.~d t~~t compla1na:.ts have been abused by em~loyees 
of derenda.~t w~o h1de behind the anonyr:i1 ty o·r their pes1 t10nz; , 

'The complaint is in general terms and lacksspec1f1cs. 
Following receipt 01: dei"endants' letter or det"ects dated 

October 26" 1972" i"1led pursuant to Rule 12 of' the CommiSSion's 
Rule~ or Practice and Procedure" 
tun1ty to amend their compla1nt. 
October 2.7 stated in part: 

compla1nants were g1yenthe oppor-
. , 

The Commission's letter, of 
", 

, ., 

"You are adv1sedthatyour complaint should include 
a brief outline of specific instances where1n you 

• 'be11eve that dei"enda.."1t has made 'b11l1ng errors on 
your account wh1ch were not corrected. You should 
also specity the abuses wh1ch you have suffered so 
that the Commiss1on and defendant may be prepared 
to deal with these matters should a hearing 'be 
granted to you .. " 
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Complainants r letter dated November 1ST 1972,,· responds" 
1n part, as follows: 

:;;,tate:;: 

fTAs for c1t1ng spec1f1c examples" so that th.e 
COMMISSION and the TELEPHONE company has the 
opportun1ty to f1nd ways and ceans to refute 
a.."'J.d nUllity them on PRETENSE or 'ZVA1:CATING' as 
to whether or not we shall be entitled to a hear
ing" please be advsed (sic) that we have so many 
exam?le~ that they are too numerous to set forth 
here1n as they would fill volumes. Further" we 
see NO reason to give the Telephone comp~~yadvance 
not1ce so that they can COERCE and REHEARSE their 
employes 1n how to respond toquest10n~ng.~ 

Rule 10 of the COmmis.sion f s Rules or i?ract1ce and Pro¢edure 

liThe ::.:peci1"1c act compla1ned or shall be set forth 
1n ordinary and conc1se language and the. compla1nt 
shall be so d...-awn as to adVise the parties and the 
Comc1ssion completely of the facts constitut1ng 
the grounds of the complaint" the 1nju.-y complained 
of, and the exact reliet whieh :1.s d.es:1.ree. 11 

The instant complaint does not meet these requ1remen't:s. By Commis

slon letter of' October 2:(" 1972" compla,j.nants were ad"":1sedthat 
their complaint should be made more specifiC. Compla~~nt5 have 
declined to amend their complaint so as to meet the requirements 
of Rule 10. 'I'here1"ore" the complaint here1n should· be dismissed •. 

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint here1..."'l. is dismissed •. 
Complainants are adVised that they 'Qay f11e a new compla1nt~ shoulo 
they :;0 desire.. but that the new complaint mU:j't meet the requirements 
or the Comm1::.s'1on 'e. Rul~s. or Practice C!..."lO ?roeed'\l...-e,;, 
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The effect~ ve date of this order shall be th.e aatehereor. 
Dated at 8M Fr;rncim , Call1"orn1a,, tlU:s 

",;"17 day 01" . DECEMBER' , 1972. 
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