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87 11 059 Decision __________ _ NOV 2 51987 ®OO~@~GJill~ 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Robert s. sachs, 

complainant, 

vs. 

General Telephone Company of 
california, 

Defendan:t:. 
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----------------------------) 

(ECP) 
Case 87-07-043 

(Filed July 27, 1987) 

Robert $, Sachs, for himself, 
complainant. 

Edward R, PUtty, for General 'I'elel~hone 
company of california, clefend.aJlt. 

Complainant seeks a $76- refund. resulting from the failure. 
of defendant to provid.e adequate call-waiting telephj~ne 
service. Complainant owns his own telephone. Compl,~inant 

testified. ~t the call-waiting feature was ad.d.ed to' his telephone 
on Dec~r 2'0, 198& and has never ):)een satisfactory. 'l'b.e problem 
oceurswhen complainant has one call and the tone tells him. he has 
a call waiting_ He d.epresses the hooktc>take the call waiting and 
place the first caller on hold. When he goes :back to- the first 
caller at least halt the time. the first caller has ):)een 
disconnected. He then musteall the first caller back at his own· 
expense. 

Defendant's witnesses testified that they checked: 
complainant's equipment on eight occasions ·between May 1986- and 
March 1987 and. found. no d.efeets with the call-waiting system, 
although on two- occasions they found. faulty line cards in the 
central office which could have affected. complainan't:'s telephone 
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service, but not the call-waiti::lg feature. The central office 
hardware affeeting cClmplainant' is service was changed but the 
problem di~ not abate. Defendant's expert testified that any call
waiting problem would. be in the software in the central office. 
Because the software in the central office controls all call
waiting service any c:lefect would affect all customers. Defendant 
received n~ complaints from other customers about call-waiting. 

In our opinion the call-waiting problems described by 
complainant, if not caused by complainant's operation of the 
telephone (e.g. depressing the hook too long will cause a 
disconnect), would be in the central office software and would 
affect all, call-waiting customers of that central office.. We have. 
reviewed our files for complaints from complainant's central offiee 
and find that botween March 19'86 and Septeml:)er 30, 1987 there have' 
been only four service complaints, one of Whieh is complainant's. 
We do not know the nature of the other complaints. 

Complainant asserts that he loses about sot of his first 
calls when he uses the call-waiting feature of'his telephone. If 
the problem. was. in def4mdant's software other customers. would also 
l:ie affected, but our'records show they are not. The problem is 
either in other parts of the telephone equipment or in the way that 
complainant operates the feature. Because defendant admits that on 
two occasions it found some defeets in complainant's. lines, and 

, 
complainant has been havingdiffieulties for a number of months, 
complainant is entitl~d to a partial refund of charges. ' 
Complainant estilnated '::hat he spent approximately $68" to return . 
ealls which had been disconnected and approximately $8- on other 
charges. A refund in a case like this is very diffieul t to ' 
qu.antify but we :believe $SO is reasonable under the circumstances. 
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:rr XS ORDERED that defendant pay complainant $50. 
This order is e:~~~ve today_ 
Dated NOV 2 :>I~al , at San Francisco, California • 
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