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Dec is ion No. 89183 AUG 8 -1978 
-----

BEFORE THE PUBLIC U'I'ILI'I'IES COMMISSION OF ntE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

RA1'MOND BRYAN, 

PLAINTIFF , 

VS. 

:PACIFIC TELEPHONE CO.. INC., 

DEFENDANT. 

Case No .. 1.0487 
(Filed January 18, 1978) 

Raymond Bryan, for himself, 
complainant .. 

Duane G.. Henry, Attorney at Law, 
for defendant. 

OPINION ...... ----.- .... -
In his complaint, complainant makes approximately 

20 various allegations against the defendant during the period 
from August 1977 until December 1977. He alleges that 
defendant interrupted his telephone service; harassed him 
concerning his billing; billed him with handwritten bills; 
charged him for service not performed; overcharged him for 
installation; sold him defective equipment; unlawfully gave 
his address to people who had only his number and not his 
~e; billed him under unlawful tariffs; overcharged him in 
some case as much as $109.25 or as much as 75 percent; 
deliberately mixed up the type of service ordered so as to 
bill him excessively; invaded his privacy by subjecting him 

\ . 

to advertising messages when seeking information numbers; . 
unlawfully collected state and federal taxes on mistaken 
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billing and not refunding such taxes; placed "vox" operated 
listening devices on his telephone in violation of state and 
federal law; failed to refund his advance monthly charges 
when telephone service was not rendered for periods of time; 
terminated his telephone service on December 28, 1977 for 
refusal to pay an advance toll billing in violation of ,his 
constitutional rights; violated his constitutional rights to 
'privacy by charging h~ 15 cents per month for an unpublished 
number; billed him for service when his telephone was out of 
order; installed a new type of phone equipment in his residence 
which the defendant advertised as requiring 75 perc~nt less 
labor, without a corresponding reduction of complainant's 
installation charge; deprived complainant of his telephone 
service on several occasions during rainy weather under an . 
unpublished policy/tariff dictating deprivation of residential 
service so as to make more lines available for industrial users 
in semi-industrial areas; has deliberately duped, misled, 
defrauded, and confused the compla~nt by its billing proce­
dures; and violated his constitutional rights of due process. 

Complainant requests the following relief: 
that defendant reconnect his telephone until all litigation 
is eXhausted; that the adVance toll billing be found unconsti­
tutional and that defendant be required to refund all monies 
collected therefrom; that all existing tariffs of defendant 
be examined to see if they meet constitutional prohibitions; 
that the IS-cent tariff for unpublished numbers be declared 
~lawful and voided, and that defendant be ordered to refund 
all monies collected thereunder; that defendant be ordered to 
make all billings accurate and reflect all monies received; 
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that all subscribers be assigned a credit rating by defenclant; /' 
that defendant inform subscribers of any special billtng 
procedures reSUlting from their credit ratings; that the Public 
Utilities Commission find that the right of the citizen to 
telephone communication is a substantial one and that phone 
service not be disconnected for any reason without notice or 
right of appeal; that defendant not obstruct or ~pede tele-
phone communication with informational messages unless every 
subscriber has been furnished with every telephone directory 
in the area; that defendant deduct an amount from subscriber's 
billing which corresponds to time the telephone was out of 
service; and that defendant be required to publish a tariff 
reflecting a 75 percent reduction of cost in the installation 
of new equipment. 

Defendant admits the complainant was properly charged 
15 cen'Cs per month for unpublished nl.mlber service pursuant to 
applicable tariff provisions. It further admits that 
complainant's telephone service was out of order during part 
or all of August 17 and 18, 1977 due to a storm. In all 
other respects, the complainant's allegations are denied. 

A hearing was held in Los Angeles on June 7, 1978 
before Administrative Law Judge William A. Turkish pursuant 
to Section 1702 of the Public Utilities Code, and the matter 
was submitted on the filing of the transcript. 

Complainant testified £or'hfmself. Thomas Longsden~ 
defendant's service representative supervisor, testified on 
its behalf. 

Complainant, an attorney at law, reiterated the 
allegations contained in his complaint. He testified that 
be was never made aware of defendant's tariffs, of its a.clva.nce 
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toll billing, or of its credit ratings, and that this violates 
his constitutional rights of due process. He testified that 
he was not prepared at the hearing to submit any proof in 
support of his allegations. 

A motion was made by defendant that all issues
r

3S 

alleged be dismissed for lack of proof. Complainant stil)ulated 
to a dismissal of all issues with the exception of the , 
~onstitutionality of defendant's tariffs, defendant's 
advance toll billing, the invasion of complainant's privacy 
by requiring him to listen to a recording when he dials 
information, and the l5-cent charge for unlisted numbers. 
The motion to dismiss all remaining issues was granted. 
Complainant declined to give any further testimony or evidence 
on the remaining stipulated issues. 

Defendant's witness testified as follows. All 
charges for the installation of complainant's telephone 
service on number 634-4317 were in accordsnce with defendant's 
filed tariff and that such service was pe~ncntly disconnected 
for failure to pay the $445.02 owing on the account. On 
December 2, 1977 defendant mailed to complainant a special 
advance toll or special long distance bill. Accompanying 
the printed bill was a payment card on which certain entries 
were handwritten and such special bills are covered by tariff 
Sched~le Cal. P.U.C. 36-T, Rule No. 9.A.S. Complainant's 
number 630-5535 was disconnected on December 30, 1977 for 
nonpayment of $258.08, which is still owing on the account. 
The witness further testified that the lS-cent unpublished 
number charge is covered by tariff Schedule Cal. P.U.C. 17-T, 
sheet 4. He also stated that defendant provides all telephone 
directories within the 213 area to its subscribers in the 
area upon request. 
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o R D E R ---......, ... -
IT IS ORDERED that the relief requested is denied .. 
The . effective date of this order sh.a.ll be thirty days 

after the date hereof.. rJ-
Dated at ~~'!"I ~·'!"I·t'?irtm ,California, this 1.!!::.. 

day of ___ "_!~_r:: .... !~_'r ____ , 1978. 
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·Com1~~.1onor Vlil11run Symon~, :fr •• ~o1ns· 
~oco~~or1ly ~b~ont. e1d not p~rt1c1pato 
'1%1 the d1~po~1 tion of this pl"ocoo41llg. 

Co~i:J::Iionor Cl:::dro T. Dedrick. bo'1 
nCCQc~arily ~b3C~t. did not part~c1~to 
in tho db;po::;1tion 0: thic ;procoodlDg. 


