
Decision No. 81159 

BEFORE "mE PUBUC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF mE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Associated Comm. Service, ) 
R. M. Elliott Enterprises, ) 

- C=plainsnt:, ~ 
vs. 

The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
Company, 

Defendant. 

) 

~ 
) 

~ 
YJager, Matthews & Neider, Associated '< 
Co~'nieationsand Electronics, Inc., S 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

vs. ~ 

The Pacific Telepho~e and Telegraph ) 
Company, S 

Defendant. S 

Associated Coram., Service, 
:VA.lov:os & Cbasuk, Inc., 

) 
) 

vs. 
CQr::>laiD41lt:, I 

The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
Company, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 

~. 
) 
) 

case No,. 9411 
(Filed- July 28, 1972) 

case No. .9414 
(Filed July 31,1972) 

Case No. 9417' 
(Filed ·July.' 31, .1972; . 
amended, Sept •. 14;, 1972) 

William O. Halleran and c. P. Murphyz Jr., 
:tor c:omt>Ia:z.nauts. 

Milton J. Morris:t Attorney at Law, for defendant. , 
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OPINION AND ORDER 

Complainant Associated Cotrmun1cations and Electronics, 
Inc. l (AC&E), a purveyor of customer-owned telephone equipment, 
seeks an interim. order prohibiting harassment and threat, of dis­
connection by defendant the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Com­
pany2 (PT&T) ~tld a final ordc: rcq~ n&T to provide· a pro­

tective interconnection device which is compatible with equipment 
sold by ACI!£. 

In case No. 9411, AC&E was originally joined by R.. H. 
Elliott Enterprises (Elliott) ~ a telephone customer of PT&T' wh<> bad 

pu:r:c!lased key telephone equipment from AC&£· and wished to have it 
connected to the PT&X system. Elliott now bas :eturned, the key 

telephone equipment to ACI!i£ and uc> longer seeI(S any relief (Tr. 46) 
from. this Commissio1l. 

In Case No. 9414, ACOcE is joined by Mager, Matthews. and 
Neider ('MMW), a telephone eustot::l~ of ?rOC ~() bas purchased key 
telephone equipment from. AC&E. PT&T originally bad provided a pro-

tective interco'Dllectio1l device, C2ACP', whi~h was incompatible ,with 

the customer-owned equipment. PI&T later provided· a cocpetible 
unit, S'XC. The' STC was first provided under special contract but, 

inasmuch as a tlriff filing has since been approved by the Commis­
sion, is now provided u:c.der filed ratl!s. 

In Case No. 9417, ACI!;£ i.s j.oined by Malovos & Chasuk~ Inc. 
(MOe) ~ another customer of PT&T ·~bo bas purchased key telephone 
equipment fro:n ACOE. The history of interconneceing arratlSements is 
simi' aX' to that in Case No. 9414. In the a:::nendment to. Case No. 9417, 
complainants furthor request that no protective interconnection 
device whatsoever be required or~ in the alternative, that a lower 

1 sometimes referred to l.n various documents in these proceedings 
as uAssociated Communications Serviceu or "Associated- Comm .. 
Service. ff . 

2 Sometimes referred to in various documents in. these proceedings 
as tlpacific Telel?hone and Telegraph Company'; > ·'Paeif1e Telephone 
and Telegraph Co.;' or Itp"acific Telephone' and Telegraph." . 

-2-



C.94ll et ale NB 

rate be charged for the proteceive connection device than is pro­
vided by 'PT&T's filed tariffs .. 

Public hearing on a eonsolidalt:ed record was beld before 
Examiner cateyat San Jose' on December 4, 1972. Complainants 
presented testimony by ACOE's president and by a principal of 
Elliott. Defendant pres~ted testimony by one of its engineers. 
!he matters were submitted on December 4, 1972, the reporter's 
c:anscript was filed on .January 12, 1973, and the matters are now 
ready for decision. 

A review of_~e record leads to the following findings: 
Findings 

1. At the time these complaints were filed, ?T&T did no:t 
have provisions in its tariffs for a protective interconnectioa 
device which would be compatible with key telephone equipment sold 
by AC&E to Elliott, MMOrN, and M&C. 

2. Filed tariffs (Exhibit No.6) for a compatible protective 
interconnection device were au~rized by the Commission and became 
effective Septexcber 18, 1972. " 

3. PT&T provided evidence (Exhibit: No.5) showiog tho.e a 

protective connection device is needed for the key telephones sold 
by AC&E to Elliott, MM&N,. and M&C. 

4. Complainants did not refute the evidence' presented by 
PI&! regardins the need for a protective connection device. In, 
fact, AC&E r s president conceded (Tr. 20-21) that there is some 
protection necessary in connect~ the customer-owned equi~t to 
the utility lines, particularly in instances where the eqaipment 
differs from the utility's normal equipment. 

5. Additional issues raised at the hearing by AC&E regarding 
purchase of cables installed by P'r&'!' on customers ( premises ~re 
not raised in the filed complaints and are thus beyondtbe scope of 
these proceedings. 

Complainants have not complied with the requirements (joint 
filing of complaint by municipal officials or 25- customers) of 
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Section 1702 of the Public Utilities Code,. whi~1;, requirements must 
be m~t before the Commission cau entertain a com?:laint as to· the 
reasonableness of PT&:r's filed, rates for a compatible protective 
connection device. 

rae Commission concludes, :that the present availability of 
compatible protective connection devices pursuant, to-PT&T'rstariffs 

satisfies the complaints and that the com?-J.aints" therefore, should 
be dismissed .. 

, , 

IT IS, ORDERED that the com.plaints in Cases Nos. 9411" 
9414, and 9417 are dism1ssed~ 

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

Dated at San Francisco 
of __ Ma.;;.;;;;,;r_c:::;::h~, ___ -', 1973~ 
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, Califo:ru1a ~th1s 13th day, 

Co::n1~=1f\"'l)r Tho:""~'" 1!"!,3n~', bo1:lg' ' 
nect;=:-Wc"r~ ~v:-, ~"., , (' ~<:,!lot l°..ttr1:.1e:il'O-to " ' 
in, 'the ~l:;'l»S:1.t.J,on~r'th1.;;',:D~ca~ 


