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Decision 90 03 058 MM 28 1990 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

KATZ ROSS & ASSOCIATES, 
dba KATZ CONSULTING GROUP, 

Complainant, 

v. 
PACIFIC BELL (U 1001 C), 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-------------------------------) 
Jerry Ross, for Katz Ross & Associates, 

complainant. 
Terri De Beaubien, for Pacific Bell, 

defendant. 

OPINION 

complainant seeks a remission of $1,500 in charges 
assessed by defendant to move three foreign exchange lines. 
Complainant alleges that on september 15, 1989 it moved its offices 
from victory Boulevard in Van lluys to Hamlin Street in Van NUYs, 
approximately 400 yards, and requested defendant to move all of 
complainant's telephone service, which defendant did. Defendant 
charged $70.75 per line for moving complainant's local service and 
$580 per line for moving complainant's foreign business exchange 
service. The charge for moving the three foreign exchange lines 
was $1,740, of which complainant asserts $1,500 was unreasonable. 
public hearing was held February 15, 1990. 

Complainant's witness testified that prior to the move 
complainant had retained a telecommunication consulting firm to 
advise it on equipment and costs. Complainant was advised, prior 
to the move, that the cost of moving the three foreign exchange 
lines was $580 per line. complainant, needing the three lines for 
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its business, accepted the charge because it had no othor choice. 
'Complainant argues that the move charge is eKcessive under the 
circumstances. The reconnection of the foreign exchange service 
was no different from the reconnect ion of the local service and 
should cost the same - $70.15 per line. 

Defendant asserts that its charges for complainant's moVe 
was in accordance with its tariff Schedule Cal. PUC NO. A3.i.2, 3rd 
Revised Sheet 10, which provides for a $580 service charge for 
moving each foreign exchange line from one premises to another. 
Distance is not a factor. Foreign e~change rates, and the rate 
under consideration here, were approved by this commission in July 
1988 in Decision 88-07-022. 

To challenge the reasonableness of a rate or charge Of a 
telephone utility the complaint must be signed by not less than 25 
actual or prospective customers (Public utilities Code § 1702; 
Rules of Practice and procedure, Rule 9). And, where a rate or 
charge has been found reasonable, relief, if granted, would be 
prospective only. 

Complainant, sesking relief from approved tariff charges, 
has not stated a cause of action. 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint is disnissed. 
This order is effective today. 
Dated MAR 2 a 1990 , at San Francisco, California. 

N 
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G. MITCHELL WJlK 
President 

FREDERICK R. DUDA 
STANLEY W. HULETT 
JOHN B. OHAWAN 
PATRICIA M. ECKERT 

COmmt.~iooers 

I CERTIFY THAT THIS DECISION 
Y/AS APPROVED 8'/. lHI: A80Vt 

COMMISSiONERS TODAY 


