
Decision No. 79288 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF !HE ~TATl OF CALIFORNIP. 

Phonetel~> Inc., a corporation, 

~ Complainant, 

VS. ~ 
Case No. 9177 

(Filed January lS ,1971) 
GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF 
CALIFORNIl., ~ corporation, ) 

) 
Defend~nt. ) 

?honetele, Inc., a corporation, ~ 
Complainant, ) 

vs. ~ 
Case No. 9265 

(Filed August 26·, 1971) 
'XHE PACI~IC l'ELEPHONE AND 
'I'E!.EGtAPH COMPANY, a corporation, 

~ Defenclant. 

Robert L. Feiner and Charles Brouyette, 
foX' complainant. 

Milton J. Morris, Attorney st Law, for 
detenasnt in-Case No. 9265. 

Donn E. caSSid~, Attorney at Law, for Com­
mun.cation 'ertification Laboratory, 
intervenor. 

John S. Fick, Attorney at Law, for the 
Comm~ssion staff. 

INTERn1 OPINION 

.!:'l tr.oo!":ctioi:l. 
In Case No. 9265, as amended October 4, 1971, complainant 

Phonetele, I~c., sought, among other things, an order directing 
de.fenda'.o.e, The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company (Pacific), :0 
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cease and desist from interfering with the installation and perform­
ance of complainant's Phonemaster 1040 telephone restriction unit. 

Decision No,. 79225, dated October 5, 1;71, set for hearing 
on October 26, 1971, the limited issue of a temporary restraining 
order pending final resolution of the complaint. !he decision also 
required Pacific to eease and desist from interfering with the opera-' 
tion and performance of compla1~nt's then existing installations of 
toll device and equipment, pending hearing on the issue of the 
broader temporary restraining order requested by complainant. 

On October 14, 1971, complainant filed a second amendment 
requesting expansion of the temporary restraining order in Decision 
No. 79225 to include six tmminent installations of equipment in 
cddition to the three existing installations covered by 'that deci­
sion. This r~quest was not granted but, instead, consideration of 
the additional locations was included on the agenda of the hearings 
set by Decision No. 79225. 

Pursuant: to Decision No. 79225, public hearing was held 
bzfore COmmissioner Symons and/or Examiner Catey in San Francisco 
on October 26 and 27, 1971. Opening, int:er~ and closing statements 
~n the limited issues under consideration in this phase of the pro­
ce-?dings ~~ere presented by complainant, Pacific 7 intervenor COtml:'.;L-

nica~ion Certification Laboratory (eCL), and the Comoission staff. 
!~O wit~esses for complainant and one for Pacific presented testimony 
and eyJdbits regarding the equipment involved in Case No. 9265. 
9~lai~nt Bnd Defendant 

Complainant is a manuf~eturer which sells and leases to 
~elephone subscribers a device known as the Ph~nemaster 1040. This 
device is installed Bt a suitable point between the telephone instru­
~ent and the connecting lines to 8 telephone utility's central office. 
!t thcr. licits outgoing calls to a predetermined group, such cs o~ly 
~ocel c~lls, so that the subscriber's telephone cannot be used for 
types of c~lls ur~uthorized by the subscriber. 
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Pacific is a telephone utility serving a large portion of 
the state. 
Existin~ and Imminent Installations 

Aside from a temporary installation at a trade show, no 
longer in service, complainant has installed Phonemaster units at 
three locations within 2acific·s service area. Inasmuch as the 
device must be interposed between two segments of Pacific's facili­
ties, the installation requires the physical removal of some of 
Pacific's wiring on the subscriber's premises and substitution of 
the ?honemaster itself or a suitable connecting arrangement in place 
oi the removed portion of the wiring. 

Complainant considers a simple terminal strip or block to 
be an adequate connecting arrangement. Pacific considers that ~ 
more sophisticated connecting arrangement is needed to protect Pac­
ific 1s system and equipment. Apparently 3S a result of this disa­
greement, and because of complainant's doubts about the compatiQili~y 
of the Phonemaster and Pacific's connecting arrangement, complainant 
removed part of Pacificrs wiring in making at least t~o of the exist­
ing ?bonemaster install~tions and did not have Pacific provide e 
connecting arrangement. 

Tam~ering with Pacific's wiring is prohibited by the utili­
t y 7 s tariffs. Complainant matched the appearance of the utility's 
wiring in each installation. The record is not clear as to whether 
this was done to disguise the tariff violation or merely to maintain 
uniformity in color coding of connecting wires .. 

Complainant has scheduled the installation of Phonemaster 
':lnits at six additional locations within Pacific 1 s service area, as 
s~t forth in the second amenament to· the complaint in Case No. 9265. 
Delay in completing the inst8llations could have serious or even 
disas·l:~rous financial consequences to com?lainant because of e~n­
trac~~l deadlines. 
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Inter~ Solution 
We cannot condone the further violation of Pacific's tar­

iff~ by permitting complainant to rearrange or remove parts of the 
utility's wiring. Until final resolution of all of the issues in 
the complaints, however, we do not consider it necessary to revise 
tne wiring at the tl1ree existing locations wherein such earif£ viol~­
tions ~~e involved. Letters received as Exhibits Nos. 12 and 13 
i"~icate that the telephone subscribers at ewo of the locations 
~~e experienced no service problems as a result of the unau~1orizcd 
rewiring by complainant. The third location is at complainant's 
premises. Leaving the existing direct connections for a period of 
time will permit some evaluation and testing of that mode of instal­
lation. 

For future installations, PaCific, rather than complainant, 
should provide whatever connecting arr.:tng~ment is to. be used. vIe 
arc aware that this differs from the temporary relief granted com­
plai~nt by Decision No. 78363, dated March 2, 1971 in Case No. 9177, 
involving G~neral Telephone Company of California (General). rae 
difference is academic, however, bec~use complainant has no imminent 
adeitio~l Phonemaster installations in the service area of General • 
. 6.ftc:r Pacific installs a connecting arrangement, complainant can 
then connect to this arrangement without removing Pacific's wiring. 
111e installation of Pacific's ZZAGM connection device at any or all 
of the new Phonemaster locations will permit testing of the compati­
bility and effectiveness of the ZZAGM--Phonemaste~ combination~ If 
com~leinantrs fe~rs prove groundless and Pacific is able to make the 
ZZA~: ~ork with the Phonemaster, the units can be left in place for 
a longer tem of testing, during pendency of these complaints. If 
~~cific cannot initially make the ZZAGM compatible with the Phoue­
master, Pacific temporarily Can avoid delaying the Phonemaster 
i;4st.:llation by installing a simple terminal block or, preferably, 
some form of closed-circuit jack arrangement which will permit 
u'a?lugs::'ng the Phonemaster for test purposes without having to 
i;].sU!ll temporary jumpers across termiMls. 
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Telephone subscribers a~ ~hc new Phon~ster locations 
should not be required to pay ehe installation fees and monthly 
charges for :he ZZAGM or other connection arr.lnbement provided on .an 
interim basis until it has finally been determined in these pro­
ceedings what connection arrangement is to be required for all 
Phonemaster installations. In view of the testing to be accomplished 
by the intertm use of the different modes of connection, it is war­
ranted to authorize and direct Pacific to deviate from its filed 
eariffs to the extent of a moratorium on charges normally applica­
ble to the connection arrangements. 

In certain Situations, Pacific justifiably requires tl~t 
subscribers' restriction devices, such as the Phonemaster, prov-lde 
a 1.5-second delay between the ttme the telephone is replaced on­
hook and the tfme that the device restores connection of the tele­
phone to the telephone lines. This avoids such problems as the 
erroneous charging for incompleted incoming calls arriving coinci­
dent with restoration of normal operation subsequent to diversion 
of an outgoing call. Complainant should be allowed a reasonable 
time, ho~ever, to make necessary design changes before Pacifie 
enforces this requirement in relation to Phonemastcr installations. 
Pindings and Conclusion 

!l~e Commission finds that: 
l. The continued temporary use of Phonemaster 1040 units at 

the three present locations in the service area of The Pacific 
Telephone and Telegraph Company (pacific) without a eomloCC1:1n~, 

arrangement installed by Pacific will permit observ~tion of the 
combined functioning of the Phonemaster unit and Pacific's system 
with direcc connection and will not result in undue risk of damage 
to Pacific's system. 

2. PaCifiC's tariffs (Schedules cal. P.U.C. Nos. 36-T and 
1~5-T) prohibit parties other than the utility from changing or 
altering the utility's wiring. 
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3. A temporary moratorium on the cbsrges for installation 
and use of Pacific's ZZAGM Message Diverting Eq'lipment Coupler 
(Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. 135-T) in conjunction with a limited num­
ber of Phonemaster 1040 units is warranted to permit observation of 
t:he combined functiOning of the Phonemaster and ZZAGM units .. 

4. Complainant contends that Pacific's ZZAGM coupler may be 
incompatible with the Phonemaster 1040. 

5. Failure of complainant to comply with Pacific's l .. S-second 
delay requirement for diverting equipment could cause inconvenience 
to subscribers attempting to- call Phonemaster users but complainant 
should be given a reasonable time within which to modify its Phone­
master design. 

The Co:mission concludes that complainant should be granted 
~he temporary relief afforded by the following order, pending fur­
:her order following hearings to be held after additional test data 
~rc available on the Phonemaster installations. 

INXERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Until further order of this CotrJmission defendant, '!he 
Pacific telephone and Ielegraph Company (Pacific), shall not inter­
fere with the operation and performance of the Phonemaster 1040 uni~s 
at: 

a. Swett & Crawford, Los Angeles 
b. Wally Heider Recording, Hollywood 
c. Phonetele, Inc., Van Nuys 

2. Except for the three temporary deviations authorized by 
the foregoing paragraph 1, Pacific may enforce the provisions of its 
tariffs prohibiting modification of the utility's wiring by com­
plaiIUl.nt. 

3. Until further order of this Commission, Pacific is author­
ized ar..d direeted to deviate from its filed tariffs to the extent of 
temporarily ~aiving the installation charge and monthly charge for 
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the next ten of its subscribers who request a connecting device for 
a Phonemaster 1040. Pacific shall advise each such subscriber, in 
writing, that a final order of this Cormnission in case No. 9265 
could require the customer's payment of the installation charge and 
the commencement of monthly cbarges applicable to periods beyond the 
effective date of the Commission's final order. 

4. In the event Pacific is unable to make its ZZAGM coupler 
function with the Phonemaster 1040 at any of the installations made 
pursuant to the foregoing paragraph, 3, Pacific shall install, with­
out charge, temporary terminal bloc!cs, strips, jacks or other means 
of connecting the Phonemaster units' to Pacific' $ wiring.. 

5. For ninety days after the effective date of this order, 
Pacific shall not enforce its 1.5-seeond delay requirement for 
diverting equipment in the ease of Phonemaster 1040 installations. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated at San FrtJ.nci5co , california, this ~nd 

day of ___ .......... N .... O'l ...... i= ... M ...... BE~R"--_, 1971. 

1.1 

1!04fis!oners 

. " 


