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Decision No. 81.060 (())~.nIFJn,mn til . 
BEFORE TIm PUBLIC: tnILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S1'ATE~Ji~~tb 

H1nda Greenberg~ 
~ 

Complainant;, ) 
) 
) 

Pacific Telephone Company> 
a cOl:pOr4tion> 

) 

~ 
Defendant. 

) 
) 

--------------------------) 

Case N<>. 9448' 
(Filed October 4>1972) 

H1nda Creen~ ~ for herself,. complainant. 
kithertne V. oolts> Attorney at LaW,. for 

TEie Pacific telephone and Telegraph 
Company> defendant. 

OPINION -----.---
A public hearl.:og on the above complaint was held before 

ExaminCl:' Daly on January S~ 1973 at san Francisco. 

!he record i~!eates and the Commission so finds that: 
1. Complainant was a sub5a'1ber to defendant T s telephone 

service (647-1763) until May 18" 1972 when her service was superseded 
without a closing bill being involved. 

2. As a result of the supersed\n'e .il refund in the amount of $22 
was paid to the new subscrl.ber of the aforementioned service in eompli
ance With the provision of Section D.4. of Appeodix A attached to

Decision No. 80346 <lated August 8" 1972 in Application No.. 51774 and 
Cases Nos. 9036 and 9042" which reads as follows: 
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"4. Supersedures ~ 
Supersedures involving a closing bill will be 
handled as a regular final. account. Supe-r
sedures not involving a closing bill will be 
t~eated as continuous service and the refund 
Will be made only to the c:ur.rent account. Tt 

3. Several days prior to executing. the supersedure form, 
complainant co~tacted a service representative of defendant and 

~equested a d1seontin~nce of service because she was preparing to 
move .and. an acquaintance was going to take ove:: her premises.. During 

the course of conversation defendant's representative suggested the 

supersedure proced~e as a ~tter of convenience. 

4. .As a result of the supersedure the new subscriber did not 
hav~ to pay a $15 installation che~e. 

5.. Although the representative of defend.a.nt with whoQ. compla.in
ant spoke did not remembe-r the particular conversation, she testified 
that it is the business practice of defendant not to initially suggest 
the supersedure procedure because of the additional paper work 
involved. 

Compl.ainant contends that in following the advice of defen
dant's 'representative she was deprived 0: the refund; that had she 

been aware of the J)Oss1bi11 ty of a refund she would', not have signed 

the supersedure form; and that defend3nt is using the simplest refund 
method rather than the most just. 

Complainantts position is 'Without merit. The refund order 
was not signed until August a~ 1972, and the decision of the Supre:ne 
Court of the State of Ca11forni.a.~ which gave rise to the refund oX'der~ 
was not issued until Jtme 9~ 1972.. Under the facts of this case 
defendant t s clerk was not 'l:'equired to sugges.t the possibility of a 
refund. It appears that at the t1me complainant was more interested 
in the $15 her acquaintance would save in not haVing to pay the 
installa.tion charge. 
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With respect to the reasonableness of the refund order as 
set forth in Decis10n No,. 80346~ the time for filing a petition for 
rehearing has long since passed. 

The Commission concludes that the relief requested should ~ 
be denied. 

ORDER .... ----
IT IS ORDERED that the relief reques~ed is denied. ....-' 
The e:£eetive date of th1$ order shall be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 
Deted at BmFranciseo • Californ:ta. this ,;l/....v-

day of FEBRUARY • 1973. 
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