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:BEFORE ~HE PU:BLICUTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE, OF 'CALIFORNIA . 

International Wholistic Health 
Institute', , 

Plant,i,:f':f' , 

vs. 

Paci:f"ie Telephone C'ompa.ny, 

Dei:endant .. , 

Case 83-12-02'" 
(Filed Decembert,. 1983) 

o P' I N ION 
~------

~ , ' 

I 

The complaint o:f' Interna.tional Wholistic Health Institute 
(complainant), 396 South Street, Richmond, regarding telephone number 

, , 

(415) 235-4525 alleges, that Pacii:ic Telephone and Telegraph Comp~' 
.' " ,I,' , , 

(now Pacific Bell) , (de:f'endant) failed' tOo.ct properly as follo'W'~: 
Compla.int 

" ~ 

1. De:f'endant failed to meet and con:f'er with 
respect, to payment prior to terminating 
service. ' 

2. Defend.a.nt failed to provide telephone' service 
in a timely :f'ashion" and installed, service on 
June 2, 198:;, when complainant's rep,re­
sentatives were enga.ged in prepara.tion'and' 
submissi,on ot a proposal tor a grant which 
was denied because of untimeliness 8.$ a 
direct result of defendant's actions. 

3. Defendant is obligated to' establish a payment 
plan sui:table to its customer·' sfinanci'al 

4. 

status. ' ' . 
Defendant i:a.iled to provide prompt service' 
(see paragraph 1), in that de:f'endant promised 
that complainant,'s request for telephone 
number 235-4525 would be installed and 
connected on June 1, 1983 by 5:00 p.m. (~he 
complaint· states, that the servic'e was, . 
installed 01 5:00 p.m., June, 1" 198:;, but was 

. installed with an incorrect number, and' 

- " -

, . 
'. 
" 

., ' ". 
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wi thout an outside dial tone so th~.t only 
incoming calls could be received.) 
Defend.ant ie liable for'complainant'o 10so of' 
incoce 'because of defendant's negligence and 

"'("'h .. . ... . .... errol':s. . .... c COmp.l.8.lon '. con .. alns no., 
subzt3nt~aticnof losz o~ income or r~qupst 
for specific dama.ge~.) , 

The complaint seeks: 
1. Repa,ration il'lthE' amount of $10,000. 

2. Cancellation of any and 'lll amounts deemed 
owed or due to defendant by com:plain::mt. 

: , 

3. Defendant be ins~ructed to continue 
plaintiff's service pending a hearing and 
decision ,in this matter. 

No funds wer~placed on deposit with the Commission by 

com.''Olainant. ... " . . 
Defendant's reply was·reccived on January ,11,1984, in 

/ 

which it answers all m:aterial allege,tiona in the com,plaint, denies . ' 

that complainant is entitled to arlY'relic:£', a.nd rCCJ,ueststh3.t the 
complaint bedism1szeC. 
Answer 

Detendant:makes the following admissions: 
1. Complainant requested a,no. received telephone 

servi'ce furnished under, telephone number 
(415) 235-4525 from June 2~ 1983 through 
DC,c0mb,er 23, 198'3, but failed to 1'8.y any 
amoun~s bi.lled to it tor service during that 
period. The service wai terminated o~ 
December 2;, 198) "tor nonpayment. 

2. Defendant~s ecployee visited compl~1n~nt;s 
premises on June2~· 1983~ for :the purpose ot 
installinetelephonc oervice. 

3. Complainant paid a $100 deposit at or abo:ut 
the time·it requested the telephone zervice 
in issue. . . , ' 

'. . 

4. Complainant,failed to pay amounts due.for.the 
telephone $crviec, .9.nd ee!'endant.' s records " 
indicate· thatcompl"',inant nooN' owes at.ota.l· of 
$942~36~'; . .' 

'I' 
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" 
, 

5. Complainant was advised that its telephone ' 
service would be installed on June 2, , 983~, 
and that an attempt would be made to proVide 
complainant with the use of telephone number 
(415) 235-4525. Complainant's telephone 
service was "properly installed' on J:une 2', 
1983. Comp:Lainant initially was assigned a 
telephone number different from the: one it 
requested. However, in order to satis·fy 
complainant, defendant was able to retrieve 
the requested number from another customer 
and assign it to eomplainant the same day 
complainant's service was installed. 

6. Complainant eontacted defendant on J~ne 1, 
1983 and~alleged that errors had been made in 
installation .. Complainant was advised,that 
installation of telephone service w6uld not 
be completed until June 2, 1985, as 
origin~lly specified. An employee of 
defendant visited comp1ainant's premises once 
on June 2, 19S3 and completed installation of 
the telephone service. Afteradvising . 
complainant of its assigned telephone number, 
defendant's installer was advised by 
complainant that the telephone number was 
inc-orrect. The installer then contacted the 
appropriate department and determined that , 
tbe telephoo-e' number would be switched; to' the 
number com~laina~t, had requested~ 

Except as expressly: admitted ana averred, above, d.efenaant. 
denies each and every allegation in the complaint. 
Prior Billing Disputes 

In its answer, defendant alleges, that complainant disputed 
and continues to· aispute i ts tE~lepbone service bills ollly becau~e 
complainant has not paid~ ·and does not intend' to' pay the .full 'amount 
it owes 'to defendant for the tE!lephone service at issue. 

- 3 -
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Under defendant's filed tariffs ~ an app,licant for, telephone 
service is required to pay any unpaid balance due to it for prior 

telephone service. 1 

At least three times before the present dispute'" 'co}":'l;?lainant 
or its apparent r,epresentatives have reeeivedtele~hone se':rvice, I 

" 

failed to, pay amounts billed to i tfor such service, ana been 
, ' , ' , i ' 

disconnectea' for noopayme.nt. ,The most recent incident 'concerned 
telephone service furnished to complainant under telePhone':'I'number 
(415) 620-9849, which. was disconnected by defendant for ne;npayment on 
April 11, 1983. Complainant "brought the matter before:the ,'Commis:s1on' 

. I.: 
in a case entitled International Who11stic :Heal th Institute', v Pacific' 
Telephone and Telegraph Company, Case (C.) 8,3-03'-01'. , Hearing' was,' 

•. ',,' • ,.,' 'I'" 

held on June 20, 1983,. D,ec'ision (D.) 83~1 0-040 issuec1on, Oct:ober('19, , 
. , ·1'1' 

,I 
I 

'i 

1 Schedule Cal.P.U.C No. 36-T, 1st Revised Sheet 36-B, Rule No,. 
6.I.D. applies to' complainant and provides as follows: 

"D. Reestablishment of Credit - Other Business 
Applicant:;, 

"1. A customer whose service has been discontinued 
tor nonpayment ot bills will be required to pay 
any unpaid ,balance due the Utility for the 
premises,' for, which service is: to, be restored, to' 
pay a reconnect-ion charge* as presc,r1bed in Rule 
No. 11 under, 'Restoration - Reconnection Charge' 
and to reestablish credit by mak,ing the depos1 t 
prescribed in Rule No.7 B., before service 1~ 
res~ored_ ' 

"2. An applicaot who ,previously has been a,customer 
of the Utility ana during'the last twelve month:s 
of that prior service', has had service 
temporarily or permanently discontinued tor 
nonpayment of bills will be required to pay any 
unpaid balance due the Utility and to reest'a'olish 
credit by making the deposit prescribed in Rule 

,', 

No.7 B.3." (Footnote omitted.) .. • , , 

- 4 -
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defendant' s motion for nonsuit. On May 27, 198'3, just 
June 20, 1983 hearing, at a time when, the telephone, 

service at issue in C.83-03-01 had been; disconnected for nonpayment, 
com~lainant contacted defendantFs business office and ordered'the 
service at issue in the present complaint installed. Compla'inant was, 

routinely asked by defendant's service representative it it ha~:r had 

prior service and complainant responded that it had not" 'c1e11b;erately 
fa1ling, to advise the service representative of the dispute then' 
before the Commission or that previous telephone service had been 
disconnected for nonpayment., Despite D.8:3~10-040,complainant' has' 

failed. to pay any amounts whatsoever and. currently owes a total of 
$168.10 for the telephone, service at issue in that compla'in't'~ 

'. . , 

The second prior incident concerned 'telephone service 
provid.ed to complainant,'s' representative E'thel Dotson~2 ,Ms .. Dotson, 

, " 

was furnished. telephone service at complainant'S present address 
under telephone number (415) 234-4748 between March 15, 1982:"and 

•
octooer 28, 1982. Ms. Dotson bas failed to pay ,any amounts, 
wr..atsoeverbilled to, her for such service anc!. current,lyewes a total 

• • • I " 

of $395. 79· Service was disconnected for nonpayme,n't,"onOeto,ber 28, 
,J I, 

1982. 

The third prior incid.ent concerned telepl'lone"service 
provided complainant' s representatives, acting una,erthe name Welfare 

, w 

Rights Organization, at complainant's pre.sent address. Telephone 
service was furnished under telephone ,number (415) 235-4525, whic:h is 
the same telephone number that' complainant reCluested and, under, which 
telephone service was furnished in the present complaint. 

Complainant'S repres,entatives have failecr, to pay a total of ,,$168.1,3 
billed, for- the telephoz;e .service" provided. Service wa.s disconnected,: 
for nO%'.1payment 0%'.1 F'ebruary 26;, /198'2 ~ 

2 Ethel Dot:son appears, to be pr-esid.ent Of" co~plai%'.1ant. 
'. 'I'heWelfare Rights Organization whiCh par'tieipated in ;~.S2-l2'-:57 I' \ 

SanOiegoGas & Electric's generSl rate case, has no connection 
with the Welfare Rights Or9ani'Z~tion discussed in, this ',de~ision. 

, I 
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Combined, defend'ant" s records show tha.t a total of 
$1 ,674.~8 in charges for the telephone service at issue in th1s' 
proceeding and in prior p~oceedings remains uncollected. Defendant 

, ' ,I 

asserts that complainant should be barred .from obtaining any relief 
in this matter and the complain~ should be dismis·sed. 
Affirmative De:f'enses 

1ni ts answer defendant raises the following addl t1,onal" 
affirmati ve defenses:. 

Assignment.of Number 
Complainant: alleges that it was provided with an incorrect 

telephone number.' Compla1nant requested that telephone number (415) 
235-4525 be assigned to it· in connection w1 ththe telephone' service 

- , .. 
that is the subject of the complaint. When. the telephone· service was 
installed on June 2, 198;, co!Cplainantwas origine.llyo.ssigned a. 
different number than it had requested. Tha.t same dar , although' 
defendant was under no obligation to do so ~in an effort.to,sat,is:ty 
compla.inant, telephone number (415) 2:;5~4525·, was retrieved ,from' 
another' customer and assigned to complainant. 

Defendant alleges that even assuming arguendO. that :' 
complainant had' been permanently assigned a d1:t:f'erent,'teleph~ne 
number than' it had ':requested, under defendant 's tiledtar:f:.t:f'~·it is 

, ,', 

not required to furnish its customer with pa.rticula.r telepb:one·' 
numbers. Schedule Ca.l~P.U.C. No. 36-~, :;rd Revised Sheet'63,Rule 
17(c) provides as :f'ollows: 

,,(C) Changes in Telephone Numbers 
The assignment of a number to- a customer's 
telephone service will be made at the 
discretion of the Utility. The customer has 
no proprietary right in' the number, arrdthe 
Utility may make such reasonableehanges in 
telephone. numb·er or central office 
desi.gnation as the requirements-of ,the 
service may demand .. ", ' '-

6 -
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Furthermore, at the time complainant requested the 
particular telephone number, assignment, defendant's service 
representative advised complainant that the number assignment could 
not be gua:ranteed. Defendant also mailed complainant' a form" enti tled 
"ADVANCE TELEPHONE NUM:BER ASSIGIDIENT" which contains, the ,following 
statement:' ":Because of, equipment variances, we cannot gu.ar~tee this 
advance ass,ignment, nor ~~e pe,rmanence of any telephone number 'after 
installation of aervic,e." 

, Def"endantralleges" that complainant is not anti tled,'to',any 
relief based onan'al1egation of an incorrect tele:pb.one,~UlIlber' 
assignment. 

, ' , 

'Installation Date 
Complainant, al1eees tha.t defendant promised ,complainant 

that its telephone service would be installed on: June 1, 1983." 
Defendant alleges'that, complainant was originally advised on May 27, 
1 983, at the time the serviee o,rder was place'd', that the requested 

, . ' ' , , ' I', . '~I \ ' . _ . ',~ . 

• 
telephone service would be installed on June 2 ~ '1983, and that , 
ins,tallation of the service was in tact completed: on;' B,uch date~ 

Defendant asserts that assuming'arguendo that compla.inant's 
allegation is true, compla.inant is not entit1ed: to' any,relief tor 
alleged failure to meet, a due date for instal1a.ti~n,of se'rvice~ , 
Defendant alleges that the allega.tion of failure to, provide prompt 

• • .' r 

service is based on the theory that defendant" has acont:ractual 
obligation to, meet the .due date given to complainant for ,1n~talla.tion 
of service. 'Defendant argues that :tt did not ~bligate itself by: 
contract" to meet a particul~r due date,· nor is,complainant. 'othe~ise . 
entit~ed to any relief. beca.use of defendant.'s· alleged fa.ilure to ,meet 
the due date., .. .'/ 

No Cause of Aetion 
Defendant asserts tha.t the eomp1aint'!ails to 'state a cause 

of action because i'.t, do'es not set forth any· acto~ thing ,done, o,r , 
omitted to be done which i,s claimed to, be in, violation of 'any, "' 
provision. of' law or:: of any order ,or, rule of the Commission.,· Sect-ion 

- 7 -
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e· 170Z o:t'.the Public Utilities Code provides in part that a complaint 
must set forth: 

• 

• 

" ••• any act or thing done or omitted to be done, by 
any public utility, including any rule or charge 
heretofore established or fixed by or for 'any 
public utility, in violation or claimed to be in 
violation" of any provision of law or 0'£ any 
order or rule of the Commission." 

Rule 9 of the Commission 's Rules of Prac·tice and Procedure prov,ides 
in part: 

"A complaint may be filed by any corporation or 
person. • •• setting forth any act or thing,done 
or omitted .,to be done by MY public utility •• ~in, 
violation, o,r' claimed to be in .violation, '0'£ any 
provis.ion of law oro! any' order or rule of the 
Commission~ ", 

Defendant asserts that a complaint which does not allege a vioia.tion 
by a utility of a provision of law or order of the Commies'ion will be 
dismissed, citing: L. J ~ T. Industries, Inc. and R'.' :a. Mitman v 

Pacif'ic'Telephone,CompMY' (1976)80 Cal.P.U.C. 836; Blincoe,. et:al. v 
Pac. Tel. & Tel. Co. (1963,) 60 Cal.P.U.C. 432. 

Terminat,ion in Compliance 
With Ta.riffs 

Defendant states that t'elephone ser·J'ice furnished·,to <", 

complainant under 'telephone number (415,) 235-4525 was established on 
June 2, 1983,. and bills· have been sent to comp'lainant ea.chmonth 
since. Complainant has failed to pay any of said.telephone 'bills and 
currently is delinquent in the amount 0'£$942.36. 

Defendant asserts that action in a.dvising· compla.inant that 
. .) . 

its telephone service,. would be 1ierminated unless payment:.was,received 
and in subsequently' terminating: service is in full compliance with, 

.' 

- 8 -
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• 

• 

• 

its tariffs, .i.,e., Schedule Cal.P.U.C. No. 36-T, 10th Revised,S:heet 
49, Rule 11.A.2. 3 

Un1awf'ulAdvantage 
Defendant asserts that providing any relief to complainant 

because defendant, missed an installation "due date" or because it 

3 This rule provides, in part, as follows: 
"DISCONTINUANCE AND RESTORATION OF SERVICE 
"A. Reasons for Discontinuance of Service 

* * * 
"2. Nonpayment of Bills 

"a. All Classes, Types and Grades of Exchange and 
Toll Service 

"Bills sha,ll ~e considered past due 
(delinquent) and service to a particular 
premises, separately ,served and ~illed, may 
~e temporarily or permanently discontinued 
for the nonpayment of' a bill for the service 
furnished, provid.ed: (1) The bill has not 
~een paid within the period. specified ' 
below: 

"By the 'Due B~Date' shown on the bill 
or, if' no,t. shown, by fifteen calendar 
days after dat.e,of presentation of 
monthly ~ills, special ~il1~~ and all 
other bills, except yearly. 

"Thirty calend.ar days after date of 
presentation when 'o111s are rendered 
yearly and for custom work billing orders 
(CWBO). 

"and, (2) the Utility first gives notice of 
such delinquency and impend1ng termination at 
least ,7 calendar days prior to the proposed' 
termination ~y firs,t ,class mail address'ed' to 
the customer to whom the service is billed~ 
or delivered in person or delivered to the 
customer's b1111ng address." 

- 9 -
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eass1snedCOI:Pla1nant a 
': 

t~lephone numbe~ other:than the one' 
complainant req,uested, it granted, would violate the provisionsot 
Section 45; (a) of the Public Utili ties Code which pro;vides as follows: 

,,'1 .1 

"No :9ublic utility shall" as to ra.tes"~: ; charges po 

service, facilities, or in any other respect,. 
cake or grant any reference or aQvantage. to,' any 
corporation or person. Or suoject any corpo:rat10n 
or person to any pre judice or disaQvantage.~' 
Inability to Award D~ages 
Defendant alleges that we repeatedly:' held that we are 

wi thout jurisdiction to .award damages. (S.chuea.cher v :Pacific Tei. 
& Tel. Co.' (1965).64 Cal.P'.U.C. 295; EQward L;'''Blincoe, et' al. v~; 

Pac. Tel. &: :'el. Co. (1963) 6'0 Cal.P.V.C 4;2; Manfred, M. Warren and 
C •. ray Hollander v PaCific Tel .. & Tel. C:o. (1956), 4. C;al.P.U~'C. 704); 

there!ore, . coc1'lai:lant is not entitled to collect any, dam2.ees,· 
i::.cl1.:.d!ng dama.ges for alleged loss of incoce.' 
Co:municationWi th Co~:olainant • 

By registered le:tter dated Ja."luary, ~18, , 984, addressed to 
• Ethel Dotson, president, a~d Ralph McClain, sec'retary, 'by the .' 

• 

assigned ad:inistrative law judge~co~pla.inant was advised that i~ 

cay reques; a puolic hearing to' :presen~ ac.di tional facts, .a.nd 

argucen-:s., that the hearing date' would 'be tha~ se-lected by 

coo,la!.nant, and that unless a re:91y was received to the letter" 

within 15 days, the com,laintmay 'be dis=iss~d -!orwant of,' 
prosecution. 

, , 

Th~ registered letter was ~eturnedunc-lai:nee on January ,30, 
1984. 
Diseussion ~ .. ' 

Oreinar'ily', this complai!'lt would 'be routinely dis::1ssee,' 
without prej,udice for want of' prosecution.' Howeve:-, because o!the 
history behind this complainant, we will deny this co~plaint'with 
prejudice, and direct our' Consumer Affai':'s Branch and our Docket 
Office 
bills 

not to receive subsequent complaints conc·erning disputed .. ' 
filed by Dotson, !1cClain, International Who-listie Health-;' 

- 10 - . 
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\ ,.nsti tute, or Wel:f'areRights Orga.niza.tion, (when. !teting ~s an 'alter 

\ ego for eomplainant/ Dotson or MeClain.) . unless eomplainant aecom~anies, 
\ 

\ the formal or informal complaint ,with a deposit in the amount(s) of 
the disputed bill (s.) .. 4 .. 

We eneol.lrage defenaant to enforee the provisions' of its " 

tariffs and require payment of unpaid. balances for previous service, 
ana deposits before again providing telephone service to eomplainant 

and Dotson.. In addition, we note that more timely,e~forceme,nt by' 

• 

defenaant of its tariff governing discontinl.lanee ,of' service for" 

failure to pay 0-111s, quoted in footnote 3, wOl.lld have lesseneQ 
amount of the unpa,:Ld bill, ",whiCh may event\,lally be bO,rne by 

" defenda,nt's paying customer.s .. 

':: 

the 

4 Ms. Dotson ha.s also filed informal and formal complaints 
concerningdis:?uted gas and electric bills, without· :paying suchb1l1s' 
or depOSiting th.e amounts in dis:pute. • ' 

- 11 -
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• Finding!: 

1 • 

2. 

3· 

of Fact 

No cause of action has been stated in cOltl'laint., , 
Complainant has not prosecuted its complaint. 
Complainant,,. reloted org~niz~ti~nz" qnd" Dotsonhav~ a 

'I 

history of nonpayment for telephone services ~endered bydetendant. 
ConcluSions of La.w 

1. This· complaint should be denied with prejudice, because of 
, ' 

the frivolous nature of the complaint and complainant's history of 
n,o't paying for, but disputing, charges for telephone service,., , 

2 Cocplainattt" and Dotson and McClain should be placed on 
'. . .' 

notice that 'any future formal 'or informal compla.ints filed 'by them, 
. ' " . 

concerning disputed charges must be occomp.6.niedby .) d~posit'of the 
full amount of the char9~s in dis?utc., 

,.'.' V 
;;. Defendant, should 'be directed not to ,accept new applications 

for service from Dotson or complainant u~le=s prior bills ~ 

are ;paid and 'tone application for' new service is accompan'iedby a. 
• deposit, uS provided in defendunt's, tariffs. 

ORDER ..... - - - ~ 

IT !S ORDERED that:' 

1 • The cOI:lplaint in C .8,-12-02, as aI:lendecl, ~is denied with 
' preju.dice. ,-

• 

2. Complainant, Interna.tional Wholist1c Health Institute, and 
its officers, ,Ethel Dotson and Ralph McCla.in, are placed O:l 

notice th'41t future compl~ints concerning disputed 'bil~s' 

will, not be a.ccepted for filing unless a.ccompanied, by a~: deposit in 
the full amount of the d·isputed bills • 

- 12 -
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• 3. Defendant, Pacific Bell, is directed not;' to accept tuture 

• 

applications for telephone service from I'nternational Wholistic 
Eeal th Institute or ,. Ethel Dotson unless pr io·r unpaid telephone 
bills are ~aid in full, and the'new application is'accompanied oy 
a deposit. 

. I 
This order becomes. effective 30 da.ys trom toda.y.: 
Dated MAR 2' i 1984' , at San Francisco~ California. 

- 13 -
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without an outside d.ial tone so that only 
incoming calls could be rece1 ved .) , 

S. Defendant is liable for complainant's loss of 
income''oecause of defend.ant's negligence and 
errors. (The complaint contains no 
substantiation of loss of income or reques,t 
for specific: damages.) , 

The , . 
2. 

3. 

complai~t seeks: 
Reparation in, the amount of $10,OY" , 

Cancellation or any and all amou.n'ts c1eemec1:, , " owed or due to defendant by complainant. • 
Defendant be instructed to, ~ntinue 
plantiff's service pend!. a hearing and 
deCision in this matter 

No funds were place~ on d with the Commission by 
complainant. 

Defendant's repl~ was eceived on January 11,.' 1984, in 
'Which it answers all material llegations in the complaint, ~:denies 
that complainant is entitled to any relief, and'requests that the 

• comJ)laint be d.1sm1ssed'. " 

• 

Answer ',. 
Defendant make the following admissions: 
1. Complaina t requested and received telephone' 

service ~rn1shed under telephone number ' 
(415) 23p-4525 from June 2, 1983: through 
Deeembe~ 23, 1983, 'out failed to pay any 
amou,ntsl billed to it tor service du'r1ng, that 
perio~J The service was terminated. on 
Decem~c'r 23, 1983 tor nonpayment ~ 

J 
2. Defe%lldant's employee visited complainant's 

prem:!ses on, J,une 2, 1983, for the purp¢se of 
installing telephone service. ' 

/ ' 

3. Complainant paid a $100 deposit at or about 
the" time it requested thet~lephone servioe ' 
infissue. ' 

~' .~. 

4. Complainant failed to, pay amounts due for the 
telephone ser:v1ce, and defendant's,'reeor,ds' " . 
ind1,cate that< complainant nOw owes, a total of 
$942.36, • 

- 2 -
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-Findings of Fact 

1. No cause of action has been statec. in complaint .. 

2. Complainant has not prosecuted its complaint. 
3. Complainant, '~el~tcd organiztltions,. and 'Ootson have .;)1 

history of nonpayment ,£or telephone services rende·red,by defenda.nt. 
/" . .' 

Conclusions of Law·:;. /' . . . 

~. This'complaint should be denied witl:Y':PrejudiCe,bec~u$e of 
. .", 

'the frivolous nature of the cOl:lplaint and c.o'inpla1nant'3 history of 
not paying for,. but disputing, charges.(!' r telephone service. 

2 Complainant, and Dotson and cClain should be placed' ,on 
. . . 

notice that 'any future formal or ormal co.oplaints :f',iled by them' 
concerning dis~uted charges must be accompanied 
by a deposit of the full amoun charges in dispute. 

;. Defendant' directed not to acceptnewa.pplications 
for service from Dotson or omplainant u~less prior bills 
are paid and the applicat.: on tor new service is a.ccompanied by·. a 

efcndant's t~riffs.· • depos,i"t, as provideo ,in 

o R' D E R - - - -.",... 

that: 

,. The compl int in C.83-12-02, as amended, is denied with 
prejudice. 

" 2. Cocplai ant, International Wholistic Health Institute, and 
its officers, Et .el Dotson and Ralph McClain, are pl:aced on notice. 
that future com laints concerning disputed biller $Q P lltili ts :!Ie:P¥~ 

will not epted tor filing unless accompa.nied by a deposit in' 
the full of the disputed. bills. , 
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