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Decision No .. 51028 NOV 2 C 1975 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE ST'ATE OF CALIFORNIA 

L.. MoO GU~TON and 
L. CUNSTON~ 

Complainants ,. 

v. 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY, 

DefendMt .. 

------------------------

) 

I: 
C~se No'. 10742 

(Filed May :3" 1979) "., ," 

M:.tlcolm H. Furbush,. Attorney at Law" and 
John T. Crews~ for Paci~ic G~s and 
Electric 'Company,. defendant. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

This is a complaint by L. M. Gunston and L. Gunston against 
Pacific G::J.S a...'"ld Electric .Company. The complaint was, duly ca.lend;u-ed 
for hearing on October 17" 1979', ~d notice thereof' was served upo'n 
each party. 

Defendant appeared :a.t the hearing. The presiding Adminis

t.rati ve Law Judge admitted in evidence a. letter f'ro'm complainant 
L. M .. Gunston to the Commssion dated October 111' 1979" po.stmarked 
Oct.ober 16, 1979, and re,ceived on Octo,ber 17, 1979 (the morning,of' . . . ~ 

the hearing).. The letter stated that the complaint should be , . 
withdrawn or stayed pending the dispOSition of' matters not within 
the amoi t o.f' the complaint.. l'he Comm:t:ssion is o,;t the opinion "that 
no useful purpose would be served in continuing, this, matter. 
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The record indicates that the sum o£ $166.16 was-received 
by the Commission as a di.sputed 'bill deposit in connectiol:. w.1 th the 

c?mplaint. Def'endant indicated that complainants had in~luded 
in a recent payment duplicate funds covering that amount.. In the 
cireumstances the depo'si t should be returned to complainants. 
Findings of Fact 

1. Complainants. have failed to establish. that they are 
enti tled to aIJ.y relief herei:t~ • 

. 2. The sum of' $166 •. 16 was received from complainants by the 
Commission as a disputed 'bill deposit in connection with this 
complaint. 

3. Complainants recently made a payment to· defendant which 
included funds which duplicate the disputed bill deposit,. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The complaint should be denied. 

2. '!he disputed bill deposit o£ $166.16 ~ which was received 
by the CommiSSion, should be disbursed to complainants,. 

3. Since the ensuing order involves the return o·£: a 

customer deposit it should be e£.f'ect1ve on the date of' i'ssuance. 
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IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Complainants are entitled to no relief" in this proceeding 

and the complaint in Case No.. 10742 is denied. 

2. The sum o~ $166.16, which. w~ received by the Commission 
as a disputed bill deposit, should be disbursed to· complainants. 

The ef"fecti ve date -o'! this order is the date hereof'. 
Dated NOV 20 1979 , at San Francisco,. Califor:lia. 

Co~i::~o~er Eie~o:d D. Cr~vollo. boing 
~ocO~~~~1ly ~~~e~t, did no~ port!ci~te 
i~ t:o ~i:p¢:~t!on ot th1~ procood1ns. 
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