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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

21 1 SOWER BOULEVARD 
POST OFFICE BOX 61 5 

FRANKFORT, KY. 40602 
(502) 564-3940 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
._ 

RE: Case No. 1999-460 
GTE SOUTH, INC. 

I, Stephanie Bell, Secretary of the Public 
Service Commission, hereby certify that the enclosed attested 
copy of the Commission's Order in the above case was 
served upon the following by U.S. Mail on April 10, 2000. 

See attached parties of record. 

Secretary of the Commission 

SB/sa 
Enclosure 



Larry D. Callison 
State Manager-Regulatory Affairs 
GTE South, Inc. 
150 Rojay Drive 
KY 1 OH072 
Lexington, KY. 40503 

Rita & Jerry Dowdy 
950 Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, KY. 42171 

Honorable Jeffrey J. Yost 
Attorney for GTE South 
Jackson & Kelly 
175 East Main Street, Suite 500 
P . O .  Box 2150 
Lexington, KY. 40595 2150 

Honorable Richard D. Gary 
Honorable Gregory M. Romano 
County for GTE South 
Hunton & Williams 
Riverfront Plaza - East Tower 
951 E. Byrd Street 
Richmond, VA. 23219 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

RITA DOWDY 

COMPLAINANT 

V. 

GTE SOUTH INCORPORATED 

DEFENDANT 

O R D E R  

CASE NO. 99-460 

f Smith On November 7, 1999, Rita Dowdy, a resid1 Grove served by Park 

City exchange, filed a formal complaint against GTE South Incorporated (“GTE South”) 

because she is unable to obtain GTE South service through the Smiths Grove 

exchange and thereby have local calling to areas in Warren, Barren and Edmonson 

counties served by GTE South through the Smiths Grove exchange. Ms. Dowdy 

alleges that a number of her neighbors also wish to obtain service from GTE South 

through the Smiths Grove exchange rather than the Park City exchange and have not 

been permitted to do so. Ms. Dowdy states that she does business in Warren County 

and has relatives in adjoining areas. Ms. Dowdy asserts that granting her request 

would not constitute a problem because of her proximity to GTE South’s telephone 

lines. Ms. Dowdy does not allege that the service provided through the Park City 

exchange is inadequate in any way other than that its local calling area is not the one 



she prefers. GTE South responded to the Complaint on December 6, 1999, asserting 

that its refusal to accommodate Ms. Dowdy’s request violates no law. 

For the reasons discussed below, the Commission finds that the complaint fails 

to state a prima facie case and should therefore be dismissed. 

As the Franklin Circuit Court and the Commission previously have found, a 

desire for a local calling area other than the one offered by one’s local exchange carrier 

does not render that carrier’s service “inadequate” so as to justify action on a complaint 

pursuant to KRS 278.269.l Complaints similar to that of Ms. Dowdy have been filed 

before. For example, in response to complaints of Rochester residents that they 

wanted a local calling area other than that offered by the carrier that served their 

exchange,2 the Commission ordered Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company 

(“Southern Bell”), the adjacent local carrier, to serve the complainants’ exchange. The 

Franklin Circuit Court, however, in Logan Co. Rural Telephone Coop. Corp. v. Public 

Service Commission, Civil Action No. 61 507 (Memorandum dated December 21, 1963, 

Order and Judgment dated December 27, 1963), set aside the Commission’s Order. In 

its Memorandum, the court noted, inter alia, that no inadequacy of service had been 

shown. The circumstances here are similar: Ms. Dowdy alleges no inadequacy of 

service. 

See Case No. 99-430, Tommy Lee Pendley v. Logan Telephone Cooperative, 
Inc. and South Central Bell Telephone Company, Order dated June 15, 1995, and 
citations therein. 

Case No. 3963, Estill Knight v. Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph 
Company and Logan County Rural Telephone Cooperative Corporation, Order dated 
August 21, 1961. 

-2- 



The Commission is not insensitive to Ms. Dowdy’s concerns, or to those of others 

who desire local calling to areas other than those offered by their local exchange 

carriers. Nevertheless, the Commission is required to recognize that its decisions in 

such matters do not take place in a vacuum. In Administrative Case No. 218,3 Order 

dated February 21, 1980, the Commission stated, “The establishment of telephone 

boundary lines is absolutely necessary to allow economical and efficient communication 

system planning ... once established, the integrity of boundary lines must be observed 

by both the telephone utilities and by telephone subscribers, except in those instances 

where, upon application by the utility, a deviation is granted by the Commission for good 

cause shown.. . .” In other words, considerations of economy and policy dictate that 

deviations be granted only when a utility so requests, offering evidence regarding 

potential adverse impact as well as of exceptional circumstances that justify the 

deviation. However, although the relief.requested cannot be granted on the basis of 

Ms. Dowdy’s complaint, the Commission recommends that GTE South review the 

issues presented herein and consider the feasibility of realigning its exchanges in this 

area. 

Having reviewed the evidence of record and being otherwise sufficiently advised, 

the Commission finds that: 

1. Complainant has failed to state a prima facie case upon which the 

Commission can offer relief. 

Administrative Case No. 218, In the Matter of Telephone Utility Exchange 
Boundaries. 

-3- 



2. A hearing in this matter is not necessary in the public interest or for the 

protection of substantial rights, and this Complaint should be dismissed without a 

hearing. 

IT IS THERFORE ORDERED that the complaint herein be and it is hereby 

dismissed with prejudice. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 10th. day Q f  A p r i l ,  2000. 

By the Commission 

ATTEST: 

15 

Executive Dfector 



Monday, January 47,2000 

ff rom: 
Rita Dowdy 
950 up iths Grove Rd 
Smiths KY 42479 
(270) 74S9883 



I 

On the matter of 
Rita Dowdy, UwdividuaOOy and 88 Agent ffor husband 
Jerry Dowdy M. GBE TELEPHONE 



R i b  Dowdy 
(270) 749-9883 



.,. 

Larry D. Callison 
State Manager 
Regulatory Affairs & Tariffs 

December 6, 1999 

Ms. Helen C. Helton 
Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
730 Schenkel Lane 
Post Office Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

GTE Service ( T 4  Corporation 

KY 1 OH072 
150 Rojay Drive 
Lexington, KY 40503 

Fax: 606 245-1721 
606 245- 1389 

Re: In the Matter of: Rita Dc idy, Complainant v. GTE Sout 
Incorporated, Defendant - Case No. 99-460 

n 

Dear Ms. Helton: 

Enclosed for filing with the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
("Commission") are an original and ten copies of the Answer of GTE 
South Incorporated ("GTE") in the above referenced matter. 

Please bring this filing to the attention of the Commission, and 
should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me 
at your convenience. 

Yours truly, 

Larry D. Callison 

Enclosure 

A part of GTE Corporation 



In the matter of: 

Rita Dowdy, Individually and 
as Agent for husband Jerry Dowdy 

COMPLAINANT 

vs. 

GTE TELEPHONE 
1 

DEFENDANT 

ANSWER 

Case No. 99-460 

GTE South Incorporated (“GTE”), for answer to t le  Complaint in this proceeding, 

respectfully states: 

(a) . That here follow specific responses to the allegations of Complainant, by 

paragraph: 

1. In response to Paragraph 1, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. 

2. In response to Paragraph 2, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject of 

Complainant’s reason for renting a house near Bowling Green sufficient to enable it to answer. 

To the extent a M e r  answer is required, GTE admits that Complainant was originally given the 

telephone number (270)563-0063 as her likely assigned telephone number. 

3. In response to Paragraph 3, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. 

:. 



4. In response to Paragraph 4, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sf ic ient  to enable it to answer. 

5. In response to Paragraph 5 ,  GTE has no information or belief upon Complainarit’s 

motivations for contacting GTE sufficient to enable it to answer. To the extent a further answer is 

required, GTE admits that Complainant was provided the telephone number (270)563-0063 as 

her preliminarily assigned number. This number would reflect local exchange service from the 

Smiths Grove exchange. GTE denies that it “assured” complainant that Smiths Grove service 

would be provided as representatives are trained to always advise the customer that although a 

number is assigned at the time the order is placed, it is not a guarantee until the service is 

completed. 

6. In response to Paragraph 6, GTE has no information or belief upon Complainant’s 

motivations for why the house was constructed sufficient to enable it to answer. To the extent a 

further answer is required, GTE denies that Complainant was advised by GTE Manager Joe 

Miller that “Smiths Grove long-distance serve [sic] was not available under rules and regulations 

promulgated by the Public Service Commission.” GTE does state, however, that Complainant 

was advised by Mr. Miller at the time telephone service was connected that local exchange 

service was to be provided to Complainant from the Park City, rather than the Smiths Grove, 

exchange. 

7. In response to Paragraph 7, GTE denies that Complainant was “[flaced with the 

alternative of no long-distance service.” 

8. In response to Paragraph 8, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. To the extent that an answer is required, GTE states that it is 

mandated by the regulations of the Public Service Commission of Kentucky to “observe the 

2 



integrity of the established exchange boundaries.” Order, In the Matter of TELEPHONE 

UTlLITIESSCEUNGE BOUNDARIES, Administrative Case No. 218 (Feb. 21,1980). 950 

Upper Smiths Grove Road is located within the boundaries of the Park City exchange and GTE 

is required by law to serve it from that exchange. GTE further states that if Complainant were 

served by the Smiths Grove exchange and dialed 91 1 in an emergency, she would be connected 

to Warren County, which would not dispatch services to her location. Complainant’s current 

telephone number and exchange properly connects Complainant to the 91 1 service of the 

appropriate jurisdiction. GTE also states that Complainant signed up for “Park City Premium 

LCP” service on October 28,1999, permitting Complainant to make unlimited calls to the 

Smiths Grove Exchange for a flat fee.’ 

WHEREFORE, the defendant prays that the complaint be dismissed. 

l The local calling plan providing this service was included in Tariff Filing No. T60-1044 
and approved by the Commission on October 12, 1999. 

3 I 



I '  

* 0 
I 
I December 6, 1999 

Respectfully submitted, 

GTE SOUTH INCORPORATED 

Jeffrey J. Yost 
JACKSON & KELLY 
175 East Main Street, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2150 
Lexington, KY 40595-21 50 
(606) 255-9500 

Richard D. Gary 
Gregory M. Romano 
HUNTON & WILLIAMS 
Riverfkont Plaza - East Tower 
951 E. Byrd Street 
Richmond, Virginia 232 19 
(804) 788-8644 

IT'S ATTORNEYS 

4 



Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that on this 6* day of December, 1999 a copy of the foregoing Answer was 

mailed, first-class, postage prepaid to the following: 

Ms. Rita Dowdy 
950 Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, Kentucky 42171 n 

.... .- 
-..* 
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Larry D. Callison 
State Manager 
Regulatory Affairs & Tariffs 

December 6, 1999 

Ms. Helen C. Helton 
Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
730 Schenkel Lane 
Post Office Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

GTE Service (m) Corporation 

KY 1 OH072 
150 Rojay Drive 
Lexington, KY 40503 

Fax: 606 245-1 721 
606 245-1389 

Re: In the Matter of: Rita Dowdy, Complainant v. GTE South 
Incorporated, Defendant - Case No. 99-460 

Dear Ms. Helton: 

Enclosed for filing with the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
('Commission") are an ori.gina1 and ten copies of the Answer of GTE 
South Incorporated ("GTE") in the above referenced matter. 

Please bring this filing to the attention of the Commission, and 
should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me 
at your convenience. 

Yours truly, 

n 

Larry D. Callison 

Enclosure 

A part of GTE Corporation 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of: 

Rita Dowdy, Individually and 1 

COMPLAINANT ) 

as Agent for husband Jerry Dowdy 

Case No. 99-460 
vs. 

GTE TELEPHONE 

) 
DEFENDANT ) 

ANSWER 

I GTE South Incorporated (“GTE”), for answer to the Complaint in this proceeding, 

respecthlly states: 

(a) 

paragraph 

That here follow specific responses to the allegations of Complainant, by 

1. In response to Paragraph 1, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. 

2. In response to Paragraph 2, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject of 
I 

Complainant’s reason for renting a house near Bowling Green sufficient to enable it to answer. 

To the extent a further answer is required, GTE admits that Complainant was originally given the 

telephone number (270)563-0063 as her likely assigned telephone number. 

3. In response to Paragraph 3, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. 



4. In response to Paragraph 4, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. 

5.  In response to Paragraph 5, GTE has no information or belief upon Complainant’s 

motivations for contacting GTE sufficient to enable it to answer. To the extent a M e r  answer is 

required, GTE admits that Complainant was provided the telephone number (270)563-0063 as 

her preliminarily assigned number. This number would reflect local exchange service from the 

Smiths Grove exchange. GTE denies that it “assured” Complainant that Smiths Grove service 

would be provided as representatives are trained to always advise the customer that although a 

number is assigned at the time the order is placed, it is not a guarantee until the service is 

completed. 

6 .  In response to Paragraph 6, GTE has no information or belief upon Complainant’s 

motivations for why the house was constructed sufficient to enable it to answer. To the extent a 

I 

I 
~ 

further answer is required, GTE denies that complainant was advised by GTE Manager Joe 

Miller that “Smiths Grove long-distance serve [sic] was not available under rules and regulations 

promulgated by the Public Service Commission.’’ GTE does state, however, that Complainant 

was advised by Mr. Miller at the time telephone service was connected that local exchange 

service was to be provided to Complainant from the Park City, rather than the Smiths Grove, 

exchange. 

7. In response to Paragraph 7, GTE denies that Complainant was “[flaced with the 

alternative of no long-distance service.” 

8. In response to Paragraph 8, GTE has no information or belief upon the subject 

sufficient to enable it to answer. To the extent that an answer is required, GTE states that it is 

mandated by the regulations of the Public Service Commission of Kentucky to “observe the 

2 



integrity of the established exchange boundaries.” Order, In the Matter of TELEPHONE 

UTILITIES EXCHANGE BOUNDARIES, Administrative Case No. 21 8 (Feb. 21,1980). 950 

Upper Smiths Grove Road is located within the boundaries of the Park City exchange and GTE 

is required by law to serve it from that exchange. GTE further states that if Complainant were 

served by the Smiths Grove exchange and dialed 91 1 in an emergency, she would be connected 

to Warren County, which would not dispatch services to her location. Complainant’s current 

telephone number and exchange properly connects Complainant to the 91 1 service of the 

appropriate jurisdiction. GTE also states that Complainant signed up for “Park City Premium 

LCP” service on October 28, 1999, permitting Complainant to make unlimited calls to the 

Smiths Grove Exchange for a flat fee.’ 

WHEREFORE, the defendant prays that the complaint be dismissed. 

The local calling plan providing this service was included in Tariff Filing No. T60- 1044 
and approved by the Commission on October 12, 1999. 

3 



e 
December 6, 1999 

Respectfully submitted, 

GTE SOUTH INCORPORATED 

Jeffrey J. Yost 
JACKSON & KELLY 
175 East Main Street, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2150 
Lexington, KY 40595-21 50 
(606) 255-9500 

Richard D. Gary 
Gregory M. Romano 
HUNTON & WILLIAMS 
Riverfront Plaza - East Tower 
951 E. Byrd Street 
Richmond, Virginia 232 19 
(804) 788-8644 

IT’S ATTORNEYS 

4 



Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that on this 6* day of December, 1999 a copy of the foregoing Answer was 

mailed, first-class, postage prepaid to the following: 

Ms. Rita Dowdy 
950 Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, Kentucky 42 17 1 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

730 SCHENKEL LANE 
POST OFFICE BOX 61 5 
FRANKFORT, KY. 40602 

(502) 564-3940 

November 24, 1999 

Larry D. Callison 
State Manager-Regulatory Affairs 
GTE South, Inc. 
150 Rojay Drive 
Lexington, KY. 40503 

Rita & Jerry Dowdy 
950 Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, KY. 42171 

RE: Case No.. 1999-460 

We enclose one attested copy of the Commission’s Order in 

the above case. 

Sincerely, 

S 
Secretary of the Commission 

SB/sa 
Enclosure 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

RITA DOWDY 

COMPLAINANT 

v. 

GTE SOUTH INCORPORATED 

DEFENDANT 

ORDER TO SATISFY OR ANSWER 

GTE South Incorporated (“GTE South”) is hereby notified that it has been named 

as defendant in a formal complaint filed on November 10, 1999, a copy of which is 

attached hereto. 

Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 12, GTE South is HEREBY ORDERED to 

satisfy the matters complained of or file a written answer to the complaint within 10 days 

from the date of service of this Order. 

Should documents of any kind be filed with the Commission in the course of this 

proceeding, the documents shall also be served on all parties of record. 



Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 24th day of November, 1999. 

By the Commission 

ATTEST: 
I 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

730 SCHENKEL LANE 
POST OFFICE BOX 61 5 
FRANKFORT, KY. 40602 

(502) 564-3940 

November 15, 1 9 9 9  

Larry D. Callison 
State Manager-Regulatory Affairs 
GTE South, Inc. - 
1 5 0  Rojay Drive 
Lexington, KY. 4 0 5 0 3  

Rita & Jerry Dowdy 
950  Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, KY. 42171 

RE: Case No. 9 9 - 4 6 0  
GTE SOUTH, INC. 
(Complaints - Service) LONG DISTANCE SERVICE 

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of initial application 
in the above case. 
November 10, 1 9 9 9  and has been assigned Case No. 9 9 - 4 6 0 .  In all 
future correspondence or filings in connection with this case, 
please reference the above case number. 

If you need further assistance, please contact my staff at 

The application was date-stamped received 

5 0 2 / 5 6 4 - 3 9 4 0 .  

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Bell 
Secretary of the Commission 

SB/sh 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

I 

(Your Full Name) 

. 

wv IS 1999 

vs. 
W E  T€Ef 140ME 

(Name of Utility) 1 
DEFENDANT 1 

COMPLAINT 

The complaint of respectfully shows: 
(Your Full Name) 

(Your Full Name) 
(a) 

(Your Address) 

(Name of U t i l i )  
(b) 

(Address of Utllity) 

(c) That: 
(Describe here, attaching additional sheets if necessary, 

the specific act, fully and clearly, or facts that are the reason 

~~ ~~~~~ 

and basis for Gecomplaint) 

Continued on Next Page 



1 - .  4 .  

, 

Formal Complaint 

VS , 

Page 2 of 2 

Wherefore, complainant asks 
(Specifically state the relief desired.) 

Dated at , Kentucky, this day 
pour City) 

of 1 19-. 
(Month) 

(Your Signature) 

~~ 

(Name and address of attorney, if any) 



807 KAR 5001. Rules of procedure. 

Section 12. Formal Complaints. 

(1) Contents of complaint. Each complaint shall be headed "Before the Public Service 
Commission," shall set out the names of the complainant and the name of the defendant, and shall state: 

(a) The full name and post office address of the complainant. 

(b) The full name and post office address of the defendant. 

(c) Fully, clearly, and with reasonable certainty, the act or thing done or omitted to be done, of 
which complaint is made, with a reference,, where practicable, to the law, order, or section, and 
subsections, of which a violaticn is claimed, and such other matters, or facts, if any, as may be necessary 
to acquaint the commission fully with the details of the alleged violation. The complainant shall set forth 
definitely the exact relief which is desired (see Section 15rl) of this administrative regulation). 

(2) Signature. The complaint shall be signed by the complainant or his attorney, if any, and if 
signed by such attorney, shall show his post office address. Complaints by corporations or associations, 
or any other organization having the right to file a complaint. must be signed by its attorney and show his 
post office address. No oral or unsigned complaints will be entertained or acted upon by the 
commission. 

(3) Number of copies required. At the time the complainant files his original complaint, he must 
also file copies thereof equal in number to ten (10) more than the number of persons or corporations to 
be served. 

(4) Procedure on filing of complaint. 

(a) Upon the filing of such complaint, the cornmission will immediately examine the same to 
ascertain whether it establishes a prima facie case and conforms to this administrative regulation. If the 
commission is of the opinion that the complaint does not establish a prima facie case or does not conform 
to this administrative regulation, it will notify the complainant or his attorney to that effect, and opportunity 
may be given to amend the complaint within a specified time. If the complaint is not so amended within 
such time or such extension thereof as the commission, for good cause shown, may grant, it will be 
dismissed. 

. 

(b) If the commission is of the opinion that such complaint, either as originally filed or as amended, 
does establish a prima facie case and conforms to this administrative regulation, the commission will 
serve an order upon such corporations or'persons complained of under the hand of its secretary and 
attested by its seal, accompanied by a copy of said complaint, directed to such corporation or person and 
.requiring that the matter complained of be satisfied, or that the complaint be answered in writing within 
ten (10) days from the date of service of such order, provided that the commission may, in particular 
cases, require the answer to be filed within a shorter time. 

(5) Satisfaction of the complaint. If the defendant desires to satisfy the complaint, he shall 
submit to the commission, within the time allowed for satisfaction or answer, a statement of the relief 
which he is willing to give. Upon the acceptance of this offer by the complainant and the approval of the 
commission, no further proceedings need be taken. 

(6) Answer to complaint. If satisfaction be not made as aforesaid, the corporation or person 
complained of must file an answer to the complaint, with certificate of service on other parties endorsed 
thereon, within the time specified in the order or such extension thereof as the commission, for good 



. .  

cause shown, may grant. The answer must contain a specific denial of such material allegations of the 
complaint as controverted by the defendant and also a statement of any new matter constituting a 
defense. If the answering party has no information or belief upon the subject sufficient to enable him to 
answer an allegation of the complaint, he may so state in his answer and place his denial upon that 
ground (see Section 15(21 of this administrative regulation). 



807 KAR 5:OOl.  Rules of procedure. 

Section 15. Forms. 

(1) In all practice before the commission the following forms shall be followed insofar as practicable: 

(a) Formal complaint 

(b) Answer. 

(c) Application. 

(d) Notice of adjustment of rates. 

(2) Forms of formal complaint 
(3) 
(4) Form of apDlication. 
(5) 

Form of answer to formal complaint 

Form of notice to the commission of adiustment of rates 



Before the Public Service Commission 

(Insert name of complainant) 1 
Complainant 1 

) No. 

) the secretary) 
vs. ) (To be inserted by 

(Insert name of each defendant) 1 
Defendant 1 

COMPLAINT 

The complaint of (here insert full name of each complainant) respectfully shows: 

(a) That (here state name, occupation and post office address of each complainant). 

(b) That (here insert full name, occupation and post office address of each defendant). 

(c) That (here insert fully and clearly the specific act or thing complained of, such facts as are 
necessary to give a full understanding of the situation, and the law, order, or rule, and the section or 
sections thereof, of which a violation is claimed). 

WHEREFORE, complainant asks (here state specifically the relief desired). 

Dated at , Kentucky, this day 
of , 19 

(Name of each complainant) 

(Name and address of attorney, 
if any) 



COMMONWEALTE OF KENTUCKY 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of: 
Rita Dowdy, Individuallyand as Agent for ) 
husband Jerry Dowdy 
9 5 0  Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, Kentucky 4 2 1 7 1  

COMPLAINTANT 
vs . 
GTE TELEPHONE 

DEFENDANT 

C O M P L A I N T  

The complaint of Rita Dowdy, Individually and as Agent for her husaband 
Jerry Dowdy, residing at 9 5 0  Upper Smiths Grove Road, Smiths Grove, 
Kentucky 4 2 1 7 1  against GTE Telephone, a Telephone Company operating 
within the jurisdiction of the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
and denying Complaint access to service through the Smiths Grove, 
Kentucky exchange, as per the following: 

1. Complaintant is engaged in the business of managing Oakes 
Spectacular Trai'ns at the Greenwood Mall in Bowling Green, Kentucky. 
The business of Complaintant usually and regularly entails use 
of substantial long-distance telephone service in connection with 
the scheduling of employees for work, arrangements for facilities 
and supplies and other aspects of the business. Complaintant, to a 
much greater degree than the average telephone service user, relies 
upon affordable long-distance service. Additionally, Complaintant's 
husband is employed by General Motors Corporation in Bowling Green, 
Kentucky and usually and regularly communicates regarding schedules 
for work and family purposes. 

2. Desiring to locate in a family-attractive community near Bowling 
Green. Complalntant and her husband rented a house in June, 1 9 9 7  at 
938  Upper Smiths Grove Road, paid the necessary deposit and obtained 
telephone Smiths Grove number ( 2 7 0 )  5 6 3  0063 .  The Smiths Grove number 
permi'tted calls to Bowling Green without long distance charges, same 
being provided as part of the usual service of that exchange. 



3 .  complaintant and her husband contemplated building a new house 
on the lot next door to their own or on another lot located in 
O a k h d ,  Kentucky. The assurance of available long-distance service 
at affordable rates was essential in considering the move. 

4 .  Complaintant and her husband, from residing in the rental house 
at 938 Upper Smiths Grove, knew that certain of the residences on 
Upper Smiths Grove Road were served out of the Park City, Kentucky, 
exchange, whereas others were served out of Smiths Grove. There was 
at least one residence, owned by Patricia Ratcliffe, located further 
distant from Smiths Grove Ru& but on Upper Smiths Grove Road, which 
received service from Smiths Grove but Complaintant and her husband 
also knew of others served by Park City. 

5. To insure that affordable long-distance service would be available 
after construction of a new house on the lot next door Complaintant 
contacted the GTE Office on three separate occasions over a period 
of months and was assured that service out of Smiths Grove would be 
available if a new residence was constructed on the lot at 950 Upper 
Smiths Grove Road. 

6. Relying upon the assurances given a house was constructed on or 
about July 28, 1999 but when the time came to hook up telephone 
service Complaintant was advised by GTE Manager Joe Miller that 
Smiths Grove long-distance serve was not available under rules and 
regulations promulgated by the Public Service Commission. 

7 .  Faced with the alternative of no long-distance service which 
would have been financially disasterous and temporarily, pending 
appeal to the Public Service Commission, Complaintant permitted 
hook-up to the Park City Exchange. 

8. Complaintant and her husband feel that they have been misled, 
that they have suffered financial l o s s ,  suffer anxiety a s  to whether 
or not she can continue in business and see redress in the form of 
connection to the Smiths Grove Exchange. Neighbors aware of their 
situation have signed a petition containing approximately 25 names 
sent to the Public Service Commission. 

WHEREFORE Complaintant respectfully demands that she have long- 
distance service through the Smiths Grove Exchange and such further 
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o r d e r s  and re l ie f  a s  she  may appear  t o  be e n t i t l e d  t o .  

Dated a t  Smiths Grove, Kentucky t h i s  t h e  -7fi day of  November, 
I 

1999. I 
I 

husband J e r r y  Dowdy, 
At torney  p r o  se 
950 Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, Kentucky 4 2 1 7 1  
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and basis for the complaint.) 

Continued on Next Page 

\ 
A 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

(Your Full Name) 
COMPLAINANT 

vs. 
6 T E  T E E P  \+OPE 

(Name of Utility) 
DEFENDANT 

COMPLAINT 

. 

The complaint of respectfully s 
(Your Full Name) 

(Your Full Name) 

lows: 

(You r Add ress) 

(b) 
(Name of Utility) 

(Address of U!i!ity) 

(c) That: 
(Describe here, attaching additional sheets if necessary, 

the specific act, fully and clearly. or facts that are the reason 



Formal Complaint 

VS . 

Page 2 of 2 

Wherefore, complainant asks 
(Specifically state the relief desired.) 

Dated at , Kentucky, this day 
(Your City) 

of 1 19-. 
(Month) 

(Your Signature) 

(Name and address of attorney, if any) 



807 KAR 5:OOl.  Rules of procedure. 

Section 12. Formal Complaints. 

(1) Contents of complaint. Each complaint shall be headed "Before the Public Service 
Commission," shall set out the names of the complainant and the name of the defendant, and shall state: 

(a) The full name and post office address of the complainant. 

(b) The full name and post office address of the defendant. 

(c) Fully, clearly, and with reasonable certainty, the act or thing done or omitted to be done, of 
which complaint is made, with a reference,. where practicable, to the law, order, or section, and 
subsections, of which a violation is claimed, and such other matters, or facts, if any, as may be necessav 
to acquaint the commission fully with the details of the alleged violation. The complainant shall set forth 
definitely the exact relief which is desired (see Section l a 1  1 of this administrative regulation). 

(2) Signature. The complaint shall be signed by the complainant or his attorney, if any, and if 
signed by such attorney, shall show his post office address. Complaints by corporations or associations, 
or any other organization having the right to file a complaint, must be signed by its attorney and show his 
post office address. No oral or unsigned complaints will be entertained or acted upon by the 
commission, 

(3) Number of copies required. At the time the complainant files his original complaint, he must 
also file copies thereof equal in number to ten (10) more than the number of persons or corporations to 
be served. 

(4) Procedure on filing of complaint. 

(a) Upon the filing of such complaint, the commission will immediately examine the same to 
ascertain whether it establishes a prima facie case and conforms to this administrative regulation. If the 
commission is of the opinion that the complaint does not establish a prima facie case or does not conform 
to this administrative regulation, it will notify the complainant or his attorney to that effect, and opportunity 
may be given to amend the complaint within a specified time. If the complaint is not so amended within 
such time or such extension thereof as the commission, for good cause shown, may grant, it will be 
dismissed. 

. 

(b) If the commission is of the opinion that such complaint, either as originally filed or as amended, 
does establish a prima facie case and conforms to this administrative regulation, the commission will 
serve an order upon such corporations or'persons complained of under the hand of its secretary and 
attested by its seal, accompanied by a copy of said complaint, directed to such corporation or person and 
requiring that the matter complained of be satisfied, or that the complaint be answered in writing within 
ten (10) days from the date of service of such order, provided that the commission may, in particular 
cases, require the answer to be filed within a shorter time. 

( 5 )  Satisfaction of the complaint. If the defendant desires to satisfy the complaint, he shall 
submit to the commission, within the time allowed for satisfaction or answer, a statement of the relief 
which he is willing to give. Upon the acceptance of this offer by the complainant and the approval of the 
commission, no further proceedings need be taken. 

(6) Answer to complaint. If satisfaction be not made as aforesaid, the corporation or person 
complained of must file an answer to the complaint, with certificate of service on other parties endorsed 
thereon, within the time specified in the order or such extension thereof as the commission, for good 



cause shown, may grant The answer must contain a specific denial of such material allegations of the 
complaint as controverted by the defendant and also a statement of any new matter constituting a 
defense. If the answering party has no information or belief upon the subject sufficient to enable him to 
answer an allegation of the complaint, he may so state in his answer and place his denial upon that 
ground (see Section 15/21 of this administrative regulation). 

, 



e 

807 KAR 5:OOl.  Rules of procedure. 

Section 15. Forms. 

(1) In all practice before the commission the following forms shall be followed insofar as practicable: 

Formal complaint. 

Answer. 

Application. 

Notice of adjustment of rates. 

Forms of formal wmDlaint 
Form of answer to formal complaint. 
Form of amtication. 
Form of notice to the commission of adiustment of rates 



I :  

I 

I 

1 
L 

Before the Public Service Commission 

(Insert name of complainant) ) 
Complainant 1 

) No. 

) the secretary) 
vs. ) (To be inserted by 

(Insert name of each defendant) ) 
Defendant 1 

COMPLAINT 

The complaint of (here insert full name of each complainant) respectfully shows: 

(a) That (here state name, occupation and post office address of each complainant). 

(b) That (here insert full name, occupation and post office address of each defendant). 

(c) That (here insert fully and clearly the specific act or thing complained of, such facts as are 
necessary to give a full understanding of the situation, and the law, order, or rule, and the section or 
sections thereof, of which a violation is claimed). 

WHEREFORE, complainant asks (here state specifically the relief desired). 

Dated at I Kentucky, this day 
of 119 

(Name of each complainant) 

(Name and address of attorney, 
if any) 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

PL''.r.,r; -\.- 
I.,'. * ''f,l'  m?y:;~,,)?,; 6 'J1- In the matter of: 

Rita Dowdy, Individuallyand as Aqent for ) 
husband Jerry Dowdy 
950 Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, Kentucky 42171 

COMPLAINTANT 
vs . 
GTE TELEPHONE 

DEFENDANT 

C O M P L A I N T  

The complaint of Rita Dowdy, Individually and as Agent for her husaband 
Jerry Dowdy, residing at 950 Upper Smiths Grove Road, Smiths Grove, 
Kentucky 42171 against GTE Telephone, a Telephone Company operatinq 
within the jurisdiction of the Kentucky Public Service Commission 
and denyi'ng Complaint'access to service through the Smiths Grove, 
Kentucky exchange, as per the following: 

1. Complalntant is engaged in the business of managing Oakes 
Spectacular Trains at the Greenwood Mall in Bowlin9 Green, Kentucky. 
The business of Complaintant usually and regularly entails use 
of substantial long-distance telephone service in connection with 
the scheduling of employees for work, arrangements for facilities 
and supplies and other aspects of the business. Complaintant, to a 
much greater degree than the average telephone service user, relies 
upon affordable long-distance service. Additionally, Complaintant's 
husband is employed by General Motors Corporation in Bowling Green, 
Kentucky and usually and regularly communicates regarding schedules 
for work and family purposes. 

2. Desiri'ng to locate in a family-attractive community near Bowling 
Green. Complalntant and her husband rented a house in June, 1997 at 
938 Upper Smiths Grove Road, paid the necessary deposit and obtained 
telephone Smiths Grove number (270) 563 0063. The Smiths Grove number 
permi'tted calls to Bowling Green without long distance charges, same 
being provided as part of the usual service of that exchange. 



3 .  Complaintant and her husband contemplated building a new house 
on the lot next door to their own or on another lot located in 
Oakhad, Kentucky. The assurance of available long-distance service 
at affordable rates was essential in considering the move. 

4 .  Complaintant and her husband, from residing in the rental house 
at 938  Upper Smiths Grove, knew that certain of the residences on 
Upper Smiths Grove Road were served out of the Park City, Kentucky, 
exchange, whereas others were served out of Smiths Grove. There was 
at least one residence, owned by Patricia Ratcliffe, located further 
distant from Smiths Grove R u e d  but on Upper Smiths Grove Road, which 
received service from Smiths Grove but Complaintant and her husband 
also knew of others served by Park City. 

5. To insure that affordable long-distance service would be available 
after construction of a new house on the lot next door Complaintant 
contacted the GTE Office on three separate occasions over a period 
of months and was assured that service out of Smiths Grove would be 
avallable If a new residence was constructed on the lot at 9 5 0  Upper 
Smiths Grove Road. 

6. Relying upon the assurances given a house was constructed on or 
about July 28, 1 9 9 9  but when the time came to hook up telephone 
service Complaintant was advised by GTE Manager Joe Miller that 
Smiths Grove long-distance serve was not available under rules and 
regulations promulgated by the Public Service Commission. 

7. Faced with the alternative of no long-distance service which 
would have been financially disasterous and temporarily, pending 
appeal to the Public Service Commission, Complaintant permitted 
hook-up to the Park City Exchange. 

8. Complaintant and her husband feel that they have been misled, 
that they have suffered financial l o s s ,  suffer anxiety as to whether 
or not she can continue in business and see redress in the form of 
connection to the Smiths Grove Exchange. Neighbors aware of their 
situation have signed a petition containing approximately 25 names 
sent to the Public Service Commission. 

WHEREFORE Complaintant respectfully demands that she have long- 
distance service through the Smiths Grove Exchange and such further 

- 2 -  



o r d e r s  and r e l i e f  a s  she  may appear  t o  be e n t i t l e d  t o .  

Dated a t  Smiths Grove, Kentucky t h i s  t h e  day of November, 
1 9 9 9 .  

husband J e r r y  Dowdy, 
Attorney pro  se 
950  Upper Smiths Grove Road 
Smiths Grove, Kentucky 4 2 1 7 1  
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