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Decision No. _88534._‘ MR 7T f? : .R Gl

| BEFORE THE PTBLIC U'.'."I.LI"’IES CO‘!MISSIO“! 0“/ 'IHE S’I.'A’J.‘E OF CA...IFO

PAUL G. FEID, S N P I,
Coxplainant, ~ { - i . Case I\ao. L1045
;v‘s - o L B j,(?i.led Nove.mbe : 4*

PACIFIC TELSPHONE m
TELZGRAPE. COMPANY,

De‘endant. -

Paul G. Feld, for hmself coﬁbhxﬁaﬁt. e o
V. Hendexson, for The: T>ac:x.f..<: 'Ielephone &
'releg:aoh COmpany, de,.endan.... » A ,

OPINI oN AND O‘QDER

Coxplainens requestea telephone serv:!.ce to h:.s '-anch 1oca1:ed :
. a2t 12962 Goxdon Hill Road, Valiey Center San Dmego Comty.. Upon
being informed that it would cost $839 payable in adva.nce, to extend L
sexvice to the house at the above ,.ocatzon, complaiant requested
that he be permit ed to make a down payment: of $200 and to~ pay the
balance in $20 monthly installments.. Defendart refmsed th:.s request. R
Complainant seeks an oxder di*ect.ng de*'endam: to provide an alterna.tive
to the full payment, in advance,: such as the tme pqtyment pz:oposed | 1
| Defendant raises four. nff xve defensee. “to. the' complamt-
(1) The xequirement o pay line. extension and scrvice' , o'ixnect; om. i
. charges in advance are iz compliance with defendan s tariff, ""Sche.dule
" No. 23-T; (2) the complaint is defective in that :.t fai.ls"-‘te,;—stat“"/"'a.
- cause of action; (3) to gramt. co.nplein,ant s, :equesf would'—*bé '
- of its tanf‘ and Section 453 o" the P...bl:.c oE :'.litie“‘" Code;. and 4)""’ \




C.10459 bl

the complaint essmt:.ally chal.:.enges the reasonableness of the ln.ne
extension and sexvice comaection rates and. charges, but does not
‘contain the requisite 25 signetures puzsuant to. Sect:.on : '702 of the :
Code. Defendan* denies thes complaman" n.s erxt-l ed to any re :.ef

and prays that the complamt e d:.smmesee. | S R

A bearing was held in Los A.,geles on Janua:y" 12 1978'be£o:".‘-e‘.f'-£,jf B

Administrative Law Judge . Bema::d A._ Pee ers mder the’“"xped teci S
Complaf.n" Procedure., ok . :
The Evidence o B AR
Comp...a:.nant om.s abo-..t 15 acres of very rocky,
rattlesneke-mes*ed p-ope:ty in porthern San. Diego '-'?Count_y; eaf" ERRE
Valley Center. He is in the process of oevelopmg a:i avocado,’. *‘orchard :
oa the property which may take three to foux wore. yea.rs befo*-e, :.”t" ey
will start produc:.ng. COmpla:x.na.nt woncs the ranch on weekends alone. SR
Beczuse of the -attlesnake :‘.nfesta.t:.on andthe- potenti rrlfffrdangef T
iavolved in working the steep nillsides, » and to ess e. t:he,emc:eties” :
of complainant's wife, he ordered: telephone sexv:.ce to be’ mstelled. R
Aerial electr:.e ‘powex se-v:,ce oad been. ms«.a...led some;l.; years pnor. = SN
Upon learning that it would cost $8.-,0 oayable in: advanee ‘to’ ext:end e
service from defendant s e:c:.s..mg ,.ac:.litu.es ($208 .50 for ifne’ "
'exx:ens:.on and $630.50 fo.. serv::.ee connection) complament tequested
that ke be permitted to make 2 $200 down. payment and $20 pex- monthf"_j_,f;l_,:} SR
payments to pay off ‘the balance of. 3699', Complai.na.nt st:ated thafi,it : a
was not a question of whether he couid not pay. the amountin adval.nce,"“
he could but he felt that the. ut:!.l:x.ty shouid! have some 1 "ernativ

e"bod of payment the same as. o"b.er 'bus...nesses do. Also g
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Defendant presented one . witness and o exhibits.,f'”7 | B
Essentially, the evidence shows that defendant: has fully'complied with S
its tariff requirements; that the total line extenoron to the house on
the property amounts to 2,394 feet or 1,394 feet, beyond the 1,000
free-footage allowance; and that tariff Schedule-N . ZB-T Speeiel
Cordition 1.4 provides for advance payment and tnerefore arrangement
for installment payment could not be entered 1ntoww£thout violatzng
Section 453 of the Code, which prohrblts & uxrlity From grentnng
a preference oxr advnntage to a customer.; : ud AT

It was developed that since the complaxnt was filed nnother
customer was provided service by. defendant whnch rnvolved using some
of the electric compeny poles used to service compln;nant s property,
that it costs $207 one time rental charge pex- pone to nttaeh telephone

"lines to the electric utzlxty s poles, and’ that now thxs charge eonld
be prorated between the two customers, and as-a consequence the charge
to extend service to complainant’s house now~wou1d be. $672 ($167 line
extension and a service connection.chargc of $SOS).u .

We agree with defendant that complaznant has no-; standing

1. ‘."( - HE S

the tariff unless he is J°lﬂ¢d by 24 other complaxnants or raxses ’”\2/{hr'
the issue in a general rate proeeedrng.'_ RN ‘~".,.ﬁ. , L
' Under the crrcumscances we wnll not order defendanc
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Therefore, IT IS ORDERBD that complaimnt :[s entitled t:o
no relief, ‘

The effective date of this order shall 'be thirty days
after the date hereof.

. Dated at San Franctsco - ‘Califor




