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OPINION.

J : iy
Complainant, Western States Telepbone Company, is a

California corporation engaged in the business of d:.stributa.ng
ou a wholesale basis decorator-type telephone sets manufactmced
in Japan. It is Western States' position that sa.;.d sets contain
all of the electrical equipment necessary for proper functioning
when installed by a subscriber on defendant's teiephone' ‘system
Said complainant alleges that defendant, The Pacif:.c Telephone and
'Ielegxaph Cot:q:’a.x:.y2 has advised retailers and the pubh.c generally
that use of such telephonmes is illegal, dangexrous, and «ubjects the
usex to suspension ox d:.scontinnanee of. telephone serv:f.ce, to
liability for damages caused by any malfx.metion of the telephone
instrument and that said telephome is not compatible with the
equipment of defendant. , _ l
Complainant, Ted Wa.sseman, alleges that as a su‘bscriber
of defendant he purchased from complainant, Western. St‘:atesv, one |
of the telephomes in question to be utilized as .an extension
telephone along with the primary type of telephone ’supplliec!;by
defendant, and that defendant refused to :pemit him to conneet' |
said telephone to defendant's system and network. |
In reply, Pacific point:ed out that: its f:.led tarmffs
genera.lly prohibit the use or eonnection of subscriber-owned
telephone :mst'rt.ments w:{.th the system maintan.ned by defendant
and that ownership ‘and’ use of :.nstrtmentalities on subscri‘ber s

premises is restricted by the following teriff'

Hereinafter sometimes referred to as Western States.

2/ | ‘ .
Hereinafter sometimes referred to as Pacific.
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Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. 36-T, sec. 15(A)(1) and (4):

“(1) The Company shall owm, furnish, and maintain
all facilities including instrumentalities, inside.
wiring, protective apparatus, and other equipment neces-
sary to provide telephone service, except as may be ‘
otherwise specified in the tariffs. All facilities pro-
vided shall conform to the established comstruction
standards of the Company.

*(4) No equipment, apparatus, circuit or device
not furnished by the Company shall be attached to or
connected with the facilities furnished by the Company,
whether physically, by induction or otherwise, except .
as provided in the tariffs. In case any such umauthor-
ized attachment or connection is made, the Company shall
have the right to remove or discomnect the same; or to
suspend the service during the continuance of said attach-
ment ox comnection; or to terminate the service.®

Defendant averred that om certain occasions when persons

have informed defendant of thelr desire to use subsc:ibé:—owned

telephone instruments in cornection with a jack supplied_ by

defendant, its representatives have informed such persons of

defendant's tariff restrictions relat_iﬁg to the use and connection

of such instruments with the telephone sjstem of defendant; it has

refused to install a jéck except for use with plug-equippé,d‘ tele-~
phones furnished by defendant under its tariffs; its represemtatives

have informed such persons that the use of such customer-owned tele-

phone . instruments cannot be c¢ommected to defendant's system unless

title to 'sﬁcl; instruments is transferred to defendant; and have in-

formed such persons' that an instrumeat acquired by then co_uld-fnot‘ be -

used in -fgébr‘xegt':yiop with defendant's telephone system without having

1t first ‘tested 'aﬁé';modif.iéd‘ by defendant so as to be made

compatxble with defendant's equipment at the actuwal cost to the
cusfdx:i’ef" of the labor and materials uéed. Defendant admitted that

it has advised and will continue to advise mewbers ‘of the general
public of its tariff provisions which relate to the\_subjé'ctl
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matter of this oompla.n.nt.

In June of 1964 defendant f:i.led by Advice Letter No. 8799
a proposed tariff for nonstandard \telephone sets (Exhibit 36) . It
was intended that this tariff would be applicable for the types of
telephone sets being distributed by compla.inant'.' The Con_xmission
by order dated June 30, 1964, in Case No. 7933, suspended the
tariff, ordered an investigation and oonsolideted' - it fo‘r?" hearing
with Case No. 7839. | R

Hearing on the consolidated cases was held befo:te
Examiner Patterson in Los Angeles on December 14 throngh"v December 18,
1964, inclusive. In that sexies of bearings comnla.ina.nt-, : Western
States, developed its case su‘ostantially‘ as follows .

Mr. Joseph Segal, a licensed accountant in California |
for approximately 1l years, is the majority shareholdex, ) P::esident |
and Chaixrman of the Boa.rd of Directors of Westexm Sta.tes 'relephone
Company. The firm ha.s a total of only nine employees but it bas
a line of credit from three banking institutioms in the app:o:d.-
mate sum of $500 ,000 and was negotiating to :.no::ease that line of
credit by the approximate sum of $1,500,000. |

The telephone instrnments in question are manufactured
in Japan by the Japanese telephone industry. Mr. Segal testn.f:.ed
that the Japa.nese telepbone industry is basieally controlled and
regulated by N:!.ppon Telephone and 'relegxaph Compa.ny wh:.ch ft.motions
as the. equ:.va.lent of the Federal Comunicat:!.ons Commission :.n this
country, and ic the sole opexrating telephone company :I.n .Iapan AL
of the manufacturers of telephone instnments and telephone equip~-

ment are banded together in a combine, are closely regula.ted by

alp=
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Nippon Telephone and Telegraph and they supply the7 neeos ‘of Nippon_- |
Telephone and Telegraph. |

Intexrcontinental Telephone Company of New Jersey headed -
by Mr. Paul Brown has entered into writtenm agxeeme‘nts‘ with the
Japanese telepnone :Lndnstry wherein the Japanese ::‘_Lndus;tty_‘hee
agreed that Intercontinental Telephone Company shall nave the sole
and exclusive rights to import telephone instruments from- Jzpan.
Western States is licensed by Intercontinental Telephone Company |
to obtain a certain number of telephone :.nstruments guaranteed to
Intercontinental Telephone Compay by the Japanese telephone
industry for distribution th:oughout the United States.

Western States funct:ons as an :t.mporter of
telephones (indirectly through Intercontinental 'Ielephone Company)
ané as a distributor of said telephoumes throughout the United
States, sales being made to department stores, mail-ordex
houses, gift shops, and other retail outlets. In addition‘ | to'?
their regular allotment of telephome instruments , Western States
receives 'en amount equal to 1 percent of all said telephone
{nstruments to serve as replacement parts for repalxs- Mr. Segal
testified tbat he and Mr. Browm, in accordance witb. agreements
with the Japanese telephome industry, have designed certain
decorative—type enclosuxes for telephone :.nstruments and that
_ these decorative enclosures contain the same telephone components"
that are utilized domestn.cally bv the Japanese telephone mdustxy.
A decorative, simulated French—type of. antique telephone, soneti
referred to as a continental set: (Exhi‘b:tts 17A and 18A) which |
retails for approximately $50 constitutes the bulk of the saleu.‘

. bt
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Cextain other more elabor"‘.:e styles of ecorative. sets s |
illustrated in Exhibits 1 ond 54, retedil at h:t.gher prices r...nging
up to cbout $250. ’

- From Octobexr or November of 1963 unt:l‘.l a.pprom.mat:ely
Decembexr of 1964, Western States had sold to retailers;}pproxi-
mately 16,000 oxr 17,000 of such t.elephone ...nstruments- 'Iest:x.mony
presented by complaimant emphasi?ed that the telephone sets axe
sold with the undexstanding that they are to be used solely as
extension telephomes, the primary instrument being suppl,ied-? by
the operating telephone company. Each of the telei:honeé: is
equipped with a telephone plug so tna.t :i.t"may be used in con-
junction with a telephome jack comnected to the operating‘ telephone
company's system. It was stated that the reason for this ar-
rangement was to inmsure that if onme of the telephone sets :.n '
question failed to fumction properly the subscriber would need
only to unplug the instrument and mail it back to Western States
for repaix pursuant to a three-year guarantee. Duxing.tbediime‘
of repair the subscriber 's' telephone sexrvice would mnot be {intex-
rupted since he still would bave the use of the pr:i.ma.ry J.nsttumem: :
snppld.ed by the operating company.

A consulting engineer, employed by complainant Western
‘States, testified as to tests he had made of the telephone inst.ru-
ments distributed by'Western States in comparison w1th telephone
instruments norwmally supplied by defendant_ It qas the-con-

sultant's opinion that his tests demonst:ated.that‘ thef‘Jananese .

3/

By September 1965, sales had increased to 35, 000 or 40 000
telephone instruments.
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‘telephones were conpatible with defendant's system and functionmed
as well as the telephone instruments supplied by defendant.

Pacific objected to Western States"proposal that
customexrs be allowed to own and connect forexgn or other nonstandard
operatirg telephone components to its systenm on. the basis that
telephone company ownership and reSponsibility-for maintenance of
the operating telephome set is 2 basic principal of telephone
sexvice in the United States and that customer ownerShip-would
defeat the objective of standardmzation of operating telephone
components and would impair the guzlity ofvtelephone'service.

An engineer from Bell‘Ielephone Laboratoriea testified
concerning the results of tests which he had made of the Japanese
decorator sets. He stated that such sets failed to measure up
to the performance of the Standard Bell System S00 set which is
generally considered to be the standard for the telephone industry.
The deficiencies he enumerated included lower transmissxon
capability on longer loops by about 5 decibels; inadequate side-
tone balance- lack of circuitry for automatic equalization of
transmission level on long and short loops: 1ack of clrcuitry for
protection against acoustic shock; lack of circnltry togprovide
tip party identification, thereby preeluding‘nse'on other than
single party lines; the dial operation because of dial pulsing
time would not assure that central office relays«would follow the
dial pulses, and 1n arezs where joint pole llnes or other factors |
cause power noise or interference, noise conditions would be about
4 to 20 decibels worse than with a Bell System set . |

Pacific's initial tariff proposa’ for decorator—type
sets (Exhibit 36) suspended by'Commlsslon.order in Case No.‘7933
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contemplated that pursuant to 2 written. agxeement the telephone
compa.ny would acquire title to a decoratox set ovmed by a customex
and would modify the set to telephone company standa::ds by re-
moving the foreign compoments and installing standard Bell System
components for a one~time charge ba.sed upon the cost of modi-
fication. The essential texms of the customer agreement were:

1. Title to the set including the deéorative enclosure
would be transferred to the telephbne- company for a consideration
of $10. | | | - | o |

2. The customer would pay the cost of modificatibn and
‘would pay an additional monthly rate of $1 SO.

3. The telephone company would maintain and :epai: the set
excluding the exterior finish.

4. The customer could reacquire title to the set when
sexrvice was discontinued or the set would not: work satisfactorily
by paying the telephone company the same amount of $10 -:‘.‘iwolved'
in the original transfer of title. o .

The record indicates that the modif:.n'.catioﬁ cost that
 might be expected under this tariffvwbuld be in the' range of
£rom $50 to $100. - o
. A Commission staff engineer testified that he expern.enced'
g .'s-a'tisfactory results when making test calls using the Western .
-States Japanese-made telephome sets and that they performed
without noticé.able difference from standard sets ‘prk_:'v'ided‘ by
défendant. . Be objected to defenda.nt's proposed‘ ta:i:iff (Exhibitc 36)
~ on the bases that some telephone sets, such as those distxibuted

by complainant, did not, in h:.s opim.on, require .auy mod:.f:.ca.tions

-8-
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and that the charges contemplated by defendant were too h:x.gh Ee
pointed out that a customer who had pa:Ld $50 to $250 :Eot a
decorative set would not understand and would xesent ‘being ”eal]_.ed
upon to “sell™ the set to the telephone company foxr $10; also t.hat
the administrative proceduxes for transfex and‘ tetransf»er’ of title
to the decorative set between customer and telephone company would
be difficult and confus:.ng .

The staff eng:.neer proposed a tariff schedule C:":xhibn.t 41)
vhich would permit the use of special telephone sets d:.fferent
from those regulaxly supplied by defendant provided they met
standards provided in the tariff. Technical standards wexe not
actually Specified in the tariff, but the witness stated ‘that sets
should not be allowed which would degrade service‘.' I-e eﬁphesized'
that the sets would be allowed only on a 'plug-m‘ basis and only
on one-paxty service. ’Ihere would be a $'.L 00 per month chaxge for
such a2 set in addition to the norma.l ta:r:!.ff\ charges applzcab_le_
and defendant would ma:.ntain the set, except fox the' hous-ing.

The set would be considered as donated to defendant when plﬁgged
in ‘but‘ title would revert to the subscriber when extension service
was discontinued or the set was \mplugged _

Adj ourned hearings were scheduled on severa.l occasions
for. eomplet:.on. of these proceedings but were postponed at request
of both complainant and defendant pending their attempts to re-
‘solve their differences. Upon request of complainaat, hear:.ngs
wexe sebeduled for resumption on September 20, 1965.

September 10, 1965 cdefendant f:Lled a rev:.sed ta.x:x.ff proposal
by Advice Letter No. 9137 and requested w;.tpdxawal Qf the’ ta.tn.ft

s

-G




Cases Nos. 7’9‘, 7933 & 8278 - BR. *

which bad been umder innestigation in Case No. 7933w‘ This ze-
vised tariff proposal (Exbibit 63) was reviewed in hea.ri.ngs
extending from Septeuber 20 through September 24, 1965. Said
revised tariff was suspended by Commission order dated October 5,
1965, in Case No. 8278, and the tariff having been imvestigated
in the Septembexr 1965 hearings, Case No. 8278 was consoli.dated'
with Cases Nos. 7839 and 7933. Withdrawal of the prior ta.riff
however, was not granted and therefore both proposed tariffs
(Exhibits 36 and 43) are part of the record and through further
ordexs are still under suspension. 'I'he consolidated cases were
submitted upon receipt of closing briefs on.December lS 1965.
Pacific's revised tariff proposal (Exhrhit 43) provides
that Pacific will owm and :Lnstar'l. and ma:.ntein a telephone ap- |
paratus assembly or kit of standard operating components in
suitable decorative enclosuxres purchased by customers. 70wnershipf
and paintenance of such enclosuxes w:.ll renain with the customers.
The operating components constitute the telephone set from the
standpoint of telephone system operation. The kit consists of
standard Bell System operating telephone set«components including
ringer, dial, metwork, transmitter, and receiver, all na.nu-‘
factured by the Bell affiliate Westernl Electric' Conpa'.ny'." Pacific's
witness testified that drawings showing the dimemsions and con=
figurat:.on of the components had been furnished to compla.:nant
and would be made available to anyone wishing to manufacture
decoretive enclosuxes. Underx the tariff a subscriber would pay
a one-time charge of $10 to cover installation of a telephone set
assexbly in a decorat:.ve enclosure designed to accommodate the
assembly. If the subscriber s decorative enclosure would not’

=10~
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accommodate the telephonme set assembly the taxiff provides for
a flat chaxge of $25 for modification of the enclosure and in-'r
stallation of compoments. Pacifio 's witness. testified that this
lattex alternative is necessary to take care of existing en-
closures inoluding the Japanese decorative sets >sold ,by-'Wéstorn-'
Sﬁates. In either case regular mounthly rates fo:: telephone sexvice
would 2pply but there would be no additional monthly charge such
as the $1.50 pexr month as corm:ained in the eaxln.er proposed
taxiff (Exhibit 36). | |

Development of the proposed ta.xiff charges is’ contained
in Exhibits 4, 50, and 51. The charges represent Racific's
costs in excess of those incuxred in providing serv'.!.co with |
standard telephome sets as costs essociated with rendering
telephone service are recognized in exchenge sexvice cbarse- '
The $25 charge required where some modification is necessaxy
reflects the estimate that one-half of such instrurents would
require :mclus:.on of an amplifier as paxrt of the componen
Exhibit 50 shows that where an amplifier is not required the.
cost of modification is $22.50. Exhibit 51 skows that if an
amplifier is required the cost of nodification is $302 o

Western States' president ob;ect:ed to Pacific's xe-
vised propooed tariff beceuse: it would be GLffL cult
to design cases that would wmiversally accommodate the intexrmal
components of the different types of telephonme sets used by the
vaxious telopboné companies in the United States; it would sub-
ject complaip.ant 's designs to the approval of".a 'competitor_"
(Western Elgctric or Bell I..a'bo::_ator:i.es)j for detérmin_ation of

i
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thelr suitability to accommodate the intermal components: some
nodels of complainant's telephone sets, such as the ‘Enchanted
Majesty line, could mot be adapted by the standard kit; the
divided responsibility for maintenance of case and operating
components would cause problems, and av subscriber would-be unduly.
burdened by having to jpay the conversion charge each time he
moved from the operating area of onme telephone company :f.nto that '
of another. ‘ o

N The Commission staff generally suppotted’, but with
certain reservations, Pacific's. revised tariff proposal as a
reasonable solution to the problems presented. The 'st’aff witness
testified that the issue as to whethe:.;. Pacific or the subscriber
owns the telephone set is not vital to the matter of providing
efficient telephome sexvice but it is essential that the te‘.l.ephone
set be maintained by the telephone company and that t_he charge
for wmaintenance be included as a nonoptional part of the charge
for telephone service. His testimony indicated that he had not
been persuaded that Western States' telephone sets would degrade |
Pacific's telephonme sexvice, but he was of the opinion that ns\e
of nonstandard opexating components ﬁou‘id‘ increaoe‘ inaintenance
costs and therefore he recommended that the operating components
in complainant's sets be replaced with Westerm Electric components.
He favored the imposition of a nonrecurring chaxge for modifica-
tion of a telephonme set rather than a smaller continuing monthly
charge but stated that in his opinion the proposed $25 charge

for modification of a telephone enclosure was too high and should
be in the range of from $16 to $20 o
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The staff witness voiced mo objection to the .sulgscribet “
being responsible for maintenance of the telephome. eneloeﬁte or
housing except that where modification of the enclosure requizes
incorpoxation of a transmitter button in the mouthpn’.ece he recom-
mended that those two items be treated as a unit and be mamtained
by the utility. EHe also recomended that the decorator—type |
telephones be permitted only as secondary ox plug-:i.n type mstr\..-
ments so as to insure the continuance of the subscnber s ,pr:.ma::y
telephone service in instances whexe the é.ubsc-r‘iber fmds :ﬁt |
necessary to return the decorator set to the suppl:terf for repairs

to the enclosure.

It is the staff's positiénv that the propoSed' té.::iff

should be amplified and expanded so as to cleé.rly indicete-'tha:‘
the taxiff is not applicable for custom installatiéns euch as‘
drawer- and ea.binet-type installations wh:.ch are covered. elsewhere
in the taxiffs and that the xespective ownership and. mamtenance
responsib:.lities of Pacif:f.c and the subse::.ber should be ebeaz:ly
set forth including the treatment which will ensue when the
subscriber moves. .

The Californm Independent Telephone Asaociatn.on sup-
ported defendant's position that a.llowmg su‘bsc:iber-owned tele-
phone sets would result in impairment of service and in addition
pointed out that divided responsibility for maintaining'thee
telephone system under that arrangement would create confusion.
The secretary of the Assoeiatien testified tbat of 43 iﬁdependent
companies operating in Califormia, 42 have f:.led tariffs similax
to defendants , prohibiting the use or connection of subscri‘ber-‘

owned apparatus or devices. He recomme:;ded that no- change be

13-
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- -

made in these rules which probibit commection of subscriber-cwned

facilities.

The Association indicated that if the tariff p::oposed
by Pacific in Exhibit 43 were to be authorized the independents
would, of necessity, file similar tariffs. The Assoc:!.at:’.on
anticipated that the manufacturers of telephone :Lnstments for
the independents would have no problem in providing coinponents-
in kit form to fit decorator emclosures manufactured to accoﬁ:-_
modate Pacific's kits as existing telephone in.struments of the
independents are compati'ble with those installed by }?acif.:Lc.

The broad issue which is raised in these proceed:mgs
is whethexr oxr not it is in the public interest to allow. subscr:z.ber... »
to comnect and use on Pacific's telephone system none:sell-type |
telephone insti'unepts such as those sold and distri buted by -
compla.inant- Western States. The issue arises not ‘because of any
claims that complainant s sets provide better technfcal perfor- |
nance but solely on the basis that they weet the demands of
subscribers who desixe decorative-type telephone n.nsttllations
not offexred by Paciﬁic.

The pritzciple that a telephone vtility -'owt end ‘main-*
tain the complete communication system mcluding the telephone
scts used by its subscribers, if 1t :.s to provide: dependable,
economic service is of long standing. We have ..upported\ that
principle by ouxr past decisions depa:;ting‘ therefrom onlf where -
telephone utilities have failed to meet: reasonable‘ demandsfor |
sexvice. | | “ |

In the proceedings mow before us Pacific has not 2 |

demonstrated its willingness to meet the obviousv;"deménd‘ffof :




.
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e,

decorative-type sets evidenced by the large m.mbez'/Of sales °f
such sets by complaimant and othexs in California until it filed
the new tarliff proposal, Exhibit 43. Ihegfi;s: tariff proposﬁl,
Exhibit 36, was unduly restrictive, uncertaiﬁ;laﬁdtbfbugh;thf'
higk level of chaxges which gemexally would have been épplicable
thereunder would have encouraged many subscribers to conceal the
use of unauthorized and wmconverted telcphone instruments to}
avoid payment of those charges, a practice which éould*only lead
to degradation of'telepbone‘service- It is apparent from this B
recoxd that the enforcement of cariff provisions :elating,to
use of wnauthorized telephone sets is and will continue'§o~be
a majér problem unless the tariff provisions aré‘geqerally,
acceptable to those subscribers who‘désixé-to gsé-deco:#ti?e-type
‘sets. |  _ | § |

- The reasonablemess of the charges proposed undex
Exhibit 43 is supported by Exhibits 44, 50, and 5. There was
no objection to the $10 charge where 00 modificd.tion of the
telephone enclosure is required but the Commission staff uxged
a reduction in the $25 charge whe:e modification 13~requ1red.
The evidence does not support a reduction in chat‘charge which’
nust, on tbe average, be sufficient t0<édapt any enqlbsur§f

which is generally of adequate size and‘shape,tofaccémpbdéte |

&/

Western States' president estimated‘that f:om 25,000
to 30,000 decorative sets have been. sold for use in
Califbrnza and that about 16, OOO of these- have.been
sold by Western States
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all parts contained in the kit. The record indicates that it -‘may' |

be necessaxy to develop several different kit eonfigura'ti.'ons{ to
accomplish this objective. Under these circumstances we see mo

reason to reduce the $25 modification charge and thereby 'impese a

burden on other subscribers. Looking Vprospec‘tivelyl ‘to\ the ‘f_uture |
it would be expected that manufacturers of t_elephone enciosuresyill
design them so that they will acc_:omm‘odate the standard conversion

kit whick reduires no modification of the enclo.sure'. ‘rhus‘, ic is"
reasonable to assume that the $25 charg.e will apply generally for
conversi.on of only those telephome sets wh:[ch have been manu actured
and distributed prior to this order.

We find it is not necessary to restrict decorative—type |
telephones to secondary or plug-in type use as Pacif:.c has stated
that if a subscriber's decorative enclosure needs repa:‘.r it w:.ll
furn.:x.sh a regular set for use wh:.le the su'bscr:xber has the work done.

‘ We find that the staff's recomendat:{.ons that the pro-
posed taxriff be amplified and expanded so as to clearly set forth

the applicability of the tariff and the respective ownership‘and

maintenance responsibilities of Pacific and the subscr:‘.berl;‘ including

. the treatment which will ensue when a subscriber moves,- .ere
desirable. | o o |

Based upon the record we find that iffthe tariff ‘as
proposed by Pacific, Exhibit 43, is modified in consenanee _'ﬂth .

- the foregoing findings and as set forth Ain- Appendix' A tov-"thi's order,
it will reasonably satisfy customer demands for use ef deeorati,ve- ‘
type telei)hone sets, | | |

We conclude, therefore, that the tar:’.ffs]f! now undexr suspen-
sion in Case No. 7933 and Case No. 8278 should be permanently suspend-
‘ed and Pacific should be ordered to f:f.le a tar:.ff for Special ’Iype
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Telephone Sets substantially as set forth'in‘Appendix‘Abettaehed'
hereto. We conclude further that Pacific should provide for

appropriate listing of decorative set enclosures in: its classified
directories.

IT IS ORDERED that: ,

1. The tariffs now under suspension in Case No. 7933 and
Case No. 8278 are permanently snSpended; | | ‘

2. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company-shell file
within five days after the effective date of this order, to@becone '
effective upon five days notice, a tariff for deeorative-type
telephone sets substantially as set forth in Appendix A attached
hexreto. _ - ‘ ‘

3. Defendant shall provide for appropriate 1isting_pf‘
decorative set enclosures in its classified directories.

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

Dated at | _ San Frandses California,_this'?)ﬁfﬁé‘
day of r _JUNE '  1966. o
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APPENDIX A
Page 1 of 3

Applicant's tariffs and rates for special type telephone.

sets shall be fiied as follows:
- Schedule No. 32-T

SPECIAL TYPE TELEPHONE SETS
' SPECIAL CONDITIONS

18. Conditions applicable to RATES, (22), telephone”appéraéus-
assemblies: ' =

d.

b.

This tariff sheet does not apply to drawer-type, box-type or

other custom-made installations which are covered in Tariff
No. 83~T, Sheet 51-1. : :

A telephone apparatus assembly is a combination of electrical
and mechanical telephone parts which, when imstalled in a
suitable subscriber-provided telephone enclosure or housing,
bas operating characteristics conforming to those established
for telephone sets regularly furnished by the Company.

The subscriber-provided telephone enclosuxe or housing shall
be of adequate size and shape to accoumodate. all parts which
comprise a telephone apparatus assewbly, including trans-
mitter and receiver parts. It shall be of a design and
appearance significantly different from that of any telephone
set regularly furnished by the Company.

Ownership of the enclosure or housing shall remain with the
subsceriber and the telephone apparatus assembly shall be the
propexty of the Compauny. o .

The Company assumes no respounsibility for the maintenance,
repair or xeplacement of subscriber-provided telephone
enclosures oxr housings in which telephone apparatus
assemblies are installed. However, the Company shall be
responsible for wmaintenance, repalr and replacement of the
telephone apparatus assembly. '

Subscribers shall not remove or permit others than the:
Company to remove telephone apparatus assemblies from
subscriber-provided telephone emclosures or housings.

When leaving the premises or discontinuing service, by the
subsceriber-provided telephone, the subscriber has an option
of either leaving the telephone apparatus assembly in the
housing or enclosure and xreimbursing the Company by a sum
set forth in RATES, (22), to 2cquire the ownexrship, or
asking the Company to remove the telephone apparatus
assembly. The subscriber is responsible for tramsporting
the instrumentality to his new premises.

Should the subscriber move within Pacific Telephone's
sexrvice area and retain the telephone apparatus assembly
the payment shall be refunded and the assembly shall
become the property of the Company. - :
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h. The nonrecurring charges shown do not apply when a
subscriber-provided telephone enclosure or housing is
equipped with a telephone apparatus assembly previously
installed by this or any Bell System Company in the
‘United States. ) ~ o

i. Subscribers requesting service, covered umder this tariff,
shall receive a copy of Special Condition 18 at the time
of application. T - SR
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Schedule No. 32-T

SPECIAL TYPE TELEPEONE SETS
RATES |

22. Each telephone apparatus.assembly-installed

in a subgcriber-provided telephone emclosure
or housing: _

(a) Where modification of the telephoue
enclosure ox housing is. not required ....

(b) Where modification of the telephone
enclosure or housing is required c.eeeee.

(¢) At discontinuance of service, may be sold
to the subscriber for $12.00.

(Refer to Speciél Condition 18.)
* The above charges are in addition to the

charges and rates for regular station sexvice
of the class, type and grade ordered.




