
Decision No. __ 6_...;,9...,;;8_8;;.,;4 ____ _ 

BEFORE l'BE PUBLIC urn.ITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF ·CALIFORl\"IA 

MORRIS N. CONKLIN AND PE'XITIONERS~ ~ 

Complainant, 

vs. 

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMP~'lY, 
oS corporation) 

Defendant. 

) 

~ 
) 
) 

~ 
) 

----------------------------~) 
Investi$8tion on the COmmission's 
own mot~on into the equipment, 
services, facilities, operations, 
?r~ctices and resulting rates of 
the GENERAL .. TELEPHONE COMP~"'r'1 O"F 
C.:\LIFORNIAanct l'EE PACIFIC XE!.E­
pr{ONE AND TELEGRAPH" COMPANY. 

~ 
) 
) 

~ 
" ) 

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

Case/No. 8117 
(Filed January 22, 196$) 

Case No. 8143 
(Filed ,March 11, 1965) 

Jack Richards Becker and Morris Me Conklin~ for 
complainant. 

A. M. Hart and Donald J .. Duckett, for defendant. 
A. T. George, G. H. Eckhardt and R. W, Odsers, for 

The Pacific Telephone and Tele8raph Company, 
respondent. 

R. v7. Russell and K. D. !,lalpert, for City of 
Los Angeles; 1ilil1ign'l L! Knecht, for California 
Farm Bureau Federation; Joseph B .. Geisler and 
Alan R. Watts, for City of West Covina; and 
Robert G. Beverly, for City of Industry; 
interested parties. 

Harold J. McCarthy and Jaocs. G. Shields, for the 
COt:Cission staff. 

INl'ERIM OPINION 

These matters were e.oo.solidated and public hearings were 

held before Commissioner ~tChel1 and Examiner G111anders at Covina ~ 

June 2, :) and 4 and July l4 and 15, 1965. The matters were submitted 

at the conclusion of the July' l5 hear1llz'. 

-1-



e 
c. 8117~ 8143 eb 

Complaint 

!he complaint herein alleges, in substance, that telephone 

service provided by defend.9nt for the Cities of La Puent:e~ Covina, 

West Covina, Baldwin Parl<:, Azusa, Irwindale, Glendora, W'alnut;p Pomo~ 

and Industry is costly as compared with other telephone companies and 

that numerous service difficulties result in inability to make use of 

the telephone in the conduct of a business or profession. 

The complaint re~ests the disfranchisement (si¢) of 

defendant and its replacement by an organization qua11fiedto Ctljoy 

the privileges of a public utilities corporation. 

'!he answer of defendant avers that the complaint is so vague 

and uncettain that it is impossible to frame :my issue capable of 

decision in a hearing. 

For its defense, defendant avers, in substance that as early 

as 1962 it became aware that certain offices including the Baldwin 

Park, Covina and La Puente central offices were not meeting its ~rvice 

objectives; that considerable ef£c;,rts were made during the year 1963, 

and years subsequent thereto, to bring these offices up to, its stand­

ards; that a strike by its employees interrupted the work; that all 

central offices in the Covina Exchange are now in good working order; 

that a good preventative ma1nten3Ilce program has been established; 

that many trutlk groups have been reinforced; that it has spent many 

millions of dollars in the Covina Exchange and contemplates spending 

many more millions in this exchange; that it has hired a number of 

new personnel, and increased its supervisory personnel and has under ... 

taken other steps to improve its service. It further avers that some 

of its difficulties are due to serious shortages within the tandem 

offices of The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company. Defendant 

requests the complaint be dismissed or in the alternative that its 

motion to strike certain allegations in the complaint be granted. 
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c~ 8117, 8143 ~b* 

O~der Instituting Inve5tigat~on 

As a result of the allegations c~tained in Csse NO. 8117 

an~ the fact that :i.nfonoal· cOl:lpla1.nts totaling several thousand had,". 

also been received by the Co~ssion relating to ~e samegcneral 

complaints, the Commission ord~red an i~estisation 1:to the equip-

ment, servic~s~ facilities, ~r3tions~ practices and rates of 

General Telephone CctDpany ~f California and '!he Pacific Telephone a:ld 

Telegraph Compa~y in the areas cnumer~ted !n the cOm?laine. 

Evidence 

Complainant, thro-agh 51 ~"'ltnesses, described examples of 

,oor service which occurred in the areas under investigation during 

the past decade. These 'to."ia:esses were mainly householders or small 

independent business people. Their testimony des-cn.~ed many eypes ~f 

poor telephone service running the gamut from lack of facilities t~ 

furnish primary g:ad&.; of service upon initial applicatit>n for service ./ 

to' "dead" phones for an extended p~riod of time after service had. 

b~en established. !he most ntlmerous type ~f poor s~r,,"'ice e.escribcd 

~7as the inability to complete calls -- both inCOming and outgoing. 

Two t-ri. tnesses testify:i.n:-; on t:heir own behalf dc~cr1bec. 

examples of ,oor service which they had experieneed. 
, 

The City of t-1est Covina~ through two wit:lesses, deseribe<l 

examples of poor service received by the city .. 

As defendant made no attecpt to rebu~ the testimo~y of 

these witnesses, but instead had ~ large staff of management people 

immediately available to discuss eaCh witness's complaint ~t the 

ccnclusio:l of his testimony in 4Jn effort to resolve tl'l.e e.iffieulty, 

~ detailed resume- of coach type of service complaint is.'not requ~red. 
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c. 81l7, 8143 ab 

In addition to oral testimony, complainant presen:ed 

approximately 1,000 questionnaires whiCh had been pUblished in a 

local n~spaper, filled out by various individuals and returned to 
" 

complainant. these were placed in the for.oal file ~d were then 

made available for public inspection. 

Subsequent to the initial hearings 7 a field investigation 

"0'13S conducted by the presiding Co::mlissiooer. All parties to the 

matters ~qere i~vited to participate. The investigation embraced the 

territory covered by the Order of Investigation. Partieula~ emp~sis 

was given to the causes of inability to complete calls and to what 

d~fendant h.sd done and was d~ing to remedy this problem. The investi­

gation confirmed that some efforts, as hereinafter discussed in 

connection ~ri.th defendant's showing, have been made to improve defend-

ant's facilities in this service area. 

Defendant made its affirmative showing through three 

witnesses and 15 exhibits. The testimony of its construction program 

engineer I:lZ.y be sutmnarized in the follow-lng mamer: Service was' poor 

over a period of years because its maiDtenaDce programs were not 

adequate; the inadequacies have now been removed and adequate controls 

established to insure proper £U~e maintenance. 

Its re.gulatory administrator testified that the complaints 

registered at 'Che hearings had been cheeked and that presently those 

customers w~ testified are now receiving. 300d service. 

The testimony of its policy witness, a man of almost 37 

years service with the company, who since 1953' has been its executive 

vice presidznt and is a member of its board of directors may be 

summarized in the follOwing question and answer: 

"Q. But in all these various and sundry duties, you 
weren't aware as I understand it that there was 
a problem in Covina and Pomona? 

~ Personally, I was not aware of it until I became 
aware of the concerted complaint here. ff 



· ~. 
c. Sl17~ 8143 ab* 

Exhibit 19 i~ a copy of defend~nt's pr~ctice PD 905.005 

o.oted August 8, 1963, 'ttIhich is the policy direet1ve regarding major 

standares of service. It sets forth the long range objectives which 

defendant intends to achieve and maintain. It is defendant ~ shope 

that the obj ectives will be l:et within five or six months. 

Defendantrs area general manager, was called as a witness 

by the presiding Comx:d.ssioner. His testimony m:;ry be sUIllr!l3rized 8S 

folloW's: . He has been azea gener31 manager for a little over five 

years; he became aware of the Overload conditions in apprO"...cimately 

September 1964; he was not aware and is still not aware that m3ny of 

'!:he allegations reearding malfunctions of equipment are happen:tIlg to 

the extent implied by ce:nplainant r s witnesses; 'he lIlCcts regul.orly· 

with top t:tanagement end with his diviSion m.aMgers; he conducts 

regular training courses; 3lld :1~ the present time ~e has an' 

adequate staff. Respondent, The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 

Company, offered a stipulation to the effect that during theye~rs 

::'963 and 1961; certain of :its tandem off:i.c'es were overloaded and' 

undoubtedly caused some service problems with message unit traffic; 

that as of February 1965, all tandec offices met its serv:i.'ce objec­

tives and have continued to do so to the present time; and that all 

indications are that objectives will be fully met in the future. No 

party to the proceeding 'objected to the stipulation and it "/las, 

received into the record. 

'!he city manazer of the City of Industry testified that~ to 

!tis knowledge, no plant had declined to establish or locate in the 

City of Industry because of zoy complaint or problem 1i1ith Gex:.cral 

Te:'ephone Company and its service. He presented a resolution of the 

C:i.'Cy Council commending the General Telephone Company. 

-5-



" 

C.. 8117) 81'!:.3ao 

'I't'1elve witnesses, from various areas included in the 

complaint> testifying on their own beh3lf stated that it was their 

opinion that the service rendered over the years was good and that 

they believed defendant was doing a good job. 

The Commission staff, through one of its engineers, 

presented certain recommendations as to :eports to- be £u:m1shcd to 

the Commission. Defendant's attorney agreed to' furnish such 

1nformatioo. 

On the basis of the cvidence~ the more fmpo%t4nt aspects of 

which are hereinabove discussed, the Commission ~(es the following 

findings: 

1. Telephone ser..rice rendered by' defendant: in the Cities of 

La Puente, Covina, '{I1est Covina, Baldwin Pa::k, Azusa, Irwi:odale, 

Glendora, walnut, and Pomona has in the past been below the standard 

which defendant should have rendered. 

2. The record does not show that service in the above listed 

cities meets the service criterea under which defendant is presently 

operating (defendant'S practice PD 905.005). 

3. Telephone service rendered by defendant in the City of 

I~dustry has been and is presently satisfactory. 

4. It is defendant's 'hopefr that service will meet its 

stand.::trds by February 1966. 

5. The COt::ll.'nission will tru<:e further action unless <ie~enda1'lt' s 

'~ope;' of achievlng its service standards by February 1966 is sub­

stantially met. 

6. r~spondent) The 'Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company, 

has since Febl~arJ 1965 met its service objectives within its tandem 

offices which connect with defendant's offices within the areas 

enumerated in the complaint and therefore should be dismissed from 

Case No. 81[:.3. 
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C. 8117, 81":.3 . ab 

7. Further hearings in these matters should be held to receive 

testi~ny from defendant and the Commission staff which will inform 

the Commission as to the progress made in meeting the stan~rds 

outiined in defend~nt's practice PD 90S.005. 
., 

8. It is not necessary, at this time, to decide complainant's 

request for disfranchisement (sic) of defendant. 

INTERIM OlmER 

It IS ORDERED that: 

1. Submission is set aside and further hearinzs are set for 

Y~rch 3, 4 and 5~ 1966 at Covina, California. 

2. Defendant shall have its president -- as its top policy 

witness -- advise the Com:dssion. at the time and place set forth abov~ 

what actions it has t~(en since January 1965 to provide sat1sfact~ry 

serviee in the areas specified in Case N,:). 8117 and Case No. 8143. 

3. Defendant shall submit to the Coem:r.":::sion at the further 

he~rings a report detailing the action t~(en and the results obtained 

on service complaints presented to the Comm:£ssion at its heannzs in 

June and July 1965. 

~. The Commission staff shall present testimony, at.t~et~e 

a'!ld place set forth above, which w:i.11 inform the Commission whether 

or not defendant has met and continues to meet its service objectives 

. in the Cities of La Puente;, COvina> West C~v:i.n.a, B·aldwin Park> P.2:usa~ 

Irwindale> Glendora;, vlalnut and Pomona. 
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5. The Commission will hear testimony at the:: further hear:l:.ozs 

from the public and other interested parties on sC%Vieo ~' 
, 

conditions in the above listed areas. 

6. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company is hereby 

dismissed from Case No. 8143'. 

The effective date of tbis order shall be twenty days 

from the date hereof. 

Dated at __ -_'I!I_'ii_.~ ___ es._,rp ____ , Cal:r.fornia~ this 

day of _-&IIIWIXo.L:V '-.:M::.I· t$c.:ltI.lR.I..-___ , 1965. 


