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Decision No. “l

BEFORE THE IC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF moRNm o
Complainant,

vs. ' Case No. 9587

GENERAL TELZPHONE COMPANY OF ‘ (F:f.led July 17, 1973)
CALIFORNIA, a corporation; THE

PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND 'IELEGI:APH
CO‘IPANY

Defendants. ‘

Sandra Stillwater, Attomey at Law,
coumplainact. :
Katherine V. Tooks and Richard
Segtcied, Attorneys at Law, for
The Facific Telephone and Telegraph
Company; and Moses R, Luna and
Al Hart, Attorneys at Law, for

Cemeral Telephone Company of
California, defendants.

Public hearings on the complaint were held before Examiner - o

Rogers in Los Angeles on December 10, 1973 and Maxch 1, 1974. On
the latter date the matter was submit:t:ed Included in the complain:
was & request for damages. This request is denied as we lack juri
diction to award damages.l/ Both defendants filed answers and
notions to dismiss for claimed lack of Jurisdiction CSect:Ion 1702,

Cal. P.U.C.). The motions ‘will be denied and we will rule on ‘the S
nexits of the complaint.

1/ Schumacher v PTST Co. (1965) 64 CPUC 295. B




Omitting the ‘irrelevent portions, the complaint reads:

"3. Complainant ‘has a foreign exchange telephone number, ._
(213) 835-7504, even theugh: she lives in West Los Angeles, an axea’
serviced by defendant Gener“l .;elephone.‘ Insofar as any of the
problens mentioned herein are attributf.ble to service from defendant
the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company, complainant joims said
company as a defendant. Cemplainant alle.ges or Information and
belief that any or ell of the problems mem:ioned hereia are attrib- .
utable to the service readered by defendant Paca.fxc 'f‘elephone and '
Leleg:apn Campany. B :

"4. 3efore complai nant moved to said apar:ment on
October 30, 1972, she requested that ce:endant General Telephone
Company (hereinafter referrsd to as "defendaat General .uelephone") :
arrange for teiephone service to be instailed in said apartment
with the telephene mumber being (2.:.3) 836~ 7504 complainant's p":.or
telephone number, Defendant General Telephone informed compla:.nant
that it would be seven days after her move into the mew apartment |
befora her prior mumber, a foreign exchange, could be transfe:red
S0 the new aspartment. Defendant General Telephome did, however, o
jastall a local West los Angeles teleghone nmnber unt.a.l the foreign o
exchange was installed. : | : \

"5. For a period of ‘seven days, during whicn compla:f.nant‘
had a West Los Angeles telepaone number, (213) 477-8673, she could"
hear other people's comversatioms and the ringing of a telephone
in the background whenever she used her telephone, She complained |
2bout this Interference to defendant General Telephone. o

"6. On or about November 7, 1972, complainant s tele~ -
phone number was chenged to the foreign efchange she had. requestf'd
(213) 836-7504. Compisinant could still hear third-party comver-
sations and a telephone ringing in the background whenever she
used hexr telephone., After severa.l days of said interfere"ce




complainant spoke with a Mr. Dick McPherson of defendant General
Telephone. She registered her complaints to him, and he said
that he would attempt to repair her telephone.

7. After a period of several weeks, the tbird-party
telephone couversations ceased. These were replaced by very
loud static which severely impeded complainant's ability to
carry on a telephone conversation. Omce again-: complainant spoke
with defendant General Telephone about this intefferencev.‘ A
repairman came to check the telephome. Complainant has a wall
telephone in the kitchen and a desk telephone in the bedroom.
Said repairman from defendant Gemeral Telephone represented to
complainant that he found and solved the static pro'b].em. He |
claimed to have found a loose screw inside of the wall telephone( |
in the kitchen. EHe claimed to have eliminated the static noises.

"8. For a few days following said repairman's visit,
there was little or no static. The faint ringing of the telephone
in the background did persist, however, and w:[thin a few days very'
loud static returmed, _

"9, On January 26, 1973, complainant att:empted to make
a telephone call at 6:30 a.m,, and discovered that her telephone
line was dead, Complainant reported her dead telephone line to.
defendant General Telephone at 7:00 a.m. The operator informed
complainant that a repairman would be at her apartment to fix the
telephone before 10:00 a.m. that day. No one came at 10:00 a.m.,
and complainant again telephoned the operator to complain. Com-
plainant did not have telephone service that day until aftex
‘2:00 p.m. Complainant spoke with Mr. McPhersom regarding her
telephone repair problem and the persistent static and noises on
her telephone line. At that time he informed compla:{.nant:" that he

zcould not solve the problem and he had referred it to h.'l’.s plant: _‘
supervisor.




"11. Static and background ringing of telephones per-
sisted on complainant's telephone line during the months of
Februsry and March of 1973. On February 5, 1973, a telephome
repalirman from defendant General Telephone came to complainant's N
pranises to inspect the telephone facilities. The sexvice on
complainant's telephone still consisted of static and loud noi.ses
follows.ng this on-site inspection. ‘ .

"l4. On or about the second week of March, 1973, defend-
ant General Telepbone once again attempted to diagnose the prcblems
of complainant's telephone by installing a local telephone nomber
in "—:°ml>la.inant s second bedroom. Defendant General Telephone
requested that complainant use this telephome for a period of two
weeks to determine whether static and similar problems e;c:[st:ed’ on
this line. Complainant used said telephone and reported to -
defendant General Telephone that the service was much better on
this local telephone mumber than it was on her permanent forelgn
exchange telephone number, . This local telephone mmber was dis-
connected by defendant Gemeral Telephone sometime near the end
of March of 1973. At that time defendant General Telephone
{nformed complainant that it had attempted to hook up the cables
of cowplainant's foreign exchange telephone number with the cables
of the local telephone nmumber which had been installed in com-
plainant's house, Complainant's foreign exchange telephone mumber
still lmd static and loud noises each time she used the telephone.
The very loud and persistent static and the occasional ringing of
telephones in the background persist to this day. |

"17. Complainant's telephone service has been inadequate
ever since she moved into the above-mentioned apartment. Defmdant
General I‘elephone bhas been unable to repair said deﬂcienc.ies in -

complainant’s telephone service. During this period, complainant -
bag sufﬁered scvere motional distress as a result af the constant




and persistent static and noises on her télephone line. Comblain— 3
ant has been unable to use her telephone in the normal manmer.

| "18. Several times during said period, up to the present
time, complainant-dials & telephone number, receives an answer, and
is unable to commumicate with the person whom she has called. Often .
she has had to hang up and try to call again to get a line free of
static. Several times even a second call does not result: :Ln a
static-free line, |

- "M9. Several times during said period and 1 up to the
present: time, complainant has received telephone calls from friends
in which the static was so intense that she has had to ask her ‘
friend to hang up and call again. Even after the friend has called
again, complainant and the person on the other end of the line still
have had difficulty hearing one another and have had to place a
third telephome call.

"20. As a result of all the foregoing, compla.inant has
suffered severe emotional and mental distress. Complainant has
paid each and every one of her telephone bills for said period,
but has virtually been without telephone service for said period
of time,'

Complainant requests that the Coumission order ‘the.
refund of the money she paid General at her apartment and that
General install a telephone therein which will provide her with
adequate, normal, and complete telephone service.

Complainant's Evidence

- The complainant testified that the facts st:ated in the
complaint are true; that she gets static 40 percent of the time
on local calls in or out; that there is no trouble with long
distance calls, only local calls; that the static is moderate to
loud; that she can hear ringing and background noise, and that
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sometimes the trouble clears up; for :Lnst:ance 5 there was no problem o

on December 19, 1973, but the week before there was heavy static.
The complainant introduced into evidence, without objec-

tion, the affidavit of a personal friend (Exhibit 1). 'l'he:.:éin‘the‘
affiant states that he is a friend of the complainant; that he has
personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein; that he talks
with the complainant by telephone at her homc telephoue number

(213) 836-7504, at least twice daily and he has talked with hex at

least twice daily since she has had this telephone num‘be: ; that

during approximately 40 percent of the telephone couversations.
between affiant and cowplainant there is static on the line; that
sometimes the static is so loud that it interferes with his ability
to hear what complainant Stillwater is saying; and that during
approximately 50 pexcent of the telephone conversations he can hear

the periodic ringing of another telephone in the background. o
The hearing on the complaint was recessed to March 1, 1974

at the request of the examiner to see if the problems persisted or

could be rectified. At the further hearing the complainant testi-
fied the problems persist,

Defendants Evidence -
At the first hearing two w:!.tnesses testified for General.
General's area service manager presented a chronological

summary of reported trouble at complainant's telephone and the

company's action (Exhibit 2). This exhibit shows that compla:[nant
foreign exchange (from Pacific) service with one extension was. in-
stalled on November 7, 1972; that on November 18 complainant

reported a ringing noise in the background; that the. sérv:[ce was
tested {n the central office and found in good working order, that
on November 23 and 30, and December 7, 19 72, in response. to similar
complaiuts, tests were made by General and no trouble found° tbat |

oA

|
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on December 8, 1972, a complete ingpection was made at’ t:he cus=~
tomer's premises and no trouble was found; that on December 14,
1972 complainant safd the line was still noisy; that on )
December 15, 1972 a special inspection was completed on General's
central office equipment and the equipment was found to be in
satisfactory condition; and that work was done on compla:[.na.nt s
line at her apartment to repair a faulty ground which could
possibly cause trouble., The summary further shows that on .
December 20, 1972 complainant xeported static on her line aund a
Tepaizman found a short in the commecting block on her’ premises;
that on January 26, 1973 complainant reported no dial tone and
static on her line at 7:06 a.m, ; that the trouble was clea.red
sometime after noon; that on February 2, 1973 the complainant
stated she was still getting a noisy line; that om Februaxy 5,

1973 special inspections of the station facilities and central
office equipment were made and a screw was found lying on top of
the texminal block and an incorrect plece of equipment was found
in the central office equipment and corrected and the trunk cable
pair changed; that on February 6, 1973 the complainant stated the
line was satisfactory; that on February 8, 1973 the complainant
called and reported static and background ringing and latexr she
called and reported her line was dead; that General found: Pacific
bad changed cable pairs; and that the service was restored in a
half hour. The affidavit further states that on February 16, 1973
complainant stated service was bad om in and out calls; that a :
temporary second line was installed at no charge and all associated
equipment was checked; that on March 14, 1973, as a result of
complainant's complaint to this Commission, a cable test package
was requested on complainant's line and a special inspection was
made and a check was made with Pacific; that complainant made two
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complaints of 'can't call out’; that on March 17, 1973-thefcqm~‘
Plainant's facilities were checkedﬁand'complainant‘stated the
service was good; that a follow-up ca2ll was madé'on‘MarCh‘Z3,l
1873 axd compleinant scid service improved but trouble on calls
to two numbers which were tested and no trouble found; that
between April 4 and April 13, 1973 Genexrsl attempted to contact
complainant with no success; that on September 12;_1973‘comp1a;n-
ant reported her line went dead while she was talking; thatlitf"
was determined that this was the result of some central office
work which was susperded; that on September 17, 1973 comélainant’§
trunk cable psir was balanced and\:epértédfcompletedion

September 19; that on September 21, 1973 complaiﬁant-séid“shéxst111 u-

had noise and static on local calls; avd that bn_October‘Zﬁ} 1973
complainant szid she received a eall from Bevexrly HillsaaniathQre~
was so much static she could hardly hear.

The witness stated he could do nothing further to help
the complainint's scrvice, } |
Exhibit 3 Is the summaxy of action talken by General
reiative to the complainant's sérQice‘equipment. It is shoxt
and is set forth im full: | | -

"Chronological Summary of Transmission
Engineering Testing and Evaluation

"9-11-73 The Engineering Department wes first contacted
by West Los Angeles Division personnel, requesting assist-
ance In a complaint of noise and static on cuscomers_Line.

"9-12-73 Engireering personnel'installed a 'pen type'
Strip chart recorder, in the West Los Angeles Central
Office, to measure noise levels on the customers lime.

"9+13-73 Ergiceering personzel contacted the cable
testxng.foremgi for pgég history of this noise complaint.
‘¢ weve Informed that recent tests indicated the trunk
cable pair between West Los Angeles/Culver City Cenmtral -
Offices, did not meet insulatiom requirements and was
being changed. Also, the R635 voice repeater was being
rebalanced as a routine precaution. . : -

-8-
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"9-17-73 The strip chart recording was reviewed,
ng this period there was & definite change in the
steady state noise level, indiceting an improvement.
After the Improvement there was no evidence of periodic
oxr objectionable noise level changes. :

"9-21-73 Ecgineering persommel attended a meeting in
the West Los Angeles Service Office, to review the
results of tests and strip chart recordings. Since it -
was reported that the cuctomer was still unscatisfied -
with the service, it was decided to continue the strip
chaxt recoxding and facility testing.

"lesting continﬁed 9-22-73 through 10-29-73. The results

were reviewed in the West Los Angeles Service Office
10-30-73. o '

1. Reviewed circuit design and.facility make upawitﬁ ;
design engineers. Cizrcuit met ail design criteria.

2. Inspected and tested associated central;office_f
equipment and wirdingz in the West Los Angeles
Central Office. No trouble found.

Retested all cable facilities from customers
premises to Culver City. All questionable or
marginal facilities wexre cleared or changed.

Traced the source of a noise level change
(12 nidnight-6 a.m.,) obsexved on strip chart
xecording. Neot audible on customers line |
during termination. -

Remeasured nolse level from terminal at customerS‘
premises to Culver City Central Office, Circuit
met 3ll noise level standards.

6. Requested assistance from Pacific Telephone
Company, to test ®called® parties. Results were
inconclusive and will bz pursued.

"Since there were no indications of noise or a cause of
noise, it was decided to construct a complete new
facility from Culver City Cemtral Office to the
customers premises. ‘ o
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"Vacant cable palrs were tested on 11-9-73. The design
was prepared on 11-13-73 and constructed on 11-16-73.

The new circuit was tested on 12-4-73 and was reported
as confbrmxng to all test standards and was troub~e-free.

"12-6-73 Englneering,personnel attended meeting. zn‘West
Los Angeles Service Office. It was recommended that the
new facility be tested continuously for several days, to
assure this facillity meets all transmissmon standards,
before the customer is transferred.' :

The engineering witness, an employee of General, whO'made
tae tests and the report, stated’ that the complaxnant s equipmenu
meets 21l tests and standards. : |

Pacific’'s district manager ln the area in which. cpmplain-q
act lives testified that complainant s murbex is a Pacific mumber
extended on a forelizn exchange basis to complalnant s residence in
General's territory; that the number is served from Pacific s |
Celver City central office; that Pecific is responsible for the
portion of the circuit which texmimates in the Culver City centrel
office and extends to the point where General pxcks it vwp In its
territory. He said the design of the service is shewn on Exhibit 5.
The witness said the service originates at Pacific s central off;ce
where dial tome is provided via equipment common to many sub-
scribers; that Pacific also provides tke 1nte;office cable pair
which conrects the sexvice to General s West Los Angeles office,
anc from therec it goes to compgaznant s premises.

The witness Introduced Exhibit 6 which covers the histo*y
of trouble reports received by Pacific on complainant s service
and the action taken relative thereto. This report covers the -
period from November 8, 1972, the‘date compleinant's Sérvice.was_
installed, to December 3, 1973. This exhibit lists four reports
of trouble. On three of these Pacific could £ind no trouble. Ou
one complaint of cross talk, November 29, 1972, Pacific changed
the cable pair assigned to complainant'svline, 'The*witness-Said‘~
that iz mo instance was Pacific able to find anything wreng with'
the portion of the cirveuitry in its te:ritory.' |

10h
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During the period batween the two hearing days, with
complainant's permission, General installed a tape recording
zachine operated by complainant in her premises, A summary of
the recordings made by complainant and the remarks by General
in parentheses are below (Exhibit 7): '

Summaxy of‘Recorﬁedeéta,on'836~7504:

from Jsouary 3, 1974 to January 10, 1974 j‘ :

Footage on
Recorder

001
002
005
008
01s
023
036
047
317
121
147
194
199
207

207

236
271
277

Both parties hear ringing tone

Other paxty hecxs ringing tone

Other party hears busy. tone

Other party hears busy tone,
corpiainant does not

Nelther perty comment on ringing
tone

Both parties hezr noise

Complainant no longexr hears noise

Complainant thought she heard
soneching

Other party heard ticking

Complainant Lears ringing tome

Neither party remarks abou
ringing tone '

Both parties detcet mnoise as
r2coxder turmed onm

Complainant detects a little
noise :

Sound resembling motoxrcycle
discernidle in background

Inmediately following above
sound, both parties complain
about noise _

Both parties hear static

Complainant hears tone

Sound resewbling alrplane in
background ' :

(Faint - 3 pulsés)

(None detected).

None detected)
Detected faint
ringing)

(None detected)

(Nothing detected)
gNone-de:ected)ﬂ ‘
Faiot - 3 pulses)

(Only 1 pulse)

(Nome detected)

(None detected)

(None detected)

ENone'detéctedg

None detected)
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The witness who presented this exhibit said that this
is the same type of equipment and test Gemeral makes for other
subscribers with. similar comp1aints and he could detect no
problens, .

General's service marager was recalled.. Hé said that
since October 25, 1973 (see Exhibit 2) he only knew of one com-
plaint by complainact. He said om January 18, 1974 complainantf
told Genmeral her service was out. Ee said the cable'had been -
cut oy Pacific Ielephone and the sexvice was relns talledvthe .
next moxning. The witness said he knerof nothing Genmeral can
do.

AT the conclusion o‘ the hearing complainant stated
her sexrvice is still defective "40 percent of the time“. 
Discussion :

The recoxd shows that Pacific's involvement in this
m2tter Is mfnimal and it should be dismissed as a defendant,

The evidence of faulty local service by Gencral is oubstantial
2articular attention is directed to the testimony of General's
area service manager that a faulty ground was found in com-
rlainant's phone on Decenber 15, 1972°‘that a short was found

in a plece of equipmens in her premises om December 20, 1972'
that complainant reported mo dial tome and static on.January 26
1973; that in an inspection of complainant's telephone ervice on
Februaxry 5, 1973 an incorreet pilece of central office equipmeﬁt
secvmcing complainant was found and complamnant s cable pair was
changed; that on Fobruaxy 8, 1973 compisinant’'s line was dead for
@n houxr due To central office work; and ‘that on Septedber 12, 197°‘

complairant's line was out of sc*vice as ‘the result of cenrral
office work. ' '
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Since it is not certain that complainant's‘service is. now-:
reasonable, Gemeral, with cooperation from Pacific as may be reqaired
should continue testing complainant's service for six months. Any
test results revealing substacdard sexvice should be: co:rected
Findings ‘
l. Complainant receives telephone service fuxnished by General
at hex apartmeat at 2680 South Barrington Avenue, Los Angeles,

CA 90064 under telephone number 8§36- 7504. This is a‘foreign exchange
service of Pacific. This service was connected on November 7, 1972
and is presently, as of March 1, 1974, therservmee provided by
Gereral. to complainant.

2. At times during the period described complainant's service
has been cowpletely 1n0peretive. On occasion complainan:‘s telephone
sexvice has been subject to static and bae&ground noises to the extentﬂ
that she could not use the service, and on numerous occasions her
sexvice has been subject to conversations audible over the telephone.

3. The problems referred to in Finding 2 do not occur on
complainant's long distance telephone calls.

4. Complainant's telephome service provided by-defendant -
General is inadequate and fails to meet reasonable standards of
telephone sexvice. o o

5. Duxing the pexiod 1nvolved in thiq proceeding complainant'
local telephome bills, including message unit calls, have approxi- ‘
mated $175. This service has been inadeqnate and‘complainan should
receive cxedit for a portion of this service. S

6. As to 40 percent of the complainant's local telephone ealls,j
complainant's sexrvice wes defective, and 40 pexcent. of the local
telephone bills durxng the period should be remitted to the compla_n-
act. The total amount to be remitted to complainant cannot be

_ accuxgtely determined, but we fiad that the sum of $70 is the approxl-
mate amwourt that should be refunded to eomplalnant. S
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Conclusion

We conclude that General should be ordered to—refund the
sum of $70 to complainant, and that General should cont:!.uue te..,t::t.ng of
coxpleinant's service until December 31, 1974.

IT IS ORDERED that: S

1. Genexal 'Ielephone Company of Califoranis shal efund to
complainant the sum of $70. e

2. General Telephone Company of Cal:l’.fornia with the coopera~
tion of The Pacific Telephome and Telegraph Company, shall make
sufficient tests to determine the adequé.cy of the serviée‘Aprovided"
complainent until December 31, 1974. Genmeral shall report the
results of such testing and any vequired correctional action to the
Commission and complainant within forty days of the effec:t:.ve date
of this oxder, and monthly thereafter.

The Secretary of the Commission is directed to cause
personal service of this order to be made upon defendants’ 'I'he Pac:nfic
Telephone and Telegraph Company and General Telephone COmpany of
Californiz. The effective date of this order as to each defendant
shall be twenty days after completion of service om' that defendan

Dated at Ban Francisco California, this _30 " [

> > ‘
day of APRIL o




