
Decision No. 80812; 

BEFORE '!HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSIOO' OF THE Sl:A.'rE OFCAUFORNIA 

PBONETELE, mc., a corporation,. 

complainant~ 

vs. 

CENERAL TElEPHONE COMPANY OF 
CAI..IFORNIA, a corporation, 

defendant. 

PHONE"rELE, INC., a corpora'tion, 

complaiuant, ~ 
) 

~ PACIFIC ~ONE AND TEl.EGRAPH~ 
COMPANY, a corporatiou, ~ 

defendant. ) 

--------------~) 

Case No. 9177' 
(Filed 3~ 15,' -1971) .' 

Case No. 9265,' .' 
(Filed August 26,. .1971) 

Robert L. Fein~r and Charles Brouyette., for 
eompLiiiiilit. 

A. M. Hart and Donald J. Duckett, Attorneys at 
Law, for defendaiit Ul case No. 9177. 

Milton .:r. Morris., Attorney at Law, for defendant 
in case No;. 9265. . 

Donn E. CassiE;i., Attorney at Law., for Communication 
certUicat:r.on Laboratory, inter'V'enor .. 

301m. S.. Fick, Attorney at Law, and Paul Popenoe z Jr., 
for the COmmission staff. 

OPINION AND ORDER 

Decision No. 80247, dated July 18, 1972, disposed of ~ll of 
the issues 1n these proceedings except the possible implementation 
of a workable certification program under which it would become 

reasonable for defendants to supply simple nonprotcctivetermfoal 
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:':'ocks or jack:: for connection of toll eal.l diversion devices owned by 
complainant or sold by complal.nant to defendants l C1:Stomers., 

Decision No. 30696, dated October 31~ 1972, denied complain­
ant's petition for rehearing of Decisio:l. No. 30247. Order-l.:lg !?a::'E..­
~aphs l, 2, 3, and 5 of Decision No. 30247 were stayed, however, by 
Decision No. 30765, dated Novcm':)er 21, 1972, until such time as the 

Suprc:ne Co~ acts on complainant 1 s application for a writ of rev:'e"'A 
or until further order of the Commission. 

As was pointed out in Decision No. 30247, a certification 
progr.a:n should cover cesign, manufacture, installation, and nuti:ltenenec 
of the customer-owned or eustcr.ner-leased equipment. Neither <>f the 
two certifiea~ion placs proposed in these proceedings would insure 
proper installation and maintenance of the toll call eiversion devices. 
Decision No. 80247 cites exa:r:ples of types of deficiencies, which have 

occurred in installar.i.o:l and mai:ltenallce of such devices. CompLair..ant, 
de.~e.ndants~ interve::.or, and the Cotrmission sU!.ff should, be given the' 
opportu:li~ to study the feasibility of expanding the, conccp,t of 

certification to ~c~ude installation .::me ~i:l.tenance, and t<> file 

the results of sucn studies it: these proceedings. If those stuc!ies 
indicc::.te that thes2 proceediIlg$ should be reopened, .an o:der to' :bat 
effect ca:i then be issued. 

Cl:.e of the proble:ns faced by compla-:nant was the delay 
sometimes encountered in obta~ promptly trom defendants the re­
quired proteetivecon:ec~ion de~viees. To avo~d unreasonable delays 
whet:. such dev1.ces are not a-..ro.ilse-le· in s'~f=icient ctuan~itie$ f:oc. 
defendants, ~e order which follows reqci:es a t.rary :con­
p:otective connection de~~ce to be fu:nished if a protectiv~ co:­

t!ec~ion de\~ee is not provided within 30 days after a customer 
.?,plies for it.. Alt:a.ough de:e:ldants have the right, \.:nee: nor:nal 
ci:cct:tStances, to require tile p::otective connection devices l> there 
is ~ concomitant oblig~tion to f .. unisb. such devices, pr~tly 'When . 
nceoed. 

'!he Cotm:Us:;io::. fi:lds ~t: 
1. Tee ,arties 1:0 these ~roeeedings have :not proesented £easi­

'Oil:;' ty studies cover!.::z ce=t:i£i.c.:l~io:l of ins Ulll.'l.-:io:o.. hlld·· ma:L.~~enanc(:: 
of Phonetcle toll ea!.l diverters. 
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c. 9177 ~ 9255 j:nd 

2. Certification pursuant to the plans sub:nitted so far in· 
these proceedings would not eliminate the need for utility-provided 
protective eooneet:ion devices for customer-owned or customer-leo.sed 
Phonetele toll call diversion devices. 

.-

3. If defendants do not provide protective connection devices 
promptly, the te:nporary provision of nonprotective devices for short 

periods of time will not cause tclX'easonable risks. 
The Commission concludes that 1:b.e parties should be given 

an OP'?Ortunity to study furt~er the feasibility. of certification of 
installation and maintenznce of Phonetele toll call diverters and 
~t . defendants should be required to furnish cOtrC.ectioll devices 
prOlIl?tly. 

Il" IS ORDERED tho.t: 
l.A ~ Defendants General Telephone Company of Califor.:tia and 

The Pacific Telephone 3:l.d Telegraph Company shall review the feasi­
bili~ of providing certific~tion of Phonemaster toll call diver:ers, 
including the ins tallatiol! and -maintenance thereof, by defend.an~ ~ 

own employees or by outside certification agencies. 
B. On or before March 31-, 1973 ~ defe'O.d~ts each. shall file i.."'l 

these proceed:£.D.gs a rC90rt on the feasibility studies, and £u...-nist:. 
co?ies to a:l parties ~o these proceed~s. 

c. On 0:::' before March 31, 1573, complainant Phonetele> Inc., 
~te.-veQor Co~unication Certification laboratory, and the Co~sion 
$~£: also may file fea.sibili1:y studies descr~bed in the foregoing. 
peragraph 1.A, 9:::,ovided copies thereof sre furnished concurrently 
t:o all parties in these proceedings. 

2. Defen~ts shall provide: protective coxmection devices ior 
Phon~~er toll call diversion devices o~ a reasonably eh~editi~us 
O:lS is when :requested by cus tomers • 
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c. 9177 ~ 926' jmd * 

3. If protective devices. cmmo't be ~rovided within 30 days 
after requested~ defendants shall install promptly ~ without cb.arge~ 
tempora:ry terminal blocks ~ strips ~ jacks, or other means of connect­
ing the Phonemaster units to the utility's wiring and leave such 
tempor~ connection d~ces in place until protective connection 
devices are installed .. 

'!be effeetive date of this order shall be twenty days a:ter 
the date hereof. 

San·~ j. J4. Dated. at __________ ~. California.,. this ~'.Z;'\.; 

day of OECEMREW • 1972. 

s:z.o:c.ers 

Comm1ss1one'r :J. 'P. Vuka:1n.. :Jr..... bo:t:tg 
neees~rlly D.'b:ont... ~1d not ~1c1~t~" 
intbe dispositiQ,1l o:t th1,s. ;roce~d1::Is-
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