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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BR/HH*

Decision No. ___ 70450

LOUIS R. (LEW) LAURIA, an
{ndividual ‘ovmer and operxator

) _
of telephone answering bureaus, } ‘Case No. 7967

DT (Filed July 31, 1964) = .
| covPrATNANT, S, R
vs -

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE COMPANY,
a corporation, ‘ .

 DEFENDANT.

Lewis R. Lauria, complainant, In propria persoma.
Plllisbury, Madison & Sutro, John A, Sutro, -
Geoxge A. Sears, John A, Sutro, Jrx., and
Arthur T. George, by George A. Seaxs and

John A. Sutro, Jr., for defendant.

Avery H, Simon, for Pacific Communications
Corporation, dba 'Your Secretary'';
Bert Levy, for Tel-Rad Telephone Answering
Bureau, Inc.; Stanley Sackin,for Telephone
Answering Services-o%‘Caiifornia; and
Smith & Pepper, by E. Stratford Smith, for.
Telephone Answering Services oX Calitornia
and Associated Telephone Answering Ex-
changes, Inc.; interveners.

Homer Harris, for Allied Telephonme Companies
Agsoclation, Iintexested party.

OPINTION

Complainant is and has'been“actively engagéd in7the'
telephone answering service business as an owner andvoperator
since June 14, 1941, and 1s preSident'and‘treasurer of‘iauria's
Telephone Answering Sexrvice, Inc., in Hollywood, Califbrnia;
Coﬁplainant is also part owner of and sexves in the foliowing‘
capa¢itieé in other Califoxnia telephone amswering bureaus:
ViccHPresidgn: of Hollyﬁood Call Board, Hollywood; Seé?etary-

T:easu:er of_Pacific{Cogmunications!Corporation, doing
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business as "Your Secretary", Ventura; and Seeretary-Tressurer of
Tel-Rad, Inc., San JOSe. Complainant founded and served five years
as president of Telephone Answering Services of California, Inc.
(TASC), a trade association rcpresenting telepnone answering bureaus
in California. He is the recipient of a life membership In TASC but
he resigned as a dues-paying member in May 1964, following'his last
term as president. | ,
| Leave to intexvene was granted to Pacific Communications

Corporation, doing business as "Your Secretary', and to Tel-Rad Inc.
by Commission order dated November 24, 1964, and to Telephonei_‘
pnﬂwering‘Scrvices of California, Inc.'CIASC) and to-Associated'
Telephone Answering Exchanges CATAE) by Commission order dated
November 25, 1964 ATAE is an international trade association pur-
portrng to represent the interests of the telephone answering
indtst:y in the United States»and Canada

Pubilc hearings were held‘before Examiner Patterson in
Los Angeles on December 1, 2 and 3, 1964 and. January 12, 13 14 and
lS 1965, and the matter was submitted upon reccipt of closing briefs
on March 22 1965 |

Compla Iinant requests an order of the Commission reduiring‘
‘defendant to remove from its taxiffs all restrictions against the
bridging of calls through telephome answering service ~witchboards.

It wrll be helpful in understanding the issues presented
in this proceeding to consider first the manner in which telephone
answering service 1s provided to the public. Telephone answering
bureaus are independent private bus*nesses which are a0t regulated

by this Commission. Tbey are subscribers to. public utility
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teiephone sexvice and they use telephone circults, switchboards
and other services and facilities generally as provided by the

- telephonme utility. Defendant provides such service to its sub-
scribers under tariff schedule Telephome AnsweringvService,
Cal. ?.U.C. No. 100~-T. "

An Individual who desires that his telephone be answered
in his absence may become a customexr of a particular answering bureau
by subscribing to a secretarial line from the telephone utility.
The secretarfal line is simply an extension from the individual'
telephone line at the utilicy central office to 3 switchboard on
the premises of a telephone answering bureau. Tbis arrangement-
enables the bureau to answer incoming calls on the secretarial
line and thus take any messages for tbe bureau's customer or give

information to the callex according to instructions given by'the

cuqtomer. .

In addition‘to.perfbrming‘such meSsagerunctionsvthe"

telephone answering bureau's operetor can hold the calli;g paxty
on the line, dial out to the bureau's customer on 2 trunk 1ine and
then physically interconnect the incoming secretarial line with the
outgoing trunk line so that the calling party can talk directly with‘
the bureau s eustomer. This practice is commonly referred to as |
bridging or patching the call.

| The texms bridging or patching are not used iIn defendant's
tariffs but the practice is not permissible undex those tariffs by
reason of the restrictions imposed in Cal P.U.C. No. IOO-T bth
Revised Sheet 9 Special Condition 3,c, ¢ which states.in part as'

‘follows-e
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"Secretarial Lline service is not offered for;

(c) 'Connections between the secretarial line
and 3 central office line or other .
secretarial line through the telephone
answerxng equipment. o oW

In essence, it is complainant s position that the
practice of bridglng telephone calls by telephone answering Bureaus
within the State of,Cslifo:nia 1s a necessary and integral.part
of telephone answering servieetwhich is designed to and does
satisly a publie nee¢5and‘that defendant shoold be required tO: 
amend its tariffs so as to authotize'or perﬁit such practice.‘

" The complainant-testified that he has engaged’tn .
patebing durlng the 23 years that he has been in the answerxng
service busxness and estimates that over that period he has
patched more than one million calls. He stated that prior;to :
1955 he patched calls through his*board‘using_only‘thefintegrale}
parts thereof. Early in‘that‘yeat a Concentrator#Idettifiet (c-n)
wss installed?which prevented patching on C-I‘boards invoiving c-I
lines without use of a special device. He stated that after the
zévent of C-I he was advised by defendant to install the conferenmce
circuits it Was offering, which permitted, and in his‘ooinion,
encouraged the continustion\of patching.

Complainant further testified that through mectings
priox to 1962 with defendant's representatives he reoeited'as-
surances that eventually the company would get axound to ;egaiizing‘
bridging. In 1962,howe§er,it appeared that the Bell System, |
affiiiates voted 19 to 2 against:providing‘for‘bri&ging (defendant‘

. being one of those votlng against) and that a new pushbutton

console was being designed for answerzng services which would not




. s —

€. 7967 - oflme pie

necessarily incorporate patching capabilizies. Still later,in
September 1963,he believed that the matter was again under xeview
by defendant but learned in July 1964 that a recommendation for
patching was not adopted. He testified that this led to the
_filing,of‘his complaint.

Couplainant presented statistical summaries based upon
his telephone answexing_bureau operation in Hollywood indicating
that approximately 44 pex cent to'&7'per cent of bis clients’

~ demand oxr require bridging of all ox scme of their caller

(Exbibits 10 2nd 10A). He testified that doctors especislly
bave a requirememt for bridging their calls and in Exhibit 13 he
presented figures showing that for a representative test pericd
20.41 per cert of doctors' calle im his bureau were bridged

as compared with 9.85 per cent for wonmedical clients. The
combined figure for his bureau shows that 10.37 per cent of the
calls wexe bridged for all clients.. ‘The 27 doctors subscribing

to his service represent only 3.1 per cent of thc total of his
cilents. Through Exhibits 11A and 12 complainant developed figures

showing that doctors comprise epproxzmately one-fourth of the total.
clientele of the 647 tzlephone answcring bureaus in California.

This may be compared with the figure im the A.T.& T. Instructor's =
Guide (Exbibit 9) that or the Bell Systen approximately'cne?thi;d :
of the amswering burezu clients are doctors. | |

The paxticulax req;iremen.s which docto*e have for
bridg*ng'was further orought out by tbe teatimony of an indi-. .
v.dual,with 33 years experience in the telephone answering business,
who operates two telcphonc answoring buxeaus in the Los Angeles

axes, one of maica‘ia entirely for medical clients, He tcetified
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that he serves some 700 to 800 physicians and that about 90 pef'cent

of them reqeire patching to ore degree or another whereas only 8 per
cent to 10 per cent of the nonmedicel clients require patching. He
testified that if patching were to be eliminated his business would
vcontinue to exist., He did not know whether or not his‘bustness would
be diminished by such a step but he felt that the public Qouldisuffer
through the lack of coverage for emergency.services. He.stated he has .
patched calls ever since he entered the answering service busiﬁessL“
An operations manager for several telephone answeringi-
bureaus, called as an adverse witmess by complainant, testified that
he had engaged in patching since 1949. He testzfied as to thergjpes
of equipment he had used for patching including an experimentalﬂdevice
provided by defendant some yeafs ago. He stated that he findspatch-
ing to be useful to members of the medical profession and tO«éheir |
ratients. He also stated that only 1 per ceat or 2 per cent of the
nommedical clients ask for it. This same witmess testified.la:c? for
intervener Tel-Rad Inc. on a basis favorable-to\complalnant fxg- .
stated ‘he had changed his position as he belxeved his feelings had not
been truly represented during the first three days of the hearing.-
In the intervening period he had conducted a survey of seven telephone
answering bureaus in northern Caleornia and he proceeded to present
the results in Exhibit 29. His study shows that about 19 pex cent
of all the calls handled by these bureaus were patched calls.- He
stated that of the accounts anluded in the study 31 pexr’ eent were
-medlcal The exhibit further shows that extending the rcsults of thlu
survey to the 1 ,335 telephone answering boards served by defendant’
would Tesult im a figure of more than ten m;lllon bridged calls

handled annually.
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The General Counsel for the Los Angeles County-'.Medicel.\
Association-.presented a resolution passed on November 24, 1964,
by the Committee for Emexgency Action of the Caiifomia M#dical
Asgoclation reflecting tbe desixe of that association to m.ve the
p:actice of transferxiag telephone calls to a physician through
a. switchbogrd continuved as a matter of vitel importance to
physicians &nd patients (Exhibit 1). |
:‘ To illustrate the requirements which certain other
nonmedical clients have for bridging of calls complainant pre- |
aented foux witnesses These witnesses were a bail bondsman,
an actor, a manager of a dxiving school and a lawyer who assists
in the operation of a lawyers' referral sexvice. Each of these
individuals testified in substance tbat the bridging of calls
ves pecessary In the conduct of his business affairs and that Lf it
were not to be pxov::.ded he would have little or no need for
telephone answering service.

It 1s complainant 's position that while at ome time
patched calls could not. be edequetely supexvised by the switch-
boazd operator, as there was no means of indicaticg when the
conversation on a patched call had been completed, now this situ-
ation has been rectified through devices manufactured by 'I’elephonic
Research Institute. The present owner of that oxganization ;
teatified cn bebalf of comploimact. This witness stated that be
became zctive in the telepbone answering business im 1934 and |
foxr some 29 years thereafter opeteted &n apsvering service in |
Sa.ntn Youica. Prior to 1957 be developed and e:cpe:imonted witk
a vnit be called & Patcnn.ﬁc Zor use in patch.:.ng and
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in 1957 be and the couplainant formed the Telephonic Reseaxch
Inétimt:e to make and market the equipmn:. Subgoqueat models of
this device were called Tucb*idgex, Ténypatcher snd Tel eparcher.
The record seows thet this witoess pmoaascd compleinmnt's interest
i the compamy im 1959. The witnass restiZied that his curzent
model. of the patc?:iﬁg device doec mot cause a tramsmiseion drop
of moze than ope-tenth of z docibel. He stated hat be io ';ﬁot. _
gaare that a.ny o< the pa.téhing Sevices he ks produced bas caused
any problex o telephone ccmanv cen’::*J ofiice e3g Jipmpnt: He
stated tha“ "atcr nodels operate moxe efficlently than d:!.d. eaxlier‘
“ones and that his la::c.sc nodel of T.e,x.epatc...e: wiil provide super-
vision with all types of ceatrdl office equipmcnt used by de~
fendant includingz No. 1 Crogsbar. Tn the ~gﬂvegutc his pa...chinz
devices are preseatly located in some 100 Celifornia localities
with approximately 865 pateing clzeults now being in use. BHe
~ estimezed thet thexe exe some 25 to 30 of als patching dev:l.ces
in use outside of Celifornis. Ee irdicstod that he Gid not pm:suc
non—Cal:Lfo*nia outists because, among other th_ngs, there d:!.d rot
seem to be the keen interest elsewbexe that there is 4 Califomi...
With respect to the quality of tramsmission on bridged
calls it is complainant's position that complaints as to pooT
transuiseion level are co negligible as o constitute no problem.
¥o statistical :Lnfo-a.at on was presem:nd as %o the actual number
of such complaints but the ..cst_mony of complainant and bis
witnesees indicates that om the average br:!.dgeo. call transm:lssion |
level is mot 2 m:oblem. ' ' |
| ‘In general, angwering bureau opérators. make sepa:mte ‘
chaxycs te thedir clients for bxidg:.ﬂg calls. One operator

-8~
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test:l.f:l.ed thet he charges ten cents for each bridging operation.

It is defendant's position that the objectionable effect:s
of bridging require the continuance in the tariffs of the re-
stx'lction against: bridging, Defcadant expressed foux principal}
objections to the bridging of telepbone calls. First, bridging
impa.i:s the quality o£ transwission. Second, thexe 1is noz: adequate
supervision over bridged calls. Third, bridging creates in-
. equities and discriminstion in telepbone rates between subscribexs.
Fourth, bridging involves resale of telepbome sexvice and the per-
formance of telephone company awit:ching functions by mregulated
th:l.:rd pa::ties o |

An engineer for defendant testificd "hat the tele- |
pbore network is designed fox telephone transmission paths with
two end loops. These end loops are comprised of the loop from the
calling party's telephone to the central office and the loop fxom
the cmtra.l office to the telephone answering burcau switchboard.
The typical end loop :I.m'olves a loss of five decibels at 1,000
cycles and thus with the two loops in a series an average loss of
10 decibels 1is experienced. When an answering bureau b:i::[dgés"’a
call it adds two more loops to the txanSmission path one addi-
tional: loop from the telephone answering switchboa:d to the cen::ral
office and ome additional loop from the cent::al office to the
answering bureau customer. This irregulax oonnect:lon not contem-
plated by telephone system degign will on the a.verage doruble the
transwission loss and thexeby zesult in subst:andaxd traosmission
on bridged calls. He stated that correction of the trmm:nissioh\
afficclsies drberent in bridging would in effect necessitate

-9-
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turning answering bureau switchboard. arrangements into telephone
company central office facili.;:iea which would be economically -
:meracticable. | |
The sm enginecr testified as to the di ficulties

i::volved in adec;uately supervising calls bridged through an )
answering bureau switchboard. Such switchboards are mot intended
to be used for bridging calls and.they do mot indicate to answexing
buxeau 6peracors woen a bridged conversation has been concluded.
This can result in degradation of service for £21lure to ‘di‘&-‘
connect the circuit promptly upon conclusion of the converadtion,
ty:‘.né up both ans ner:i'.nb burcau lines and cuotomer lines, gnd ‘can
result in excessive holding times on telephore company ceatral
office equipment. He fuxthex testified that nome of the devices
for bridging which have been furnished in violation of tariffs
bave been sa:::{.sfactbry. He stated ::ha‘.: the earlier models of

the equipment such as Patchnik and Telebridger would Dot operate
in conjurction w:!.t.‘:.\ all types of central office. equipment. |
Although the latest model of 'relepatcher will opexate. in con~
junetion with all types of cmtrf'n.l office faci.ities,he was of

the opinion that it is not well desigﬁed from a sa.fety stand-
point as the case is not grozmded and the fuse block :[s e:cposed
Tous he believed that it could present a s.afet:y bazaxd to
answering se:v ce a.nd tclepoone compsry personnel. He was of

the opinion ..ba::- it would p:oba‘bly violate local eleéz:r:t.ca.‘l. vcod.es |
‘and that it would not be accepted for listing by the Undexrwritexe
J..aboratory. He stated that m ebout 1957 defendant bad ex-
peximented with a d;.vice to provide sapervision over cells.

bridged by answering buresus. This experimental device proved . -

=10=
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vmsuitable and defendant determined that in light of other ob-
jections to bridging there was no basis for furthex efforts :o
develop an adequate supervisory device.

A witness who has statcwide Tesponsibility for de-
fendant's rates and tariffs testified and presented exbibits
(Exhibits 32 to 36) illustrating bow bridging of calls by
znswexing buresus mey result in discrimination in exchange message
woft and toll charges among subscribers making telephone calls
between the same points. This discrimination arises vy viztue
of the f...ct that,by performing a telepbore compary aw'!.tchins
function,the asvering bureau in effect establisbes itself o5 &
‘rate center unautborized by teriff provision. The injection of
this new rete cemter not'concempxat'*d by the rate stractuxe oZten
zesulzs in deviations from the authorized taxiffe. In some
 dostances the calling party and the znswering bureau cqstomr
will pay lower than authorized chazges foxr c¢ells on a bridged
c:x.xcu:a.* acd in othex insmces they will. pay hz.gber cmges than
the authoxized toriffs.

This same W:Lmem for defepdant also tesv:ified t.hm: ,
bridging by amwe:ing bureaus involves a resale of telephone
sexrvice within the .prohibition of Rule 18 of Schedule CaJ. P.U.C.
No. 36-T, Sheet 64. He st:ated that when an answern.ng bureau
bridges, it switches calls: bo:ween telephone compaay‘subac:ibera,

' | es..ab]ishing a new t:ea.epbone service offez:‘.!.ng £or whi.cn it chmges

‘wegulated rates. It was kis opinion that the in;ec.t_on o£ an
wmregulated third perty,; vhich zesults Zrom answering bureaus’
bridgizg calls, "depra ives botb the Mr'r.'.ng u.elephone coxpany: and
the Ceamission of.conZzol over a portior. of te.lephom urvice

Cell-
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and that therefore the public 1s denied the assurance of the walform
high quality service to which it is entitled.

Interverers Tel-Rad Telephone Answering Bureau, Inc.
and Pacific Commmications Corporation, doing business as
"four Secretary'! both supported couplainant's position and the
opexator of ome of them testiflied on behalf of complainant.

He oi:atcd that he had been 'I.n the telephone answering
bus:{.ness for some 32 years md in California 8pec:l.£ica11y since
19&7 He stated that be has been patching calls in California
since his 1947 entry and that he bad patched calls while engeged
in the answering service business in New York. He :Eu:tther stated
his 'belief that he would make more money if he did not engage :Ln
patching but that he did patch calls because of the requirements
of his clients and because of the competitive nature of the
tervenexs Telephone Answering Sexvices of
California, Ine. (TASC) and Associated Telephone Answexing
Excha.nge, Inc. (ATAE) took the position oxiginally that the
complaint should be dismissed. During the course of the pro-
ceeding they explained their positien to be that they. believed
the practice of patc.hing in California should be continued as
a useful and desi:able adjunct of the sexrvices rendered by tele- |
paone answering bureaus,but that: it is not a requisite
or integral portion thereof. 'rhey support tbe continued use of
patching in California as a vaiuable edditional service reﬁdered
by the answering btmeaus but they would withdraw such Support: if

the continuance of such p:act:{.ce wexre to subject: the bu:eaus to
Commisolen regulation. |




. C. 7967 ~ BR /HH*

An individual who 1s secretary and a director of TASC
ac wcil ‘as secretary-txeasuxexr and a dixector of ATAE testified on
behalf of both associations. He stated that he owns four tele-
phone answering buresus all located :Ln California and bas been in
that business since 1959. He patches calls in three of these |
bureaus but not in the fourth. Through this witness there was
introduced e menuel entitled "How to Operate a 'relephone Answering‘
Sexvice Coxd Switchboard” (Exbibit 38). This manual had been
drafted by a special committee of TASC for imstructional and
opexational use bj answering buxeaus. Sub_sequeﬁtiy , 'deiendant
published the manual and distributed it throughout California to
angwering bureau operators, aftet which it was published m" the
same form by Amexicao. 'relephone and Telegraph Compa.ny and made |
aveilable to emgwering services all over the coxmtry.' Nowhere in
the manual is there any mention of the mattex of patching or’
bridging calls. In a statement of fundamentals of telephone
answering service which appears in the manual it is steted thht
telepbhone answering service 1s primarily concerned with three
functions which are the basis of the business, answexring telepbane
calls, taking messages and delivexing p:esseges. The witness '
admitted, however, that in the explacction of these functic‘me |
" Item I, 6,c (Any other handiing the client has requested“"),-
appeaxing on page 3 of the manual, could include the pre_ct:!.ee of
bridging ox patching. The witness stated that he would pot con-"

sidexr patching as an integral ox essential part of the telephone
answering business but since it has been providing such a useful

gexvice to the public the prectice shouid be continued im - |
Califo:nia, provided that such continuance would not :I.nvoke the
regulatoxy euthotiti of the Cormission.

=13~
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Avotber individual,who is past president of ATAE and has

been a director for 11 years, testified on behalf of ATAE and 'IASC.
He stated he had been‘in the telenhone answering “service businesS
for scme 1% yeszs ond. 1s asgociated in management and off:'.c:.al
capecities with such concerps in Florida, Pemnsylvenia, ‘Colorado,
Oklahomz, Texas, Illinois, Ohio and. Maryland all of which involved .
abcut 90 switchooard and in excess of 7, 400 secretarial positions
£o~ answering sexvice accounts. He test:l.fied that patching is
not practiced in mavy of ‘the buresus in which be has an ‘interest
and thet om an overall basis less than 1 per cent of the calls
banded are patched. He does not comsider patching to be an in- '
tegrel or an esgentisl festure of telephone answering services.
but feele that withdrawal of the service in Califormia would be
¢ifficult boeeuse of its prevalence here. As chaizman of the
association's Liaison Committee with the American Telepbome cud
. Telegrapk: Company he has participat»ed in meet':.ngs with ﬁelephone
company personnel upon a nationsl level to discuss the 1att:e:?3
plans for electronic central office equipment, call diverting
- possibilities and console switching. According to his testimoay,
the ATAZ positiom,based chiefly upon the prevalence of patching
In California,bes been that of urging that console mmswering
egeivment be designea and me:keted by the telephone companies so
as to include patching circuite; the telephone company 3 position,
in tuza, hes been that if ‘teriffc were modified to prov:tde for ’
patch:.‘.ng, 1o problem would exist in p:cvidiag petcaing cizwi..s |
in the new equipment. This witcess testified mequivocally that:
iIn the event the p:actice of patching wexe to req-.m:e the :Lndw,trv
to be subjected to Commission ::eg\.la.:ion the po.,ition of ATAE

14
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would be to dispense entirely with patching. o
Anotber director of ATAE and a past president thexeof

also testified on behaif of ATAE and TASC. He was employed by

defendant fxom 1845 to 1953 in various management positions including.

employment as the liaison representative between defendant and the

telephone answering industry. He entexred the answering service

business in 1953 and has had extensive experience in that indubé:xy

in California Ee stated that cuxrently he is active nationa. ly

as a consultant and broker in connection with telcphone answering
services, owns his own bureau in Phowix Arizona and has an interest
in a Detroit, M:Lchigan bureau, In general he corroboraced che testi—y

ncny of the other two witnesses for the intervener associations and
atated that no patching occurs in either of his two owned bureaus.

He stated that In his opinion some 12 per cent to 20 per cent of

all telephone answering sexvice calls in California are patched

but that not &ll answering bureaus in California engage in patching. |
He testified that he has personal knowledge of majox bm:eaus |
serving bail bondsmen, physicifens and sctors which do not patch.

He considers patching to be a useful adjuﬁct to but not a ftmda-
wmental or integral paxt of the telephone answexing bua:!.ness‘;:: he |
nevertheless believes it would be desirable for patching to be
cont.inued in Cal:l.fornia becanse 1t bas been a2 local pract:!.ce for |

a pe::[.od of time. -

The primary issue which 1s before us in this matter is
whether or not the bridging of telepbone calls by telephone
answering bureaus, nmot now permissible under the tariffs, should
be authorized. In reaching a determination on this issue it ﬁ:{.ll
be helpfﬁl to consider £ixst the extent of public 'demandl'or
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necessity which exists for bridging.

The record clearly estsblishes that bridging is pre.ct:l.ced
by telepbone answering bureaus in Califormia to a much ‘greater
extent than in the rest of the country. Tbe extent of bridgicg
in California 1s not an incidental matter,ss it {s performed in
cornection with some 12 per cemt to 20 pexr cent of &all telephone
calls hmxdled by such answering buresus. The recoxd sbows that
telephone_ enovering.-bureaus on defendant's system bave been
bridging calls for at least thirty-three years and ‘that presently
they bridge more than ten mnuon calls amoually. Thexre bas been
BO dispute on this record of t:he premise that the bridging of
calls in emexgency situations whexe life ox property is endangered
is a valusble public sexvice. The ::ecord does not disclose how
nany of the calls mow bridged mvolve crue ewergency situations
but the interest and comcern which the. Cali‘.form.a medical pro~
fession evidences in t=idging and in the cont:t.nuation of that:
practice is sufﬁcient to persuade us that thexe 18 a public ,
demand end necessity for bridging o

Turning now to defendant's objections to bridging,
we obsexve that 1f br‘idging wexre indeed as detrimental: to service

and to the pﬁblic interest as defendant would have us believe,

defendant has been remiss these many years in not enforcing its
tariffs or in bringing the matter to the Commission‘s attentionm.

Defendant’s claim that bridging impalrs transmission
cannot be disputed, for it 1is elementary that placinz two

clectric circuits ox loops :I.n serles will mcrease the resistance |
and loss ovex that wh:[eh exists ip either of the circuits or 1oops
individually. The :meortam: consideration, however, is tbe degree

-16-
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of impairment. Defendent argues that the impairment Ls serious but
the opinion of its expert was based solely upon theory and engineex-
ing judgment, no tests having been made on bridged circuits. ITests
undoubtedly would have shown adequate transmission on many calls,
particulsrly on short loops. It secems clear from this record that
complaints of poor transmission on bridged calls are infrequent‘and ,
there is no indication that the levcl of sexvice in such instances

is unscceptable to the parties, particularly if thcy are aware that a’
bridge is involved. ' |

The record shows that with the latest model of patching
device available in the Industry, adequate supervision may be
exercised on bridged calls; such modifications as may be necessary to
satisfy safety requirements cam readily be made. |

It is true that bridging may sometimes’result in failure
to collect the same charges for calls as would Be collected;without
bridging. There is no Indication, however, that as a result. there is
any significant difference in total revenues collected by defendant.
If any discrimination exists as between individual calls, we src of
the opinion that it is not adverse to the public interest when
weizhed against the benefits which accrue from bridging._L////

The bridging of calls by telephone answering bureaus nay
well be considexed a switching function which normally‘would‘be‘
performed by a telephone'utility. ‘This is not the sopropriate
proceeding, however, for &etermining whether or not tbewperforuance of

}bridging'oPerations'by'an answering bureau would subject. such”bureau

to regulation as. a public utility; we here expressly refrain fron |

considerstion of that question.
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It may be observed that the bridging of calls by answering
bureaus is somewhat comparable to the service performed in hotels by
switchboard operators vwho, throagh the hotel PBX switchboard, "brid"c"
calls between the hotel telephone system.and the public utility tele-.
phone system. The tariff under which Hotel Private Branch Exchange |
Sexvice Is provided by defendant prescribcs maximum charges whioh .
hotels may bill guests for handling such calls. might be appro-
priate i1f defendant’s tariff schedule for Telephone Answering Service
were to incorporate a similay provision prescribing the maximum charge-
which could be applied for bridging calls: there is insufficient evi—\‘
dence in this recoxd, however, to establish the proper level for such |
a charge at this time. | |

we do not agree that bridging constiltutes resale, as thed}
bridging operation is a'service performed solely by the bureau, rather
than resale of a service performed by defendant. The passing on to an:'
answering bureau cliemt of the tariff charges for the portion of a |
bridged call from the bureau to the elieat might be considered resale
but this would hold true equally for an umbridged call.

Upon consxderation of the record and in accordance with the |
foregoing discussion we find that: . | o |

l. Brldging of telephone calls by telephone answering bureaus |
is not permissible under defendant s flled tariffs, being specifically' “
prohibited by Cal. P.U.C. Now lOO--, 4th Revised Sheet 9, Special
. Condition 3,6, 1), (c) Q‘

2. In violation of the filed tariffs, over tem million tele-
phone calls are bridged annually by telephone answering bureaus served
by defendant.

3. The bridging of telephone calls by telephone answeiing
bureaus for doctors and their patients provides a vital and useful
sexvice to the public. \

4, The bridging of telephone calls by telephone»answering ' b |
bureaus for certain non-medical clients provides a useful service for :

those clients.
-18-
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5. The bridgi ng of telephione calls by telephone answering
bureaus ic more prevalent in Californxa than in the rest of the
Unitea States.

6. A significant public demand exists for the bridging.of
telephone calls‘by telephone answering bureaus in California. :

7. Defendant has long been aware of the extensive violation

of its f£iled tariffs restricting bridgrng of telephone calls by |
telephone answering bureaus. | ,

8. Defendant has made no apparent effort to enforce its
f£iled tariff restrictions on bridging of telephone calls.

9. The benefits enjoyed by the public as a result of the
bridging of calls by telepbone answering bureaus outweigh any
disadvantages created In quality of sexrvice. T

10. Any rate discrindnation amongxtelephonefsubscribers
created by the bridging of calls by telephoﬁe answering bureaua
is reasonable.

Based upon the above findings we conclude that all
restrictions against bridging by telephone answering service
bureaus contained in defendant's filed tariffs, including that
contained in Cal. P.U.C. No. 100-T,-shouid be removed. | . ¢/////

If defendant is of the view that terms ahd,coaditions_
should be estabvlished to—govern‘the~bridgiag of calls by telephone
answering sexvice subscxribers, defendant may, of cotrse,-file a
prOposed tariff containing such terms and conditions. Regular
tariff procedures would afford the Commlssion and the publio |
(rncluding any party to this proceedtng) an. opportunity to study |
such a proposal prior to its going into effect, and, 1f appropriate,

i

f

the Commission could schedule publxc hearings thereon. | ) f
E
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IT IS ORDERED that The Pacific Telephone and‘Telegfaph I

Company shall, within ten days after the effective date of this
order, revise its filed taxriffs so as towremovelall restrictions-
against bridging of calls by telephone answerxng °ervice subscribers.,

+.

The effective date of this ordex shall be twenty days )
after the date hereof.

. ‘ranciece .
Dated at Sua ¥ ", California, this /<5'-2-Z-.’

day of MARCH , 1966,

%//M/Mﬁ#

Presiaent




