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Decision No. _ ..... 2 .... 83*"-¥ .... 6 ... 3 __ 

BEFORE me PUB:LIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE. OF CALIFORNIA 

PRONETELE, INC., a corporation, 

Complainan-r-; ~ 
vs. ~ Case No-;. 9171 

GENERAL tELEPHONE COMPANY OF· 
CALIFORNIA, a ~orporation, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 

l 
------------) 

Robert L. Feiner, complainant. 
A. M. Hart ana Donald J. Duckett, 

Attorney at taw, for defendant. 

INTERIM ORDER ON ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE .... 

The Commission, after consideration of the com~laint of 

Phonetele, Inc., issued and duly served an order to show cause and 
( 

an order setting J;1earing (Decision No. 78232, dated· Janoary 27,. 1971) 

requiring defendant to appear and show cause wby a cease ~nd desist 

order should not be issued prohibiting defendant from interfering 

wi~ the installation and performance of complainant's Phonemaster 

1040 telephone restriction unit pending further order. Decision 

No. 78232 set hearing on this matter in Los Angeles on February 16, 

1971 before Examiner Emerson and further ordered that hearillg:on 

the complaint shall be held immediately following the hearing on 
1/ ' .. 

the order eo show eause.- Hearing and arguments have been held 

with. reference to the order to show cause. 

Pnonetele, Inc., in its complaint, alleged it would suffer 

irreparable injury unless a cease and desist order was caused to 

be issued probibiting defendant from interfering with the use of 

its unit. 

11 COtllplaillant's further request for an1mmediate cease and, 
desist order was denied. 
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At said hearing~ defendant presented, three witnesses •. The 

£irs1:, au equipment maintenance foreman, recited that telepb.one 

trouble at the Collins Food plant was invest!gatedby b.1m.~ He 

found some grounded lines and noise on other lines. Bypassing. com

plainant 's equipment cl~ared the trouble. He therefore coc.cluded. 

complainant's e~uipment was the source of telephone malfunctioning. 

The second witness~ defendant's engineer of equipment maintenance, 

described some of the trouble found at the food plant and recited 

that at the request of bis supervisor he had made an evaluation of 

complainant's interface equipment at the telephone company's office. 

He found that complainant's eqUipment would not interfere with 

telephone system signaling and appeared to properly protect the 

central office. The third witness, an area general manager, recited 

telephone company policy regard.ing interconneetion of eustomer-owned~ 

and--maintained (COAM) equipment and stated that a telephone company

provided interface was required. No present rule so requires, but 

some prospective company ta.riff rules would require the same. 

Complainant presented two technical witnesses, both: 

employees. The first testified that the Phonemaster 1040 eqnipment 

had been operating satisfactorily at the food plant for some 12 days' 

when the tro~le recited 'by defendant's first witness was brought· 
( 

to his attention. Be was present at the plant when defendant's 

personnel were attempting to find tb.e· source of trouble and in fact 

bad assisted in such work. He tested his own equipment and could' 

find no trouble in it~ The only difficulties discernible to him 

were on telephone company equipment. The second witness reCited,. 

among other things, that the Phonemaster 1040 equipment had been 

under test in ae:ual operations on the tele~hone network for a period 
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of six months and, except for a dial i.dentification problem. which 

was early corrected. bad proved to be trouble free •. 

The food plant is new, having been in operation only about 

three months. As in any new operation Hdebugging" becomes necessary 

and certa~n rearrangement of facilities occurs. While no witness 

could be positive as to what caused telephone malfunctioning, we 

l>clieve that from the evidence it may logically be concluded that 

of all of the possible causes the most probable is that inadvertence' 

or carelessness on the part of some' 'Workman gave rise to the trouble.· 

We can not find from the present record that the Phonemaster 1040 

is in anyway detrimental to the telephone system~ Nor does it 

presently appear that anything beyond· the s1mplestinterface between 

it and the telephone neeworkmay be desirable. Further hearings 

will be devoted to this latter point. 

We conclude that~defendant, General Telephone Company of 
~ 

california, bas not presented facts sufficient to satisfy the 

burden placed upon it by the order· to show cause. A cease and desist 

order will be issued. as prayed for by complai.nant .. 

IT IS ORDERED thae Ceneral Telephone Company of California 

shall cease and desist and hereafter refrain, pending fi.nal det~r

mi~tion by this Commission of this proceeding, from interfering 

with. the installation and performance of complainant's Phonemaster 

1040 telephone reseriction unit. 
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The Secretary 1s directed to cause a certified copy of, 

tbis restraining order to be ma.il~d to the parties to tllis complaint 

forthwith. 

This order shall become effective upon receipt 

of service .. 
Dated :at ____ San __ :.Fr&D __ cis_CO-__ , California, this .?".,d,. 

MAKCK day of _________ . ,. 1971. 

Cbab:man 
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. ..' . . . o;a~1?o~efi 

Co=1s~1~'l&r V;lllinm·Symons~ :1r..... be11'l8 
necos~cr11y·ab~ent .. ~1d Qot part1cl~ 
in the d1SpoS1t1on' ot ~s proceed~ 
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