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Decision No. _8 __ 9_5_2_3_ OCl" 1 71918 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~v.ISSION OF THE S~TE OF CALIFO~~ 

MICHi\EL S. SIMMS I ) 

} 
Complaina..'"l.t, ) 

) 

vs. ) 
) 

l?ACIFIC TELEPHONE A."'® ) 
TELEGRAPH COXl?~"Y I ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

------------------------, 

Case No. 10464 
(Filed Nove~r 16, 1977) 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

The complainant filed this cooplaint seckin~ ~~ order 
requiring the defendant to convert his telephone so that he could 
avail hicself of the use of International Direct Distance Di~ling 
(IDDD) service. In addition, the complainant sou~ht reparation 
in ~~e sum of $60 for service which he alleged he paid for ~ut did 
not receive, ~nd a rebate for the difference between IDD~ charges 

and operator assisted charges for his overseas telephone calls. A 

hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge James Tante in 
Los An~eles on February 21, 1978, pursuant to Rule 13.2 of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure and the matter was 
submitted on that date. The Commission issued Decision No. 88656 

in the matter in which all relief was denied on April 4, 1978. 
On July 11, 1978 the Co~~ission rendered ~~ order on the coc
plainant's application for rehearing (Decision No. 89088). In 

that order the Co~~ission granted a limited rehearing of Decision 
No. S86S6 on the s~le issue of reparation in the sum of 560, 

after concluding that good cause was not shown for rehearing on 

the issue of ID~D. 
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On Auqust 25, 1978 the defendant filed a Motion to 
Dismiss, ~ copy of which was se=ved upon the co~plain~~t, wherein 
the defendant alleges it has satisfied that portion of the 
cocplaint upon which rehearing was gr~~ted. The defendant alleges 
that it had contacted the complainant in ~ attempt to resolve 
the matter and advised the eomplain~~t that an adjustment in the 
S~~ of $60 had been applied to the eomp1~inant's ~ill. According 
to the allegations of the defendant in its ~otion to Dismiss, the 
complainant inforccd the defendant that said adjustment failed to 
satisfy his complaint in that he wishes to have further test~ony 

and findings on the issue of IDDD. 
Findinas of Fact 

1. The complainant filed a complaint on November 16, 1977 
wherein he sought reparation in the sum of $60 for service paid 
for but not received and a re~atc for IDDD charges. 

2. A hearing was held on February 21, 1978 and D~cision 
No. SS656 was issued by the Commission on April 4, 1978 denying 

any relief. 
3. ~he complainant filed an application for rehearing on 

May 11, 1978 and the Co~~ssion rendered an order in Decision 
No. 89088 on July 11, 1978 granting a limited rehearing on the 
sole issue of reparation in the sum of $60 for service paid for 

but allegedly not received. 
4. The defendant, in ~~ atte~pt to resolve the matter, has 

granted an adjustment credit of $60 to the complainant's bill. 
It is, thercforc/ concluded ~y the Commission that 

since the defendant has satisfied the co~plaint upon which the 
Commission had ordered a limited rehearinq, the matter is 
rendered moot and the co~p1aint should be dismissed without 

further hearing. 
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IT IS ORDERED that Case No. 10464 is dismissed. 

The effective eatc of this order shall be ~~irty days 

the date hereof. after 
{7ei-Dated at ____ ~~_ZD~~~~ds_~ __ o _____ , California, this 

day 0: __ ...;:O;..-:;C..;.TO¥.iB""E ..... R ____ , 19 7$. 

~~~~1e~~~ Robo~~ Ba~1~ov!cS, So!:g 
~oco~zo:1ly ~o~c~t, e!~ no~ ~~~!c!,~to 
~ t~o d1~po~1t1o~ 0: thiz ,rocoo~!~. 
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