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BEFORE THE POBLIC: ti''!ILITIES CO~SSION 'OF '!HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Robert Wade Hudson, ) 
) 

Com~lainant, ) 

v. ~ 
The Ponde~osa Telephone Company,) 

~".Inc. ) 

Defendant. S 
--------------------------) 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

case No •. 10616 
(Filed July 77 1978) 

The complaint alleges that complainant is the owner of a 
. rented house in Auberry, Califo::'nia, which bad ~elephone service until 

disconnected about February 1, 1978. Complainant immediately 
req~csted a new service, but defendant refused to acknowledge the 

~ request unt~l March 23, 1978 on receipt of a :egistered letter from 
complainant. The latter then requested that the service be connected 
~o an overhead cable near his house and was advised it could' not be 
done. '!he complaint prays that the Comm.1ssion order defendant to 
provide service from the overhead line since complainant will be 
occupying the premises on September 1, 1978. 

Defend.ant's Answer was filed on August 10, 1978. It 
alleges that the overhead cable is serving 12 units, which 'is the 
:Daximum load it can handle; that there :'s a waiting list ahead of:' 
:he co:nplainant; that a r.ew t:ndergroun<i cable will be in operation 
by early 1979 which could provide cocplainant service from ehe north 
side of his property; and that complainant has refused to allow an 
easeu:ent across his property on the north, but has requested that 
service be provided from tbe south where the terrain is very steep 
and all rock. 
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A letter was mailed to complainant on September 11, 1978 
which suggested t~t the mMttcr be settled without a hearing and 
included a telephone number and address where complainant could 
contact the Administr.;;:cive Law Judge to request a hearing or .3.sk 
for information. ~ second -letter was mailed co the complainant 
on October 23 7 1978 to advise that unless word was received Case 
No. 10616 wou:d be recommended for dismissal in November or December. 

~ Neither letter was answered and a staff engineer has advised that 
the controversy has apparently been settled to the satisfaction of 
the complainant. 

We therefore find and conclude that Case No. l06l6 should 
be dismissed. , 

IT IS ORDERED that Case No. 10616 is dismissed. 
The effective date of this order shall be thirty days 

after the date hereof. 
Dolted at ____ &m __ ~ ______ , California, this 

day of ___ J_A_N_UAi.;;;;.;.:.X _____ , 1979. 

commissioners 
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