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BEFORE ~E ?vBLIC vT:L:~:£S Co~~rss~o~ OF TBE STATZ 07 CAL:FORNIA 

Andrew T. Barnes 
Eleanor Barnes, 

) 
) , 
J 

Complainant.s, ) 

vs. 

Pacifie ~elephone and 
Telegraph Company, 

Defenc.ant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

---------------------) 

(EC?) 
Case 10961 

(Filec Febru~ry 27, 1981) 

b~drew T. Barnes and Eleanor B~rncs, for 
the:r.selves, comploinants. 

nee He~derson, for The poci=ic Tolc?honc 
and Telegraph comp~ny, e~fcneant . 

.' This case was conducted ~ndcr the Co~~ission'sExpceit.ee 

Complain~ Procedure, ~~le 13.1 of the R~lez of Pract.icc and procedure. 
He3rin~ was ~eld ~c:o=e Ad~inis~rative ~w J~egc (ALJ) ~acario on 

May 7, 1981 in san Francisco. 
.. :-1:'s. Barr.os t.esti= iee that she bcc~:nc conce:::-ncd '...r.t1"l tbc 

"hi<;h telephone bills they rccei vee. in ::c'br\.!<l=:-Y 1980. ;'.$;) rcs~l t 
she s~artcd calling The Pacific Telephone and Tc1cgr~ph Company 
(PQcific) repair depart.ment. The only :cspo~se from the :cpai: 
dcpartme~~ 'Has tr..a": possibly the atrnosp:.ere ·..ras mois~ ..... ·hic·n was 
res~ltinQ i~ cable problems. She stat~d ~r~t la~cr i~'Xa=c~ 1980 
she sent a co~?lete 'bill as well as a check £o=:- $107.61 to the ?u~lic 
Utilities Co~~issio~, Los ~~~elcs of:ic~ •. Ther~ is no record in O~= 
Fisc.:.l O::'ic(? th<lt ~h::'s check ' .... as ever rcceivcc by the Cor..r.:ission,' 
ane it" is uflclear ~ow it gOt to Pacific. Bvcntu:.tlly she di=covcrcd 
th~t ?~cific hac c~shed thnt chcc~ ana creditee it to Xr~ and Xrs. 
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she paid a total of $258.90 to Pacific on February 11, 19S1 for 
service through February 2, 1981 (Exhibit 1). Mrs. Barnes also 
introaueed Exhibit 2, a copy of a portion of a September 10, 1980 
toll bill. Mrs. Barnes referred to the second call listed on 
Exhibit 2,which is noted to be a conference call placed July 31, 1980, 
for a duration of 14 minutes, with a charge of $16.50. She testified 
that she bad wanted person-to-person service on that call and did not 
receive it and that therefore no payment is due for that call. 

Mary L. Poyntier, a Pacific business office supervisor, 
next took the stand. She introduced Exhibit 3 which is a copy of 
complainants' ~~rch 2, 1980 bill that they mailed to pacific. In 
May 1980, MrS. Barnes and Poyntier reviewed complainants' billing 
records. Poyntier also introduced Exhibits 4 and S which are copies 
of portions of complainants' June 10, Auqust 2 and 10, 1980 billing 
details. Complainants met again with Poyntier several times durinq 
OCtober and December 1980. On December lO" 1980 they reviewed each 
call on billings for the months of April ~hrough November for telephone 
number &64-8352 and for the months of April through September 13, for 
telephone number 778-7378 (the latter number was disconnected at the 
customer's request on September 13, 1980). 

In these meetings it appears that the principal concern 
expressed by complainants was that a number of calls did not show the 
time of day at which the calls were placed. It was explained by 

Poyntier that these calls were operator-handled calls with the call 
information logged on a mark-sense ticket and that in such cases the 
time of day of the call was not normally placed on tbe customer bill. 
Poyntier introduced Exhibit 6 which is an operator record of a conference 
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eall that took place on July 31, 1980.. The exhibit shows .. conference 
duration of 14 minutes and a charge of $16.50. In order to explain 
the billiDg to complainants" Poyntier subsequently obtained the backup 
mark .. sense tickets for the calls, which did not show the time of day 

at which they were placed. Since cOCllplainants had filed their fomal 
complaint 011 February 27, 1981 she withheld further contacts. with them. 

On March· 10, 1981, with $556.20 unpaid balance, telephone 
number 664-8352 was pemanently disconnected. Telephone number 773-7378 
previously disconnected at customer request has a current balance due 

of $96.16. 
Pacific's witness Jaaes Roman is based in Sacramento and 

18 responsible for a number of electronic switching service (ESS) 
central offices including the number 1 ESS in Petaluma and the 
number 2 ESS in Cotati, each of which served one of complainants t 
telephone lines. Roman iDtrodaced Exhibit 7 which shows the results 
of an equipment test. The test showed an unbalanced line condition 
on 664-8352 and a defective pair vas chaDged out to correct this 
defect. In all other J:espects the central office equipment tested 
satisfactorily. 
Summarx and Conclusion 

The fact that Pacific cashed complain&nts' check, dated 
March 30, 1980, made payable to the CoaImusion, vas an improper &Ct. 
However, had evidence been produced to show that money was Dot due 
Pacific. we vould have been empowered to order the return of that 
amount to complainants. No such evidence appeared. 

The evidence presented provides no basis for adjustment 
in the billi..Dgs to complainants. Complainants presented no probative 
evidence to substantiate inaccurate billings. In·· fact, it is difficult 
to determine the basis for the complainants, other tban the fact tb.at 

Pacific cashed' complainants' check which was made payable to the 
CoIImission.. 'l'he only specific call questioned vas the conference 
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call. CoaplaiD.&nts asserted that Mrs. Barnes requested a. persoD-to­
persoD call;- Pacific's evidence shows that it vas~ in fact, & conference 
call. Bo relief sho~ld be accorded:. 

'the complaint also asks: for compensation for trips to town 
to Petaluma and to the City of San Francisco as vell~ because of 

injustices complainants suffered from Pacific. It is clear we have 
DO authority to make awards for damages. Damages of 1:h1s nature 
may be sought i.D. civil court <0-

The complaint should be denied. 

ORDER ------
IT IS ORDERED that this complaint is denied. 
This order becomes effective 30 days frOID' today. 
Dated tJUL 11981 

----~'~ ..... . ",.~ .... --.. :::-:-:-:-. --:;-------" .... ' .... .... "'" 
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