ALI/ 3

82 72 Oﬁ“\ DECS 1984 _‘

Decisiorn

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF‘CALIFORNIA
JUDY PALIACK, S ;§1;_

Complairant,

- Case’ 84-05-057 oS
vS. (Filed May 1;,_1984)»

PACIFIC BELL (*o-merly PACIPIC
TELEPEONZ), ard ('84)
AT&T,

Deferdants.

Marcaret deB. Browz, Attorney at law, for Pacific
Bell, arnc Thomas V. MeClexndoxn, Attorrey at Law,
for AT&T Coamunicatiorns o (alifornia, Irc.,

deferdants.

INIOX

.. Judy Pallack (complairant) filed this complaint’ ox May 15,

1984 allegirng she was the target of diseriminatory practices by
Pacific Bell (Pacific) ir its billirng for telephoné‘service‘and~
equipment. The complaint requested that: ‘

1. Disputed calls be removed from all dbills.

2. Ture bill adjustmert requests be made aCcording
<0 compary practice. ‘ '

Service and leased equipmernt chargeS-be reduced <0
conpersate for deflects in service. :

Billirng adjustmernts be pade for the time of servzce
discorrectioz.

Charges for restoring service afier disco:nebtioﬁ
be removed Lfrom the bill.

Copies of repax epo-ts be nade available “Rpon.
request.

Pacific be ordered'to cease further
discerimiration. ‘

Costs ircurred for preparation of the subﬁnct
compla‘nt be recovered by compla*nant.
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Pacific azswered the complaint stavirg it had made service
adjustments totaling $94.73 for the months of Fedruary, May, June,
September, arnd October, 1983; that prior To Jaruary 1, 1984
conplainant's equipment was leased fronm Pacific; after Jannary51,
1984 the equipment is leased from American Telephore and‘Teiegraph*
Informatior Services (ATTIS) ard equipment problens‘shouid:be\
reported to ATTIS; all trouble reports were checked immediately; azd
tha% copplainant’'s service was disconnected on November‘SO 1983 and
*esxored or Decenmber. .8, 1983 after waiver of deposit requiremént ard-
pars ial payzent of 370. 2xcept as adzmitted in the answer, Paci*mc :
dex zﬂd the a’legatzo*s in the complaint, believes complaznar* is rov'
entz led vo ary relief, ard requested that complaint be dismissed.

| Deferdants AT&T Commurications of California (AT&T
Communications) filed its answer or July 2, 1984 denying complairant
was entitled to any relief bhecause the allegatiors irn the complai*t
concerr orly masters for which A&&ECommunlcatzons has no
esporsibility and *equested dismissal with prejudice.

’ Ir September AT&T Commurications filed a motion %o dlsmlss-
the complaint against it allegirng that the complaint makes no
reference to0 any act for which AT&T Commurications cbuld bé held
responsible ard that complairart's corcern is for in raLAmA service
prov1ded by Pacific. : :

The natte* was scheduled for hearing o August 21 1984'13'
San Prarcisco. Complaxnant convacted the Commissior on- the morni ng‘l
o,”August 21, 1984 .s%ating she would be uzadle to attend:the hearingi'
oz that date and rmquested that the ‘matter be contznued oo date o

be set. Or August 22, 1984, the matter was rescheduled for hearlng
‘on October 29, 1984. y _
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Hea*zng,was held as noticed or October 29, 1984. The ‘
complainazrt failed to appear. Upon fazlure of the c0mplainant to
appear:. coursel for Pacific moved for dzsmxssal for. failure-to
prosecute ard that all monies on deposmt with the Commission\be

re;eased to Pac;fzc. AT&T Communica tiorns joined in the motzon toJ
dismiss.

?1nd1ngs of Taet : o o
1. Complairant filed this complairt or May 15, 1984 allegang
discrimiratory practices by Paci’zc, poor serv~ce, billing.problems,
. and defective equipmert. ‘ : ‘ S
2. Pacific's answer leed ox Juze 21, 1984 denmed‘tne‘)
allegations and requested the complaint ‘be dismissed and all money orn
deposit with the Commissior be released to Pacif;c. T
5« AT&T Communication filed its answer on July 2y 1984 denylng"
_That complairart was entitled to any relier because it is no*
- responsidle for the acts alleged in the ~complaint. f S
4. Hearing scheduled for Augusz 21, 1984 was continued at the
request of complainart. :
5. Hearing,was reset for October 29, 1984 ir San Prancisco.
6. Complainant failed to- appear: ax the October 29, 1984
hearirg arnd made no ‘cortact witkh the Comm;ssion or defendant Pacific.
T Complainant's.aoposit or $70 should be disbursed to Pacifzc#
Corclucsior of Law ; - ' : o : . '
The conplaint against Pacitic»Bell and AT&T COmmuricaxzon
Services should be dzsmzssed for 1ack of prosecution.,
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ORDER
IT Is ORDZRED ‘that:
The complaint is dismissed with prejudlce.

Complainan*'s deposit of $70, ard ary other deposits made

by complairart in conrection with this c¢omplaint, shall bde. disbursed
t0 Pacific Bell by the Executive Director.

T
2.

This order becomes effective 30 days <from today.

Da sed DEC = 1984

» 3%t San Prancisco, Califorzia.

DONALD VIAL :
Preszdentuy
VIC”OR CALVO . .
PRESCILLA.C..GRBW* N
WILLIAM'T-.BAGLEY?]
FREDERICK R.-DUDA- =
- Commissioners.
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Bearing was held as noticed or October 29, 1984. The
complainant failed to appear. TUpor failure of the cdmplainant
appearn coursel for Pacific moved for dismissal for failure to
prosecute ard that 2ll monies on deposit with the Commisaion(bef. y
released to Pacific. AT&T Commurications joired in_thé‘motigh'to  |

dismiss. ‘ | ‘ e
Pirdirngs of Fact : ‘ .
_ Te Comp_aina“ iled this complaiznv o Hay 15, 1984 allegmrg

disceriniratory practices by Pac:fic, pi:;/serv~ce, ‘billing problems,

aré defective eguipmernt. .

2. Pacific's answer filed orx Jure 21, 1984 denied tae
allegations and requested the complaint be dismissed ard all mozey or
deposit with the Commission be reeﬁgsed to Pacific. | |

3. AT&T Commurication filed its arswer on July 2, 1984 derying
that complairant was entitled t‘/axy relief because it is not
responsible for the acts alleged in the complaint.

. 4. ZEearirg scheduled for August 27, 1984 was cortirued at the
request of complainart. ' I |

5. Hearing.was’res/. for October 29, 1984 in‘San-Francisco.

6. Complairart faifled to appear at the Octoder 29, 1984.
hearing ard made no convéct with the Commissior or deferdant Pac,*, .

Te Complainant's/depos‘t of $7O should be disbursed to Paciﬁzc.
Conclusior of Law

The conplamn, against Pacific Bell and AT&T Commur;cat:on
Serv1ces should be ﬁﬁsm ssed for lack of prosecution.




