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Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAT
Rokexrt S. Sachs,
Complainant,

vS. (ECP)
Case 87=07-043
General Telephone Company of (Filed July 27, 1987)

California,

Defendant.

Robext $. Sachs, for himself,
complainant.
., for General Telephone
Company of California, defendant.

OPINION

cOmplaLnant seeks a $76 refund resultlng from the fa;luref‘
of defendant to provide adequate call-waiting telephone ‘
service. Complainant owns his own telephone. COmplaxnant
testified that the call-waiting feature was added to his telephone .

on Deccmber 20, 1985 and has never been satisfactory. The problenm :‘}* o

occurs when complainant has one call and the tone tells him he has o
a call waiting. He depresses the,hook o take the call waltlng and
place the first caller on hold. When he goes bhack to the first
caller at least half the time the first caller has been
disconnected. He then must call 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 defects with the call-waiting systenm,
although on two occasions they found faulty line caxds in the
central office which could have affected compldinant’s telephone
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service, but not the call-waiting feature. The central office
hardware affecting ccmplainant’s service was changed but the
problen did 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 cefect would affect all customers. Defendant
received no 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 office -
and find that between March 1986 and Septembexr 30, 1987 there have

been only four service Complaints, one of which is complainant’/s.
We do not know the nature of the other complaints.

Conplainant asserts that he loses about 50% of his first
calls when he uses the call—walting feature of his telephone. Iz
the problem was in defendant's software other customers would also
be affected, but our records show they are not. The problem is
either in other parts of the telephone equipment or in the way that

conplainant operates the feature. Because defendant admits that on

two occasions it found some defects in complainant’s lines, and
complainant has been having . difficulties for a number or months,
complainant is entitled to a partial refund of charges.

Complainant estimated *that he spent apprcxlmately $68 to return
calls which had been disconnected and approx;mately*S& on other
charges. A refund in a case like this is very difficult to . -
quantity but we believe $50 is reasonable under the{circumstances;e
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QRDER

IT IS ORDERED that defendant pay complainant $50.

This order ls gg@ ive today.
Dated » At San Francisco, California.

- W
JOHN 5. OHANIAT:
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