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BEFCRE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION oF THE STATE- OM CALIFORNIA

TELEPRONIC EQUIPMENT CORPORATION,
a corporation

Complainant
o ’ Case No. 9271

VS. - (Filed September 17, 1971“, g

PACIFIC TELEPHONT and TELEGRAPH
COMRANY, & corporation, -

)
Defendant. %f

__gg§t J._Goebel, Attorney at Law, for Telephonic
Equipment Lorporation, complainant.

Miiton J. Morris, Attorney at Law, for The Pacific
Zelephone and Tclegraph Company, detendant. .

Domn B, Cassiry, Attormey at Law, for Communication
Certification Laboratory (CCL), intervenor.

Janice T, Kerr, Attorney at Law, Tibor I. Toczauerx,
and Paul Popence, Jr. for the Commission statf.

‘ComplaZnant manufactures and‘uells, in California, commun-i
ications equipment including a device intended to be att acheo to
the telephome network, the KTS-500. One of these devices wss de~
ivered to Advance Telephone & Zlectronics (Advance) in Oaklﬂnd '
. and dizectly connected to the telephone network. Defendant, ca
becoming aware of this connection, disconnected telephone service
to Advance until sueh time as a protective coupler, required by
defendant's Tarifs 135-T, wes obtained from defendant. |
The complaint {s based on a.legationq that the KTS-SOO
20 hazard to the telephone network, or to defendant’s _
exployees or subscribers, and seeks relief from the couplei require-
w2ut. The answer gererally denles the significant. allegations of. . ,
the complaint. As tew matter, the answer'contends that tbe compihiq~
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alleges no vioclation of law or Commis ion order; that the question of
nterconnection 1s exclusively a matter of federal Jurisdiction; or |
alte-native&y, that there is a need for a congruent federal and state -
policy on such questions; and finally that the tariff requi-ements
for couplers for foreign attachments are regsonably necessary to
protect the ilntegrity and reliability of telephone service. Commun~
ications Certiffcaticn Laboratory petitioned to intervene on repre-
Sentations thet it could present factual dats to ausist the Com- -
uission in determining the fssue herein. o
Prebeaxing conference was held before Examiner Gilman
1a Los Angeles on January 10, 1572, at which time issues were
clarified. The participation of the intervenor was authorized and
the metter was set down for nearing on Janvary 28. Defendant
filed a Petition to Modify which expanded on the jurisdictional
contentions made in its answer and asked that hearing on: this
complaint be indeSinfitel y stayed until a permanent interconnect*on
Policy can be devised. o
The Commission refrained from acting on the motion, and
hearings were held before Examiner Gilman on February 7, 8. 9,
23, aad 24,and March 6 and 7, whereupon the mattex was *ubm tted?on :
briefs. - ‘ )
The Device -
The KIS-500 in conjunction with a key instrument—/ permits
=elephone subscriber to "bridge" or patch calls. For instaﬁce,
if an incoming call is for g person who is not at the instrument
location, the KTS-500 attendant places the incoming call on hold
and then uses another line to disl the outside numder at which the
person sought can ‘be reached. Once the second call is completed the
KLS~500 permits the two lines to be uouctively‘coupled together.k, :
The person operating the key instrument may then remain on the line or '
may hang up without ‘breaking eztbe~ incoming or outgoing;cal |

1/ A ey fnstrument it the familier telephone incorporating five -
lighted lime buttons and a hold button.
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In a similar f£ashionm, the inductive coupling feature of |
the KIS-500 permits a confefenee call between.several parcies‘- up-
te Sive. : ' -

The control panel on the KIS-SOO is designed‘to indicate
waich of the lives available on the key instrument are coupled. In
normal operation there is a colored light and- audib;e signal wnich,e”
warns the person operating the 'KIS~500 when any coupled party*hangsﬁ"
Cp.

The KTS-500 can be‘purehased outright‘for $39S5 plus tax.

t cen also be reated from Telephonic Equipment Corporateon (IEC)
for $13.50 per month for a set capable of connecting three line»,_;'
end $2.50 per month for each additionsl line up to a total of ‘fve.,‘
There 1s elso 2 $35 {nstallation charge. |

The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company (Pacifxc) will
permit one of its subscribers to use a KIS-500 on condition: that
Pacific install g protective coupler which requires an inst&gletion |

chazge by Pacific of $55 and = cortinuing monthly charge of $1.25
per live. Pacific asserts that the functions of its coupler are co
protect the system, its other subscribers and its empxoyees from
the ilntroduction of hazardous voltages irto the system, to preserve
longitudinal balance, and to protect the networlk control and signal-
lng functions. Thke interface device creates a .8 dB transmission
loss for each lime in use on a call. Patching through the YIS-SOO
2l50 causes Transmission losses. The first patch ereates a’ 1 8.
¢E o 2 ¢B loss wh_eh increases at the same rate for" each additiona’
line involved. .

Continantal and General Telepnone Companies both hold
themselves out to furnish the KIS-500 to their cuqtomers under

tariff. Since gn attachment offered under taxiff is by definition
DOt customex~cwned and maintained, subseribers in Continental and ‘
General territory may receive the benefits of KIS-SOO cepeb 1£tie§\
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without having to pay for a coupler, even though bOth companies have
& terlff ifem similar to Pacific’s Tarlff IJS-T‘Z o . -
The XIS-500 ties together two or mo-n circu‘ts inductively.;.
In oxder to’aosured i1y maintain the connection on what is in. effect’
2 pair of telephone calls, the KIS-500 in conjunction wich the key
instrument must provide an artificial off-*he-hook“ f.ndication on.
its end of all cireuits in use on a conversqtfon- ‘ ‘
One of the auxilisry functions of! the KTS—SOO is to provide
an audible and visible signal when one-party hangs uvp.' On receipt
of this signal the XIS-500 operator is expec:od to manually cancel
the artificfal off-the-hook signmal, thus as surndly termmnatingNthe
¢all. The KXS-500 must sease a spike voltag to Lnitiate the
hang-to nigna;. Such a spike is generatedﬂwhenever an:; instrument is
bung up or the button cdepressed. The. opike is trenumi ted clea*ly
on conventionzli telephome circuits.. Defenaan s carrier circuitaéj
do not tramsmit the spike. This spike is an,accidencal rather then
&a Intended Tesult of telephone design, and no normal ¢unctfon of
the teleﬁ&on cystem relies on its presence oxr trsnsmission. o
' Continental and Generel use their own equipmcnt to furnis“
power for utility-owned KTS-500's in the same’ manner as for other
ut;litv devices, including the key instrument itself. Defendant
does not supply power for cuatomer-owned devices, 30 nomplainant,‘
When selling in defendant's territory, must furnish a ‘separate power.
Supply device which transforms 110 volt a.c. into the lowersvoltage ,
d-¢. neaded %o operzte the KIS~-500.
Pesition of the Paxrties .
Complainant seeks to hawe Pacific ordered to supply the .
KIS-50C to the public vnder its tariffs; falling that, it seeks a
cetermination that the KIS-SOO be dnclared nonrhazardoua 50 that

/
2/ A Continental or General customer who chose to—acquire the

KIS-5S Og directly from TEC would presumably be. roquired to have .
& coupler.

2/ Carxier messages are transmitted by modulating a hiqh freq"cncy

sigral imposed on a wire paxr, this technique—permifs multiple
use of a wize pelr. :
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persons who acquire the KIS-500 can attach it to the telephome
System without the service degradation and substantial expense
essociated with the protective coupler upon which dgfendaﬁt now‘
- {asiste. : : S S -
Defecdant claims Lts tariff reasonably requires a hazard~
protective coupler between privately owned KIS-500's and the network.
It resists offering the device in its tariff on the grounds of '
Opexational and design defects and lack of public need. R
Staff end Communication Certification Laboratory (CCL)
both contend that the Commission's present practice of,deter&inipgd‘
on a case~by-case basis whether and how foreign attachments-shquld* .
% made avaiiable to the public is {nsufficient. Both céntendjthat‘
complainant and all others similarly situated should submit thefr
device to & private certification agency, which, on the basis of
ladoratory tests and analysis, would determine whether the déSiga
and assoclated service and maiatenance systems sre compatible with
the network and thus should be certificated for direct connection -
to the metwork. T
Under the staff proposal, a certification'agéncy wéuld b¢}'
selected by agreement between manufacturer snd affected utilities;
essentially the certification egency would function aspan[arbitratof;
Its compensation would be arranged by private contragt; : , Hi
CCL is a private for-profit corporation. It répresencs
itself as willing and able to take on all the adm@pistr&tivé‘and )
technical tasks associated with the operAt;on of a cerciﬁicatiqn‘_
Lrogram. CCL proposes that it be selected by this Cdmﬂissioﬂugs
the sole certification agency. CCL concedes that if it has .
such a monopoly its rates and sexvices shbuld’be‘subﬁectfto';
'fe-éizlatiom—‘-‘- | | )

3/ It has also intervened in Com-u-Trol v

Case No. 9323, and in the Phome-Tele case
9265).

4/ 3udsequent to the close of heagrings CCL filed an appli-
-+ cation for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a
- telephone corporation (Application No. 53293). This matter is
~ Dow set for hearing to determine, arong other fssues, whether CCL.
- - Zits within the definitions seot forth in Sections 216 and 234 of-
the Tublic Utilities Code. e

-s-
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Complainant does not oppose . certifigauion pcr se, but tqke¢
the position that such g new'procedure should not be: applied ret'o-'g
actively in this proceeding. Defendant, while not quarely suppO“t-'k
itg 2 certification progrom, takes the position that a uniform
natiomwide policy must be zpplied to intercomnection probiems, and
that wiform requirements for hazard-prevenrxng couplers, or &
cextification program, are the only viabie altervatives. Defendant, _
however, opposes the Commission’s practice of enter aining onﬂtne~, ' |
merits individual complaints sceking interconnection.withoutazcoup;er-‘
Reguliastery Background : : SR

Criginally, telepbone ucilities had claimnu the rivn* to»,
select, own, install ead maintain all devices connectgd to the net~ |
work. This practice allowed regulatory hgencies and the public to’

2ttribute the responsibvility for any service or othex diff cult*eo‘
to one source. : ‘ SIE

The beginning of the end for this nationw‘de po’icy camu .
when the covrt in Hush-A-Phone v _U.S. (1956) 238+ F 2d 266,
declared that tariff provisions fntended to enforce this right wera
en ... Twarranted faterference with the telephone subsc*ibe*’s right -
Teasongdly to use his telephone in,ways which are privately beneficialf
witheut belng publicly detrimental™ (238 F 2d at 269).
| In Doctors General Hospitsl v PTET (1965) 64 "U‘C 462,

59 PUR 3d 297, tals Commission generally followed the splrit of the
Hnsn-A-Phone court in orapring Pacific to accept imterconnectxo
of customer-owned hendsets (the Ericof £on). '

The Federal Cormunicatfons Commission in the Qggggzﬁggg ‘
decision, (1968) 13 FCC 2d 420, held that the vice of a p:on*b*tive
tariff "...is thot {t prohibits the use of harmiess as wcll as
barmful devices” (la FCC 24 at 423). ~he'te1ephone companies there=
wporn. 2vandoned their poliey of noninte-connectlon in faver of unlim-
lred inferconneCumon, Tequiring, hovwever, that nost claoses of
customer-owned equipment be conmected to the antem only through

utiillty-provided devices iatended to protect the network again»t
a2y conceiveble harm. ' .

e

Intor-Utril ity Discrimination

~ Complainant gsserts that the d*fferwnce in its trea“menc
b/ Concxnpnbal and Gemeral and by defendant is a viois iOﬂ o. uhe

iy




defendantts duty not to diseriminate (Section 532, PubQ‘Uti Code.).
However, it has long been settled that iznter-utility oiffernnces can~
Dot be a basis for a charge of discriminstion. (Bowker v Uaited L., Q
. & F. Co. {(1915) & CRC 393, and Californio Central Airlines
v PSA (1853) 52 PUC 509.) R
Comperirion _ , - Lo -
Complainent end defendant both take the position thet there
13 20 competition between them. However, on this 1ssue we are ot
bound by the contentions of the partiec. When competicive-factcrs
are Pdtcntia‘ly determinative in Commission procced*ngs, we have

& Tesponsibility to make and vtilize appropriate f£indings, gus sponte,
Northern California Power Association v PubLLC Usilizies Commission
(1871) 5 ¢ 3a 370. . R

Defendant's affilistes are now developing & device w&ich |
provides many of the ceme Sunctions &s the KTS'JOO- When connected
to & key instrument 1t will provide a meens to petch two cails. “As
e conference cell device, g totsl of three parties, including the
one Located at the key telephone, could be interconnected. No
supexvision mechanisms will be provided-in this device. The device
1s decigned so that the key instrument must ectually remain off
hook to melatain the connection to the cther parties. Dcfendant
assumes that the device's attendant will contfnuell Y monitor the B
couversation, even though not actuslly a participant. The device:
would be furnished by defendant under tariff. Since'defnndunt'
wouid own and maintain the device, no coupler would be required. '

The cowpler required of KIS-500 pu*chasers would -end to
give defendant’s device significant competitive advantages. Without
tales coupler requirement, defendant’s charges £or Lts device would
necessarily reflect the consumer's view of the relative value of
the two devices. The relatively high charge for the: coapler, however,
would give defendant freedom from . market discipline, allowmng it .
aa axtificilel price advantage. : S

-
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Further, we could not reelistically ignore the fact that
deferdart’s Bell System affiiiates have the resources and ability to
design ard manufacture a device which is capable of performing alL__
of the functions of the KTS-500. If such a Western Electric device
were to be marketed, defendant would, in the normal course of
business, furnish it under tariff without coupler. The~cou§ler_
requirement thus tends to preserve s part of the total market for
2%y potential Western Electric offering in the same ma:kgt;

Taere fs another competitive aspect which cannct be |
1gaored.  We take officiel motice that defendsnt presently offexrs
a couference call service under its tariffs. widespread'USéT°£ -
complainant®s device would cextulnly reduce the demard for defendant's
conference czll sexrvice. | | o

Thus, there are two couctervaiiing policies potentially at: -
work here. Defer ¢ has a responsidility. to protect theQne:work‘
and its service, itc employees, and subscribers from hazards o
arising from the use of customer-owned and maintained (COAM) devices
(Carterfone, supra). On thae other hand, the means of pfotec;£6n<‘
st not place an unreasonaple handicap on the-marke:ability‘of ‘
forelgn attachments. | \ S ' \
Inconpatibility RBetween KTS~-500_ and the Network :

As incfcated, the spike necessery to activate the super-
Visory functions of the KTS-500 will not be transmitted over
defendant’s carrier cireults. A party to a XIS-500 conference or
Paten would not be adversely affected thereby if be 1s the calling -
Paxty ia calling-party-coatrolled terxritory. 'Such'person;tmill
discomnect and terminate billing, if any, to his phone as soon.

2% he hangs up. The seme would be true of a called psrty in called-
Party controlled exeas. ‘ ‘ | L -"-‘,

Even 1£ the person hanging up is not in‘control;va~c§ntmdl‘:
office time~out will, after & delay, return his phome to service .
end terminase billing. However, where by cOincidenée"alp&rty;Andfff‘

e -

S/ The delay ia some central offices may be zs long as & minutes, - .
however. : - RS
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in control and served by a ceatral office notlhaving,a‘time~out; is

connected Co a KIS~50C vie a carrier line, he cannot himse1f e£fec-
tively hang up or signel the KTS-500 to terminate his call._'Until

the call is terminsated such party will not be able to use his

telephone to initiete another call. If there are time]charSQS fo:‘
the call, dLlling would continue until the KTS-S00 s used to
terainate that cell. If the supervisory eircufts do not function,
the KIS-500 attendent would normally not recogaize the meed to
terminate the commectfcn to a cailer who hengs up early until gl
of the other parties have also g up. - '

if we were to rely solely on the record, we would have
=0 besis for estimating the probebility chat & csli to or from o
KI$-500 would be routed over a call path which included s carrier
¢lrcuit and did not include & time-out feature. Consequently, we
BUSt Tely on our expertise to cure this record deficiéncy.,'wej
Tecognize that carrier circuits are more likely to be encountered
on intercentral office calls; howevef, virtually all‘of(sd;h‘calls
2re governed by time-outs. On the other harnd, in:racentrdl'offﬁce
calls in many areas are mot time~out conmtzolled; but carrier circuits
are raroly encountered on such calls aad then usually on‘:émporary '
{nstallatfons. Conmsequently, it is highly improbable that acy call |
to or from a XIE-500 would be routed through a ca&ll path which
interferes with spike reception. Furthermore;-even-if'thetelwé:e'
& significant probability of establishing such a call patﬁ;"this
- £actor would not support defendant's insistence_on‘uéing d‘coﬁpler
which does nothing to improve spike reception; on the contra:y,
o the extent thet the coupler is capable of degrading a7$pike:
waleh hag been Transmitted through the remaining portion o£-' ,
defendant's System, the couplexr ftself nay constitﬁte*a hazérd”tow "‘&
reliable service. - o e




Power Supply Hazard _ .
Pacific contended that the power supply device ‘urniohed .
with the KIS$~500 was e@lectrically unsafe end that its coupl er'wasthuu ‘
required to isolate the metwork f£rom hazardous voltages. . Itsrevxdeﬂce
°n this issue was not based on experiments or on testing of the
KIS-500 but was limited solely to expert analysis of the design |
of the KIS-500 and the power supply. | o
Tae recoxd shows that the KIS=-500 and 1e sAassqciatedhpower “
Supply would Lntroduce hazardous voltage into;the networkiOrlv; S
when both devices fail Zn & higily unusual maonesr Further; . .
either device would be expected to fafl at ell except as. the resul* ‘
of an extraordinary power surge in the 110 volt z-¢. power lime.
No attempt was made to establish the probedllity that all tnree
of these unlikely events would occur simcltaneously. _' .
Pacific and other telephone companies routinely use . ,
slmilar power supply devices in comnection with telephone instrumencs.
Pacific hes not shown thet the KTS-500 in combination withthe power
Supply Is any more hazardous than its own, presumably safe,
powered instruments. Without evidence to support a finding that
dlreet intercommection of a for etgn ettachment increases metwork
hezard, we cannot ratify an anticompetitive requirement for &
PTotective coupler. Yo telephone utility can reasonably require
& forelgn attachment owner to mee: safety standards higher than
those applicedle to its own equipment.
Other Ha zards .
We presume that both Continenta* and General are ,
Presently complying with thelr duty to provide adequate service to.
their subseribers. Consequently, lack of any evidence to indicate
any adverse experlemces with direct interconnections of the KIS-SOO
on those utilities! systems supports a finding that the coupler
supplied by defendant serves no useful functicn. :
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Taxiffing L
Complainant seeks to have Pacific compelled against its
will to purchase KIS-500's and offer them under tariff. . Such an
order wculd have undesirable comsequences, Presumably, any other
manufacturer of a network-safe conference call device would heve a
right to similar relfef. Pacific could, as a result of such an
oxder, potentially be required to train its personmel to install. and
xepair dozems of different brands of call diverters., That,difficuhty_'
world be maltiplied if the same principle were{applied towothe:”
classes of foreign attacbments. )

Even if the Commission could lawfully limi* tariffing to
one or a few brands out of each class of equipment; the Commission
would be undertaking a burdensome new regulatory‘role {n deciding
which of competing brands best suits consumer nccds. Northern
California Power Association (supra) suggests that prl*c p01i¢Y
favors the resolution of such issues in the market place rather
than in the kearing room. Consequently, we will not order deféndant

to offer the XI$-500 in its taxriff.
Cer*;fzcation

A case Involving ome telephone company and one manafacturer
¢f one type of foreign attachment is mot the proper vehicle to
consider a certification program potentially applicable to all:
types of attachments and all California telephone companies.

In this regard, however, we take note of our recent degleonv"

2 parallel proceeding Znvolving a customer owned call dlverter
(ﬁecmszon No. 80972 dated January 23, 1973 in the complaint. of

Com=-U-Trol Corporation v_Gencral Telephone Company of Ca;ifornia, |
Case No. 9323). In that decision we noted as follows:

"A foreign attechwent certification program would neces-
sarily have to provide a mearns of dealing with both
repair and Installation problems as well as designm,
However, it does not appear thas a certiﬁﬁcatxon :
prog*am'will be established and funectioning in the
negr-term future. Since the coupler tariff is not
acceptabie ard certification not presently available,

5
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it is the Commission's responsibility to devise a .
workable interim protection scheme which avoids undue -
anti-competitive impact and unnecessary burdens on
Divert~-a-call owners while giving the general public
adequate Protection against the above-described
problems.

Consistent with the foregoing we will order direct inter-
connection of complainant_s KIS=500 equipment but impose conditions
which require complainant to temporarily assume the function of
certifying installation and repair. As we provided in the Com- .
U-Trol case, we will here establish an effective date of our order

to allow negotiation and, 1f necessary, further hearings on such
subjects. ,

The order which follows will requi‘re d:l;r‘ect ccnnectidn |
through a simple nonprotective iInterface (e.g., 2 'plug and jack
arrangement) rather than by interwiring of foreign or utility
equipment. This will provide aclear dividing line between ut:l’.lity
and nonutility responsibility and provide for quick discomnection ’

in the event of a malfunction. The costs of such a device are
expected to be minimal, and without significant competitive impact. |
Findings ' '

1. The KIS-500 and its attendant power supply can be directly'“.
connected to the telephome network without hazard to network pexfor-
mance or to employees or subscribers. |

2. Defendant and complainant are in competition in a market
composed of telephone subscribers needing patching and/or eonfer- |
ence call service.

3. Defendant's coupler charges artifi.c:'.ally and unnecessarily._
inflzate the total costs of owning and using a K’l‘S-SOO and inhibit
complainant’s ability to market its product.,

4. Defendant has not shown that the KIS-500 and its power’
supply are less electrically safe than defendant's owm pawered devices.

5. There have been no reported instances in which a directly
comected KTS-500 significantly impaired longitudinal 'ba.lance, or . ‘
interfered with network control and signaling functions.

-12-
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6. It is highly improbable that amy call to or from a KIS-500"
would be routed through a call path which interferes w:.th Spike
reception and lacks a time-out feature. .

7. It is highly improbable that a party to a KIS-500 confer-
ence call would be unable to clear his owm telephone line by simply,; :
hanging up.

8. It has not been shown that Pacific will be able to repair :
and service all competitive conferencer/patchers. |

9. It has not been shown that the ICL‘S-SOO_ should be tariffed
to the exclusion of other brands of conferencexr/patchers.

10. It is not unreasomably burdensome or anti-competitive to.
require complainant to provide reasonable assurance that proper
installation and repair procedures are uniformly followed.

Conclusions .

1. Defendant's coupler requirement iS‘anti-competitiVe in effect. \

2. Defendant camnot lawfully charge for a coupler to be
Interposed between a foreign attachment and the ‘telephone network.
except Insofar as is reasomably necessary to protect the overrid:.ng
public interest in network serviceability and in employee and”
customer safety.

3. Defendant should not be ordered to provide the KTS-SOO

under tariff. - o
4. The public interest requires that direct interconnection

of the KIS-500 be permitted only to the extent that the public can-

reasonably be assured that the devices are properly installed and
maintained, : : '

IT IS ORDERED that: ‘
1. The Pacific Telephome and Telegraph Company shall permit
tke electrical comnection of KTS-500 to the telephone network
subJect to Ordering Paragraph 2 and subject to the condition that _
complainant shall provide reasonable assurances that. quality’ eontrol
installation, and repair procedures herein or hereafter found

necessary for the preservation of network integrity and safety will
be uniformly followed. ' S

' . -]_3:.;
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2. Pacific shall offer an 1nterface device without protective‘

features, to directly comnect the KTS-500 ‘to the network. Pacific
shall sexve complainant with a copy of any advice letter 1ntended
to establisk rates and charges for the furnishing of such intex rface.
3. If Pacific axd complainant have not, before the effective
date of this order, been able to agree upon a plaa to achieve c:om-
plience with the conditions stated in Ordering Paragraph 1, they or
eitber of them shall so inform the Commission in writing with notice
to all parties herein and, upon £iling of such notice with the Com=
missica, Oxdering Paragraph 1 above shall be stayed, ‘and this |
proceeding reopered for the takirng of further evidence. |
4. Pacific shall immediately disconneet or terminate service
to acy direetly commected KIS-500 whenever it has rezsomeble grounda
to belleve that such device has become hazardous to metwork operations
or to the safety of utility employees or subscr:.bers.

5. Complainart is hereby authorized until further order cf |
the Couxission to ineclude in its advertising matter a statement
approved for fom and content by the Secretary of th:.s Comm:tss:!.on‘ :

\
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indicating that the KTS-500 has been conditionally approved for
direct Iintercommection to the telephone system of 'rhe Pacific

Telephone and Telegraph Company.. , s
The effective date of this order shall be thirty days
after the date hereof. P A
Dated at Sen Frsaciseo , Californ:l‘a,_ ch:tg i SRR BT
day of MAY , 1973, | o

B e e o

-Commissioners

Comia:ioner J. P, vumtn Jr., m
Decessarily.absent. did not participat o
m ‘the duposiuon ot this proceeding




