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Decision No. 90930 oCT 23 1979

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
C. TOOMEY (COTTONWOOD REALTY),

Complainant,

(Filed December 1L, 1978)

PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
COMPANY,

)
)
; | -
vs , ) Case No. 10702
)
)
)
)

Defendant.

C. Toome » for herself and Cottonwood Realty,
ccmpIa;nant. ‘

Margaret deB. Brown, Attorney at Law, for
defendant..

OPINION

The complaint is lengthy and describes a series of incidents
starting in May of 1977. An Answer was filed on February 9, 1979.
alleges that complainant owed a total of $476.93 in past-due tele~ -
phone bills as of February 9, 1979; $173.06 on 347-5511 (dlsconnected'
at complainant's request in October, 1978), $238.30 for 347-5668,
and $65. 57 for 347-401l. Complainant deposited the sum of $l7l 18
with this Commission on December 14, 1978. _A public hearlng was .
scheduled and held on May 17, 1979, in San Franc;sco~before Adm;n—'
istrative lLaw Judge Edwaxrd G. Fraser. : :
Complainant test;f;ed that she flrst applmed for telephcne ,‘ _
sexvice in May of 1977 at hex temporary residence, and that defendant s
representative did not show on the date agreed upon and was late j
for the second appointment. When he did arrive,. he advused that
she would be required to provide the telephone pole‘to-conyeyjthe,-

-l—




I .

C.10702 -~ FS/dr %

telephone line to hexr mobile home, which‘involved an extra"charge"“
of $33.00. Decfendant also imposed a $5.60 mlleage charge ‘on her
home telephone (347-5511) which has not been Ldentlf;ed-r‘

 She started Cottonwood Realty in Augu-t, 1977, and tc avoxd
delay, she took by supersedure the teeeohene number (347—4011) of thc
pPrioxr tenant. She testified that she asked for rotarv serv;ce :
(numbers conbined so if number called is busy, call is automatzcally
transferred to second number) on the two telephone numbers |
icentified and was told that it could not be done, although ethcr
tenants in the building already had the sexvice. S

In October 1977, complainant's xes zdence telephone number

(347-5511) was transferred to her office along w;th the number
(347-4011) obtained from the prior tenant. She obta;ned A new‘ -
resmdeﬁce telephone (347-5668) at this .;me. she tcstlfxed and the -
comzlaxn t alleges that during the permod she was hav;ng telephones

*nstalled, she found it ;mpcss;ble £0o obtcxn reliable customer sexvice

information. Each time she called there would be dszerent ;nformataon
or a different interpretation of a quoted rule. Telephone lnscallers
were also late or never arrived (on one occaamon), and- th;s caused
hexr 2 great, dcal of 1nconven1encc in the conduct of her buszncss.
She testif 1ed that when the telephones wcre mnutalled at hex of‘zce, _‘
the workman started to drill holes through ‘the 1de ef the’ wall,

=il vhe showed him where the other circuits were brought Ln.‘"'
The workman also refused to crawl into the attic to pull theywzre
through? he claimed he was not allowed by companY'rﬁleéete”de:it. 3

In Maxreh 1978, cemplalnant'ﬂ permanent home was in the™

last stage of construction. She testified that she called defeneant o
to request that 2ll wiring be installed fox the tclcphonc befere the
house framing was covered. She was adv;sed by defendant S representa—
tive that wiring would have to be ;nstalled by a pr;Vate contractor.‘
After the wiring and construction were. completed, she called defendant
0 have the phone iinstalled and was told that the w1r1ng she had could
not be used. The telephone company thereupon znstalled ltS own’ ‘wires.
and put: the new telephone in the most ;nconvenment paxt ef the housc.‘\h
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- Complainant testzf;ed regarding three othexr lnc1dents. l
In February of 1978, she was on a business trip to southern |
California and tried to call from Pasadena on her credit caxd.

She was informed that hex card was not valid~'she then tried to
charge her business phone for the call, but could not, because

20 one was in her office to answer the phone and accept the operator s
call. After several calls to supexrvisors, she discovered. that

her credit card was invalid because no new cards were issued her
after her telephone number was changed. ‘

She testified that new telephone directoxie; are usually
received about the first of August- she did not rece;ve hers in l973
and called defendant's Redding office on August 2 or 3 1978; she was
advised they were being mailed. She inquired again on.August lo,.when
she was told to come to the Redding office to get her copy. When
she arrived at the Redding office, she was‘tola she could not have -
the directory. Complainant indicated that she told the olerkyshe_
had three telephones and had never received a direotory,‘ The clerk
became very rude, but finally handed her one book. -

The last incident concerns the light on her key'telephone\
set (No. 347-4011). She testified that the telephone was installed
in October 1977 and the light did not work until it was repaired
during mid-May 1978. On cross—examination, she‘advised'thatgshe
reported the light was not working on numerous occasions, and - ,
although she reported it to defendant's local. buszness representat;ve
the repalx unit was not notified. When the light was llnally f:xed, e
she discovered that she was charged for it durlng,the entire. perlod '
it was not working. i . ”

She testified that.the nmmerous calls and visits: requxred
before she could get service from defendant was time deducted. from her |
business. She has paid all current telephone bills on tume, but. feels

that some adjustment should be made as recompense fox some of her .
past. problems ‘ '
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Defendant provided testimony from the'cnstomer\operations
manager in Redding and the local customer service manager. The
latter was also a former' Lnstallatlon supervisor. Their testimory
revealed that complalnant's ‘mobile home was in an area (May 1977)
that had no prior telephone service. It was therefore requlred that
complainant provide her own service pole to carry the neceesary'tele-w
phone line. Her service was classified as suburban, or outside
of the regular Cottonwood exchange, and a mileage charge had to be
applied under defendant's tariff rules. This charge is no longer ‘
apnlmcable, since the Cottonwood Exchange was expanded to ;nclude
the area presently occupied by complaznant s home- Telephone Lnstalla-
tion appointments are scheduled between 8:00 a.m. and 5 00 PN, on
weekdays. Workers come out of the Reddlng Serv;ce Center, about
20 miles from Cottonwood, and all customers are usually warned that

workers may be late if delayed on a previous Job. It 15 lzkely that K
the installer arrived late for the second appozntment as’ alleged

by complaznant, but he was probably delayed for some reason on. one

of his earlier jobs. Custcmer installation records and complalnts

are usuallv retained for only six months; defendant s records for

this perxod have been destroyed. -

- When complaxnant started Cottonwood Realty, she waS-adVLSed

that the two telephone numbers assigned to hexr were not equ;pped

for rotary service. It was suggested that she. accept two new tele-
phone aumbers from a number group qualified to handle rotary service.
By her choice the existing numbers were never changed and it‘hdSlnot
been po531ble to provide the new service requested. The. customer
operat;ons xanager testlfled he znvestdgated the complalnt that

Mrs. Tooney had received unreliable Lnformatlon and d;fferent quotes -
on servzce in October 1977. EHe found the complalnant called the local
business office and the marketing department wzth many questlons.‘
Three service options were explained along with the rates charged

and advantages of each installation. The customer service. manager
investigated the complaint regarding the Lnstallatlon of serv:ce at -
Cottonwood Realty during October of 1977. The znstaller told hlm.that
it waS-not possible to run the wire under the £loo:,lorrzn otherﬂplaces-'
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normalljr provided. Worien have also been instructed not to crawl
in unlighted attics, for safety reasons. He investigated the
allegation that complainant had been told to wire her home by 2
private contractor (March 1978), only to subsequently have the
wiring xot used by the telephone company. The installation
foreman visited the premises and found the wire in place could
not be used. Among other defects, it was stapled down, which
made it inconvenienmt to handle. He tried to comtact Mrs. Toomey
to provide a further explanation, but she was not available; the
foreman then met the installer at the Toomey residence and the
instrument was placed withthe wire concealed, as requested by the
customer. It was noted that representatives of the telephone
compaxy tried toreach Mrs. Toomey on several occasions without:
success. At this time, defendant was not pre-wiring homes.
Customers who inquired were advised to have conduits installed
to take the wire, before the house was completed; or to have -
pull wires installed, s0 telephone wire could be attached to the
loose wire and pulled through wherever it was supposed to go. He
testified that ordinarily contractors were familiar with this
procedure and most had practical experience properly ::.nstallmg the
conduits or wires.
' The customer operations manager testified rega.rding-’
Mrs. Toomey's credit card call in Februazry of 1978. _Deféndant-' s
records indicate that a third number call from Pasadena to Poinona.‘
was billed to (916) 347-5668 on January 23, 1978. Credit cards
were issued on all three of complainant's telephone mxnbers
(347-5668, 347-4011, and 347-3511) on January 24 and 25, 1978. No
further information is provided and it is difficult to determine
what did happen more than a year ago.

The complaint regarding failure to receive a 1978 telephone
directory was also checked. Defendant's directories are delivered
by an independent contractor. The record indidates that deli‘v'ery ‘
in the Cottonwood area extends fronm August 2 through August 10.

If customers call the office for a copy duxa.ng the del.wery pe::mod, :
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they are asked to wait until after all uLl;vcr*c¢ arc co.pletod, _ 3
then if they have not received a copy to call at one of acxendaﬁ sf,‘
local officcs. I£ comgﬁa*nant requested her copy at the offlc;

during *he veriod deliveries were still ae&ng madc,_gne may have
c"counte"cc some reluctance from local clerks ' :

He investigated the COﬂulalnt that the lxght on telcwhonea
aumber 347-401l was inoperative from October 1977 = when antallgd —"
to~m;d-May of 1378. Def cnchﬁt's'*ecorc now tha* the telepbonc
was reported out of order at ‘1:30 p.m. on Mav 19, 1978.« A4workman
was dispaﬁchcd and the instrusent was back in oucrat;on by S 30 p m.

of the same day. The trouble was a mx sxng or defcch;Vu jumpc*y

cable. No adjustment was made on the bill because there was o
no notice of defective service untll May 19, 1978.. Dgfcnaant'ﬂf'
”Troua*ng;cket“, which described the work to be porformed ana ;t"‘
completion, was wplaced in cvidence as Exhibit 2. Thc thncs statcd
that defendant is willing to makc an udJuGtmow* For thc dgfectzve
telepnone lignt, based'on complulnAnt testimony that it ncvcr
worked. The adjustment would be $5.20 pcr ‘month for the wcr&od
froim October 1977 through May of 1978, & pgrlod of e;ght month
($42-60). Defendant placed Exhibit 1 in ev;donce, wnmch ;hOW‘ that
on the date of hearing (May 17 197)) conplalnant owcd 384 3l on’
telephone account 347-5658; $264.94 on 347-4011; -nd,$l46.26;oq‘v‘
347-5511; a total of $495.51. IR
Discussion o |
' We are of the opinion the complaxnant whould recexwe ‘
ruparatio% with respect to the key telcphono scrvmcc lzght for the
c_gn*-monmh period it was inoperative. The Q5 20 per. ‘month cnarge
over that period totals $41.60. _ o

. The other instances, descr bca abovc, refléc;'a‘¢c ies
of misunderstandings, and unfortunate occurrences, but no vzolatlon

Or nais auyllCﬁt*On of tariff rules for whigh rcyardtmon can bc
awarded. |
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Findings of Fact

| 1. Complainant was required by applicable tariff"proﬁisions”
€0 provide a telephone pole and pay a mileage charge, when, she :
had telephone service extended to a remote area not prevmously served.

2. = Complainant's business telephone numbers were not. desmgned
to prov:de rotary service and she refused to accept. other numbers
from a block equipped to perfo:m this functlon. '

3. Complainant has. not bheen unreasonably inconvenienced
considering she resides in a remote area, 20 miles or more from
defendant's repair and office facilities. :

4. ©For a period of eight months fxam October 1377 thxough .
May 1978, the light on complainant's telephone was lnoperatxve- By
reason of such defective service, complainant is entltled to a oredmt o
on her telephone bill of $5.20 per month for exght-months, or a total%T
of $41.60. | I .

5. The amount of $171.18 which has been deposxted wzth th;s f
Comission should be paid to defendant and credited to complaznant s
account for telephone service.

Conclusion of Law ‘ . ,
 Complainant owes defendant the sum of $495. Sl, less '
$171.18 on deposit with the Commission which should be paid . to
defendant and a further credit of $41.60, leav1ng $282.73 as the
sm +o be paid to defendant by the complainant.. ' '

IT IS ORDERED that: , _ ‘

1. Within ten days after the effective date of this order,
The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company (Pacific). shall oreditw\
the sum of $41.60 to complainant's account as an adj‘ustment to
telephone service No. 347-4011, for the perlod between October
1977 and May 19, 1978. - '

2. Deposits by complainant in the sum o:E 31'71 18 a.nd any
other sums deposited with the Commission by compla;nant wlth
respect_to this complaint shall be disbursed” to'Pec;f;e.
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3. All other relief requested in the complaint is déni‘ea'.“_‘ o
The effective date of this order shall be thirty days from
the date hereof. ‘ D S o
patea ' 0CT 22 1879 , at San Francis

Comissiono:i- Vernon Te Sturgeon, deing
zo¢essarily: absent, 4id ‘not participate
in tho disposition of this proceeding.




