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Decision No. _8_1_5_9_3 

DAVE FAETR'. 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC TELEPHONE CO. ~ 

Defendant. 

" 

Case No;'. 9'S24 
(Filed- Mueh2l., 1973,) , 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

On March 21, 1973~ complainant fi.led a complaint alleging 
that defendant on February 7, 1973., without notice, had discontinued 
complainant's t~1ephone service for nonpayment; that upon payment 
of the bill defendant required a d'eposit upon which defendant was 
to pay interest below prime rates offered by banks to companies 
such as defendant; and that complainant was entitled to a refund' for 
several long distance calls which he did not make. 

On April 30, 1973-, defendant filed an answer alleging that 
complainant f s bill dated January 22, 1973. was rendered in the ~lOUD.t 
of $31.~ including a balance of $9.58 carried forward; from the 
November and December 1972 bills; that on February 7, 1973 -a notice 
was mailed to complainant informing him payment of the bill was. 

required within five days. or the telephone service would, be subject 
to disconnection; that on February 15, 1973, as no payment had - been 
received or other response' from complainant, outgoing service was 

disconnected; that a letter was sent to complafnanton February 15, 
1973 informing complainant that payment of the sum of $31.84 and a 
deposit pursuant to Schedule cal. F.U.C. No. 36-T'~ 4th Revised 
Sheet 36, would be required to connect service; that interest paid 
on the deposit is in compliance with Schedule cal. P.U'.C. No. 36-X', 
3i-d Revised Sheet 40; that payment of $31.84 was received on 
Februa:ry 16-, 1973 and service 'Was reconnected. without -deposit; that _ . 
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on March 15:. 1973 defendant adjusted complainant's, long distance eal~ 
in the amount of $14.84; and that representatives, have attempted, , 

. to contact the complainant and :fu.lly inform him of the actIon taken 
and tariff provisions relative to payment and deposIt require=ents. 

" """. 

On May 31:. 1973,:.. defendant filed a motIon to dismiss on 

the ground that the complaint ha~ been sat:Lsfied. 
. ' "". 

After cons1derat:Lon the Comm:[ss:Lon finds that, the com- ,': 
pla1nt has been satisfied and concludes that :Ltsho~d- b~' dlsm:l.ss~~ 

,'" -,., . . 
IT" IS ORDERED that the' complaint :Ls d:[Sm1ssed:~ 
'Ihe effective date of this order shall' be "t:Wenty days, 

after the date hereof. ' ".," , 

Dated at ___ San __ Fran_CLS_·SC_O_~. Cal:Lfornia, . this: 17~ 
of -" ____ .u.nol.lolt ... I_ ... ~, 

day 
1973. 
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C'omm1'ss1onor- W11113mSymons • Jr... be1ng,::, 
neees,nrllyabsent. d1dno'tptll"t1C1pate, .. 
in the d1s))os1t'1on of'this. procood1Dg~:,. 
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