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Decision No. 80812 @RH @UH@A& |
BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA' |
PHONETELE, INC., a corporation, | |
lainant, o
comp Case No. 9177
vs. § (Filed Jamuary 15, 1971) .

GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF
CALIFORNIA, a corporation,

defendant .

PHONETELE, INC., a corporation, %
complainant .

’ ) ~ Case No. 9265
vs. 2 (Filed August 26, 1971)

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPR
COMPANY, a corporation, ‘

defendant. N 3

Robert L. Feiner and Charles Brouvette, for
complainant. ‘

A. M, Hart and Donald J. Duckett, Attormeys at
Law, for defendant in Case No. 9177.

Milton J. Morris, Attormey at Law, for defendant
e Case No. 9265. '

Domn E. Cassi Attorney at Law, for Commumication
Cexrtifi c.at:.Eon Laboratory, intervenor..

John S. Fick, Attormey at Law, and Paul Popenoe, Jr.,
or t ion staff.

OPINICON AND ORDER

Decision No. 80247, dated July 18, 1972, disposed of all of
the issues in these proceedings except the possible implementation
of a workable certification program under whick ft would become
reasomable for defendants to supply simple nonmprotective terminal
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Dlocks oxr jacks for commection of toll call diversiom devices ownud oy
complainant or sold by complainant to defemdants’ customers..

Decision No. 30696, dated October 31, 1572, denied complain-
aat's petition for rehearing of Decision No. 30247. Oxderiag paxra-
graphs 1, 2, 3, and 5 of Decision No. 30247 were stayed, however, by
Decision No. 30765, dated November 21, 1972, uvntil such time as the

Supreme Court acts on complainant's application for a writ of review
or wtil further order of the Commission.

A8 wes pointed out in Decision No. 30247, a certification
program should cover design, manufacture, imstallation, and maisztensznce
of the customer-owned or customer-leased equipment. Neither of the
two certification plans prososed in these proceedings would insuxe
proper installation and maintenance of the toll call cﬁver¢lon devices,
Decisfion No. 30247 cites exaxples of types of deficiemcies which have
occurred in installation and maintenance of such devices. Complainant,
defendants, intexrvemor, and the Commission staff should be given the
opportunily to study the feasibility of expanding the concent of
certification to include inmstallation ond maiatenance, and to file
the results of such studies iz these proceedings. If those studies
indicate that these proceedings should be reopemed, an order to that
effect can then be issued.

Cee of the problems faced by complainant was the delay
sometimes encoumtered in obtainizg oromotly Srom dcfendants the re~
quired protestive conzection devices. To avoid unreasonablie delays

wher such devices axe not availatle in sufficient quantities from
<t

efendants, the ordexr which follows requizres a cemporary zoR-
protective comnection device to be furmished if a protective con-
nection device is not provided within 3¢ days after a customer
applies for it. Although defendants have the right, under normel
circumstances, to require the protective connection devices, there

is = concomitant obligetion to fuxrmish such devices promptly when -
needed.

The Commission finds that:
L. The parties to these proceedings have not presented feasi-

boility studies covering cextifi catmon of instarlation znd ma nTenance
oﬁ Phonetele toll call diverters.
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2. Certification pursuant to the plans submitted so far im-
these proceedings would not eliminate the need for utility-provided
protective connection devices for customer-owned or customer-lezsed
Phonetele toll call divexsion devices.

3. If defendants do not provide protective commection devices
promptly, the temporary provision of nomprotective devices for shozt
periods of time will not czuse unreasonavle risks.

The Commission concludes that the parties should be given
an opportunity to study further the feasibility of certification of
installation and maintenznce of Phonetele toll call diverters and
that defendants should be required to furnish comnection devices
prouptly.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1.A. Defendants Generzl Telephone Company of Califormia and
The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company shall review the feasi-
bility of providing certification of Phonemaster toll call divertezs,
including the instzallation and maintenance thnereof, by defendan“*
own employees ox by outside certification ageacies.

B. On or before March 31, 1973, defendants each shall £ile in
these proceedings a report on the feasibility studies, and furnlsn
coples to all parties to these proceedings.

C. On oxr before March 31, 1573, complainant Phonetele, Inec.,
intervenor Coxmunication Certification Laboratory, and the Commission
staff also may file feasibility studies described in the foregoing
neragraph 1.A, provided covies thereof zre furnished concurxrentliy
to all parties In these proceedings. |

2. Defeundants shall provide protective connection devices fox
Thenexmaster toll call diversion devmceo on a reasonab y expeditizus
oasils wken requested by customers. |

1
v




c. 9177, 925’ jmd * - - @

3. If protective devices camnot be provided within 30 days
after requested, defemdants shall install promptly, without charge,
temporaxy terminal blocks, strips, jacks, or other means of conmect-
ing the Phonemaster wmits to the utility's wiring and leave such
temporary connection devices in place until protective conmnection
devices are installed. o .

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

Dated at
day of DECEMBER

Commissioner J. P. Vukasin, Jr.. boing
necesrarily absent, did pot participate
in the disposition of this pr.ocogdizzg.x




