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Decision Neo. 7_@367 _ ‘.L.U ‘ U et .‘ e b
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA -

Fredd Wayne, )
Complainant,

Case No. 9110
(Filed August 25, 1970)

VS,
The Géneral Telephone Company,
Defendant.‘

-~

Fredd Wayne, in propria persona,
complainant,

A. M. Hart, Walter Rook and
D. Earl Ellis, by Walter Rook
and D. Earl Ellis, Attorneys
at Law, Xor defendant.

OPINION

Complainant alleges that his telephone sei:ﬂ.ce :le inad-
equate; defendant demies this. Public hearing was héld‘f before
Examiner Robert Barmett on January 5, 1971, in Los Angeles.

Complainant testiffed that ever since he has been
receiving service from defendant (starting in 1965), ‘he has
received less than adequate service. At varying.- times: ;he fol-r :
lowing problems occur: he canmot make outgoing éalls,; he cannot
recelve incoming calls; his telephone doesan't :‘:'V:tng. at h:Ls telephone
answering service; the telephone goes dead in the middle of con- |
versations; he gets wrong numbers after dialing correéﬁly; énd-,
the telephone clicks back to the d:f.al. tone in the- middle of

diél:[ng for a number. Complainant stated that althou'gh-.‘ deferdant
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has attempted to correct these deficiencies, andfin'fa¢t+has"
changed equipment on a numbef of occasions, the probleﬁs still
persist to tkis day, Complainant subscribes to-éne~party
residence service at the monthly exchange rate‘of\$&g65,‘plus-'
an extension to an answeriag service. Complain#ﬁt;‘aﬁ actor,
testified that because he could not receive Incoming,cails;"
he lost jobs and income. Complainant requests reparation and |
a reduction of his cost of telephone service to-compens#té'for
these Interxuptions in service. | ,
Defendant's witnesses testified as follows: They are
providing complainant with satisfactory service and have been _
at complainant's residence on numerous occasions to investigaté
coxplaints. In many instances, no basis for ;hé complgin:s*
could be found, and in those instances where the complaints.were

valid, the equipment was repaired. On a number of océasions,_

after couwplaint was made, complainant wbﬁld notvpermitvdeféndénﬁ’s‘

employees access to his apartment, and on other occasioms, cpm?
plainant showed a lack of cooperation in helping défenAanc ch§ck__
and clear up telephone problems on complainant's line. Defendan:-~
investigated complainant’'s telephone answering service and found
that in many instances complainant was not getting telephone calls
because the smswering service's equipment was overlqadéd and calls
coming to complainant did not register on the answeringvéefvicé's‘
board. This problem has beeﬁ corrected by the answering*service :
putting in additional equipment. | | | |
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The tariff provision that covers interruption to service
that was in effect during the period in question is General Tele~

phone Company's Rule No. 26 (Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. D & R, 1lst
Revised Sheet 57):

Upon request of the customer, the Utility
will allow customers credit in all cases
where telephones are "out of service,"
except when the 'out of serxvice' is due

to the fault of the customer, for periods
of one day or more,* of an amount equal to
the total bill for exchange service multi-
plied by the ratioc of the number of days
of "out of service" to the total number of
days in the billing covered by the total
bill for exchange service.

*From the time the fact is reported by the
customer or detected by the Utility,
£s complainent testified that his telephone was never

out of service for a perfod of ome day or more, the tariff bars, _
reparation. |

Findings of Fact

1. Complainant has had numerous outages.of‘telephone‘éervice

over the past two years. These outages-wefé-not‘the fault of
complainant. Nome of the outages extended for a period'pf~one.da#j‘ -
or more, | | |
2. Defendant has used Its best efforts in am attempt to
keep complainant's telephone in good working order. |
3. Defendant's tariff bars any reparation;

The Commission concludes that the com§1aint should be -
denied, '
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IT IS ORDERED that the complaint is denied.

The effective date of this order shallibe€cweﬁty_days\
after the date hereof. |

Dated at s > Caiiform‘.’é.,
this Tud

Ca

Cbmmissionor-WIllxam‘symonz,-&f;,fbginé L
pecessarily ebsent. 'did. not partietpato - .
A2 the disposition of this proceeding. .




