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JUN 29 1983 

EEFORE THE PUBLIC U:ILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFO?~!A 
In the matter of the Application o! ?) 

GENERAL TELFPHONE COMPA~~ OF 
CALIFORNIA to modi!y Resolution 
T-10651 , ~aragraphs 1 and 4, relating ) 
to costs of a direct sales plan and l 
tari~f provisions covering an 
over-the-counter exchange prograo for 
out.-o!-w~rranty repairs. ) 
(ADV. LTR .. 4774) ) 
-------------------------------) 

OPINIo~r 
---~~ ... ~ 

:Back~round 

Application 8;-05-12 
(Filed May 6, 1983) 

The General Telephone Co~pany of California (General) filed 
thi-s application requesting that we :codify two of the ordering 
'Oaragraphs of Resolution T-10651 (Resolution), adopted on February 2, 

4It98;.. That Resolution directed General to i~ple~ent a ~inal direct 
sales plan for selling single line ter:inal equi,=ent within 9 
months.. General was directed to ulti~ately have the same sales plan 
which we authorized for The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Co:pany 
(Pacific) in Decision (D.) 82-06-017. As discussed more below, 
General now wants us to wait and see what it esti:ates the rele.ted 
costs to be before we direct General to put the final sales plan in 
place which would parallel Pacific's. 

General !irst tendered the filing as an "Applics,tlon '!or 
Rehearing or Modification of Resolution T-10651." Eowever, its 
filing was correctly docketed as an Application to :codify the 
Resolution; it was not docketed as an application for rehearing 
because: (1) :core than 30 days passed from the time the Resolution 
VO~ of~c:m~~ ','.ntil General's pleading was tendered; and (2) it did no~ 
allege legal error. General asks us to reconsider th~ Resolutio~ 
based on policy gro~~ds. 
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4It The issue of General's sales plan ~or in-place single line 
terminal equipment first arose in its Advice Letter 4774, which was 
filed on October 26, 1982 and supplemented on November 19, 1982. A 
proposed resolution on General's proposed plan was before us at our 
public conference of December 15, 1982. We expressed our opinion at 
that time that General's ~lan should parallel Pacific's. General 
responded by letter that it should be authorized to proceed on an 
int~rim basis with its original sales plan, and that if it was 
allowed 9 months to prepare to put a sales plan in place exactly like 
Pacific's there would be a $1 .7 million expense savings. Pinally, on 
~ebruary 2, 198; we issued the Resolution, which authorizec G~neral 
to put its proposed sale pls.n in place as an interim ~easure, but 
wi th the following modificatiot.s to bring it substantie.lly in line 
with Pacific'S:' 

"1. Eli=ination of the :-equire:ent 'to:- custome:-s 
to bring purchased in-place e~uipment to the 
designated utility location for application 
of the owne:-ship and war:-anty sticker and 
provide for such sticke:-s to be p:-ovided to 
the customer by mail. 

"2. A 1S0-day warranty on equipment sold ~rom 
inventory. 

";. All custome:-s are to be notified of the 
authorized sales plan by a. bill inse:-t 
within 60 days o~ the effective eate o! this 
resolution. 

«4. Addition o! provisions covering ~inor 
repairs for out-ot-wa:-ranty equip~ent under 
tariff. The charges tor such repairs should 
~e based on the cost of making such 
repai:-s. 

1 Pacific's direct sales plan was au~horized by D.82-0S-017, in 
4Itpplieat1on CA.) 59849 et al., on August 4, 1982. 
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Adei~ion of ~ariff ~rOV1810nc cov~rine ~n 
ove~-thc-counter ~x~hanee progr~~ for out-of-
warranty re~airs.p (From R~solution 
T-10651. Paraeraph 1.) 

We also set a deadline of Nov~mber 2. to start a. 
direct sales plan th3t fully pRrall~l ?aci~ic's: .. ( " \ ,"" Within 9 months 0: th~ ~ff~ctive e~te 0: this 

resolution Gencr~l shall im~le~~nt a direct 
cales plan which is the sam~ as the direct 
sales plRn authoriz~d ~or The Pacific 
T~lephone and Telegraph Company in Jecision 
No. 82-08-017 and to report to ~he Co~mission 
within 5 months of the ef~ective d~te of this 
resolution on ~he costs 0: such n plan bas~d 
on the actual experience fro~ the interi~ 
s~les pl~n authorized in ~his resolution. 
woreinR of det~iled customer noti¢~z and ~ore 
zp~cifie plans for i~plem~nta~ion of such ~ 
z::l.les plan." 

The principf:ll ch?.nges Genera.l ::ruzt oake by 'ove:loer 2 to 
brine its plan in line with Paci!ic'z ar~ to: (,) provide !o~ a 6-

4itmonth installment pay~ent option: and (2) provid~ ~ach custom@r with 
a 3eparat~ly oail~d d~tailee notic~ which lists the single-line 
equipment for which he is bein~ nsoessed a ~ecurring conthly charge, 
th0 amount of ~och charge and th~ purch~ce ~rice for the ~quipment 
under the direct sales pl~n. 

We note tt~t ?~cific's zalez pl~n tariffs h~ve no proviSions 
~z cpecified in (4) above. Accordingly, our decision here mOdifies 
Rezolution T-I06S1 to remove thiz requirement. 
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~ The sales prices for General's single-line telephone sets. 
as contrasted to PaCific's, which were authorized by the Resolution 
are: 

Type of Telephone Set 
Sta.ndard Telephone-Rotary 
Standard Telephone-Touch 

Calling 

Dial-In-Eandset Telephone 
Rota.ry 

Dial-In-Randset Telephone 
Touch Calling 

19.00 

34.00 

34.00 

49.00 

Sales P:-ice ($) 

35.00 19.95 29.95 

55.00 44.95 

55.00 44.95 

75.00 49·95 59.95 
.... New sets o!!e:-ed only on a non-tariffed direct sale be.sis. 

General's Pro~osed Mocifications 
1. Ordering Para~ra~h 4 o! the Resolution 

4It General wants Ordering Parag:-aph 4 of the Resolution 
changed so that it will not be requi:-ed to i=ple=ent a direct sales 
plan that !ully parallels Pacific's until further order. !ts 
application. pages 3-4, states that: 

"General is info:-oed and believes that many of the 
assumptions underlying Pacific's ~lan have been 
shown to be incorrect, such ~s the extent of the 
~ublic interest in purchasing in-~lace tele~hones 
and the cost associated with the progr~. 
Therefore, it may not be in the public interest 
to require Gene:-al to implement the same plan. 

"The proposed modification of Orde:-ing ra:-ag:-s.ph 4 
will enable the Commission to decide. base, on 
Gene:-al's :-eport as well as Pacific's actual 
experience with its plan. whether Gene:-al should 
go !orwa:-d with the same plan. The CommiSSion 
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can either order General to ~roceed with the plan 
authorized for Paci~ic within the nine-month 
deadline, or direct General to continue with the 
interim sales plan approved by Resolution 
T-10651. 

"If General is not required to i~,le=ent a plan 
that is identical to Pacific'sp substantial cos~s 
would be avoided. These costs are primar21y 
those associated with ~reparing the three 
~ailers to advise customers of the cost of buying 
their in-place equip:ent, and the costs 
associated with mailing these notices to all o! 
General's single line custo~ers. They could be 
avoided if the Com~ission issued a further order 
in this matter within two months of the receipt 
of General's report. This should give the 
Commission su!ficien~ time to review General's 
report along with any date provided to it by 
Pacific regarding its plan and to issue an order 
either cancelling the further filing or directing 
General to go forward with Pacific's plan." 

2 We ar~ not sure why General would make 3 mailers when we 
_eq"ir~~ Pacific to make only 2. 
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In addition, General states in i~s application that it now 
estimates an additional $1.2 million would be required if its Plan 
were fully consistent with Pa,ci!ic's, and that this does not inclue~ 
an estimated cost of $15.51 per transa,ction for "issuing service 

7. 
orders" for in-place sales transactions.# General does not explain 
why the 515.51 cost does not arise for an in-place sales trans2,ction 
~nder its existing interim plan, but would for an in-place sales 
transaction under Pacific's plan. We cannot see the relevance of the 
alleged transaction cost to General's incremental avoided cost if 
General does not conform its sales pl~~ to Paci!1c's. 

3 We note that Pacific did not use the "service oreer" approach 
for its direct sales prograQ for in-place equipm~nt. We allowed 
Pacific S6 average sales expense per transaction, but broke it down 
~~ ~~!!~~~ ~ S4 cost savings if a customer did not visit one ot 
Fe,cific's phone centers; thus $2 was allowed for in-place by mail 
transactions and an additional 54 for transactio~s at a phone 
center. General's 515.51 cost is unusual in view of developments in 
A.59849 at a1. when sales expense per transaction was developed 
(D.82-08-017, page 11): "Sta~f aees to its net oook value figure a 
flat $~.OO transaction charge !o~ sale o! equip~ent. Paci~ic ades 
$7.19 consisting o! th:ee itecs: sales, aecinistrative, and wa:ranty 
~A~C~S~. ~t~~!'s 5;.00 is based on esti~ates provided by General 
Telephone Cocpany of California of the cost of notifying eustoce:s of 
e~~ipcer.t !o: sale and the transaction costs of sale. Paci~ic's 
estimate is based on an analysis o! the potential 'take' if sets a:e 
offe:ed. whether the sale would be handled by cail Or throu~~ phone 

"ervice centers. the costs of notification. reeore updating, and 
~illing and collecting." 
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~ We will not ~odi~y th~ Resolution's Ordering Par~eraph 4. 
General is correct in its application wh~n it indicates that it 
assumes we have .'3. "cesire to ha:le :), -;.nifor~ proerp..m for the two 
largest telephon~ utili ties in the sto.toe which ho,v~ ~any ad jacent 
exchange areas, particularly in Southe:-!'l Cal ifo:-nia." (Application, 
page 2). Further, since a plan reflected in tari~fed rates must b~ 
in place well before the end of 1983. to preserve the opportunity for 
customers to purchase oobedd~d equipment at the rates we set, we 
think it is time to bring some certainty to the situation. We will 
require Ceneral to fully implement the ?aci~ic plan on or before 
Nove~ber 2, 1983. General hpd a chanc~ to t~ke timely exc~ption with 
the Resolution. It did not. Ra.th~r, r.l.pproxi:nn.tely 3 full months 
passed before it filed this applic~tion. Th@ longe~ it appears to 
General that we are uneecided on tri~ poi~t, C~ if i~ h~s a 
continuing hope of changing our d~cision, the more di!!icult 1'· .... ~.~ Y ... Q,) 

be for General to fully gear-up to impl~=~nt ~ ~inal eirect zales 
a plan in November. 
~ We recognize that General will have some incrementRl 1983 

costs in connection with the s:~,les proer!).mz °Nf) e i rectee. ?'oweve-:, it 
may have experienced so~e offsetting expense savings. Further, it 
rcc~ived ZI SSO •. 7 million increase for attrition on ,Janaury ~, 1983. ./ 
Given these Circumstances, we expect Genernl to c.osorb th~ 
incremental 1983 costs ~.ssociated · .... i th this proer~. ::f Genera.l 
incurs continuing incremental expenses in ~98t, there is nothing to 
prevent it from quantifying such co:tz and reporting on this matter 
in its pending general rate proceeding which has 3 1984 test year. 
Natur~lly if General chooses to pursue thic cour8~ of action, it ~ust 
meet the reCluisite burden of proof th~.t such costs ~.re reasonable !or 
purposes of determining its 1984 revenue requirement. 

The reasons General giv~z to justify th~ ~oei~ication a~~ 
b~see on assumpt ions r:>.n.e ·'whp.t m~:r ha:;>p~n_" Gl?nort-l.::' has given us no 
compelling reasons to che,nge our order. Further, we belit)v~ 'the 2 
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additional feat1.i.res 0;: Pacific's plan ·,.,hich G~nl?ral shl=ill imp10=~n~ 

can signi!ic~ntly s~i~ula~e custo~~r interozt in ~he dir€ct sales 
plan: 'the insta.llmetl~ cales :-0Pture ~;:fords .'J convenient option, and 
having custo~ers receive the itemizod c~iler showing recurrine 
monthly chargee end the direct srJ.les price should heig..~ten aW:l:,cness 
of the potential ~etle:-its of purch~sine termin~l €~uipment. 

We want General to get the full direct calee plan ordered 
by the Resolutl0tl in place on schedule. !t is unclear when 
d.ereeul~,tion or cet9.rifi'itlg ot: ~rnbr;:dc.C'd customr;::- premises ec;:uip~ent 
may occu::- ·,.,i th reopl)ct to Genc:-al o,no. othe: non-Bell comp3.nies 
through the Fece:-al Co~rnunicntions Cornmi~sion'c CC Docket No. 
81-893. When detnriffitlg occuro it is possible tha~ Gene:al will ~e 
able to chare~ whatev~r it wants for single-line equipment. American 
~elephone ~l.ne ~elcgrap!: COOlpar.:r hns ro~uested d~tn.rif~ine of zuch 
Eell System equ::,:pQ~nt '0"./ January ~, ~984, :;J,nd it is conceiva,~:'1 'that 
General could be p1~t on the sa=c zchedule. The ~uestion of timing e fo: non-Eell compa,nies ha,s not beetl c1eo.:ly :e:::ol veo.. 

~e are requiring Ceneral to eo ahead with the full P~ci~ic­
type sales plan becau.se th:::tt pl~.n ' .... i11 bl?st p12.ce cuztomero in an 
in:-ormed posi tior. to make a eecision. with an opt~~n:).l installment 
sales plan to faCilitate purchases. It is critic~l to the public 
interest that Gener:ll' s cu sto:Jerc ha'lt:! eVf:! ry :"easonable opportunity 
to avail themselves of tho reasonable purch:lse prices n.nd te:'ms now 
available unc.er regulation. 

2. O:,eerin~ ?arn.p.ra~h 2 of the ?esolution 
~he second modification Genernl requosts is to ~de th~ 

t:ollowing language to subpa:agraph S of the Resolution's O~derine 
Paragraph 1 (which deals wi~h out-o~-warranty period maintenance o! 
purchased e~uipQent): 

"Said proe:a,m shall ~erminate effect ive J an.uary :, 
1984, or the date when th~ exchange prog:-a: 
~uthorized :fo:' [Paci:-ic] ter=inatee~ whichever is 
late~ . . , 
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We see no ~ea2on to t~~~inate Gen~~al'3 obligation to have 
a prog~am to~ out-o~-wa~~anty ~e~ai~$ at the oa~e time Pacific may b~ 
relieved o~ that obligation in view of tentatively scheduled 
de~egulation of Pacific's terminal equip~ent. Gene~al and othe~ non-
Bell System telephone companies face eere~Jlation on a potentially 
different time schedule. General ~rovie~s us with the ~ationale that 
its obligation to pe:."for:n maintenance fo:" sold out-of-w::-.rra.nty 
equipment should b~ no more onerouo than ?Rcific·s. Roweve~, this 
overlooks the different circumstances the two utilitiez oay have vis-
a-vis the titling of deree;ulation from the fcder3.l level. We will 
deny General's requested modification. 
Ensuring General's Fin~l S~les Plan 
Is In-Place So Custome:"s May Pu:"chase 
Under It :Sefo~e ,Janua:"y 1. 1984 

Pinally, in view of the above discus~ion and since we 
t G 1 + d '.' ·h ~. 1 A'~·.' • '. 1 cxpec enera .... 0 procee w~ .... ~ .... e ... In:-;,. mOy.l_lca ... lons .... 0 ~ .. :J P an no 

later than Nove::fber 2 ~ 1983. we will order Genl?ra,l ~o commence e sending 'the detailed mailer to all cuztO::lC:-S on or before Nove::ber 2. 
itemizing their existing single-line terminal equipment, and showing 
the recurring monthly charge and the sales price. This mBiling shall 
be completed within 30 d~ys after Novemoer 2. It should also eive a 
complete description of the sales plan nnd advise customers of the 
optional installment purch~zc pl~n. The woraine of this detailed ~ 
mailer must, of course, be submitt~d for our review and approva: ~o 
later than July 2, 1983, as previously oree~ec. by the Re301ution. 
Findin~s of Fact 

1. Resolution T-10651 was ~dopted and effective on F~bruary 2, 
1983. 
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~ 2. The only features of Pacific's direct sales plan for sinele-
line terminal equipment which General has not implemented are the 
sending of a detailed itemized mailer and the optional installment 
payment plan; both features can substantially stimulate customer 
interest in purchasing terminal eqUipment. 

;. Any recurring expense which General will havp. in 1984 can 
be analyzed in its pending rate proceeding with a 1984 test year 
(NOr 99). 

4. General's embedded terminal equipment may not be 
deregula.ted at the federal level on the sa.me schedule as Pacific's; 
however, deregulation could occur a.s es,rly as January 1, 1984. 
ConclUSions of Law 

1. General has not demonstrated that its proposed 
modifications to the Resolution should be made. 

2. General should be directed to commence sending its detailed 
itemized mailer no later than November 2, 198; and to complete the 

'

ailing within ~O days. 
;. The following order should be effective today becP,use it is 

in the public interest for General to make final preparation to have 
its final sales plan in place and operating by November 2, 198;. 

o R D E R 
-~~---. 

IT IS OP~E?3D that: 
1. The modifica.tions to Ordering Paragraphs 1 and 4 o! 

Resolution T-10651 proposed by the General Telephone Co~~any o! 
California (General) are denied. 

- 10 -



1\.83-05-12 ALJ/jt 1< 

tt 2. General shall comm?nce sending its det~iled itemized 
mailer, ~s approved by this Commission under tne procedure set out in 
Ordering P~ragraph 4 of Resolution T-106S1, no later than November 2, 
1983; the m~iling shall then be completed within 30 days. 

3. Ordering Paragraph (1)4 of Resolution T-106Sl is deleted. 
This order is effective todoy. 
Dated June 29, 1983, at S~n Francisco, C~lifornia. 

LEONARD M. GRI~~S, JR. 
President 

VICTOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA c. G~d 
DOt-:ALO VIAL 
W!LLIkV. T. BAGLEY 

Comrnizsioncrz 
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"5. Addition of tari!! provisions covering an 
over-the-counter exchange program ~or out-of-
warranty repairs." (Froe Resolution 
T-1 0651, Para.graph 1.) 

We also set 8 deadline of November 2, 1983 for General to start e 
direct sales plan that tully parallel Pacific's: / 

"(4) Within 9 months of the effective ea;;;{'Of this 
resolution General shall i~ple~e~a direct 
sales plan which is tbe same a~be direct 
sales plan authorized for The~a~ific 
Telephone and Telegraph Comp~y in DeciSion 
No. 82-08-017 and to repor~to the Coemission 
within 5 months of the ef~ctive date of this 
resolution on the costs ! such a ,lan bas~d 
on the actual experienc from the interi~ 
sales plan authorized n this resolution, 
wording of detailed stomer notices and core 
specific plans for Y.bplementation of such a 
sales plan." 

~he principal changes General must make by Novecber 2 to 
bring its plan in line with P eifie's are to: (1) provide for a 6-

4Ifnth installment payment op ion; and (2) provide each customer with 
~ separately ~ailed detailjd notice which lists the single-line . 
equipment for which he is~eing assessed a recurring monthly ch~rge, 
the amount of each charge and the purchase price for the equipment 
under the direct sales I~lan. 

- ; -
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We will not modify the Resolution's O:-ee:-ing Pa:-ag:-aph 4. 
General is correct in its application when it indicates that it 
assumes we have s "desi:-e to have a, unifo:-::: :p:-ogra::l for the two 
largest telephone utilities in the state whieh have cany adjacent 
exehange areas, particula:-ly in Southe:-n Califo:-n1a" (Applieation, 
page 2). Purther, sinee a plan reflected in tariffee rates must be 
in place well before the end of 1983, to prese:-ve the opportunity for 
customers to purchase embedded equip::le~t at t~~~ates we set, we . 
think it is time to bring some certainty t~he situation. We will 
require General to fully implement the Paeifie plan on 0:- be'!o:-e 
November 2, 198,. General had a e~~~~to taf-e timely exe~ption with 
the Resolution. It did not. Rathe)i~ app:-oximately 3 !ull months 
passed be!ore it filed this application. The longe:- it appea:-s to 
General that we are undecided ~hiS pOint, 0:- if it has a 
eon,tinuing hope of ehanging O'.l'r deeision, the l:lo:-e eifficul tit may 
be fO:- Gene:-al to fully ge~up to i:ple:::ent a ,!inal direct sales 

4It1an in Nove:be:-. ~ _ 
We recognize jHat General will have some ine:-emental 1983 

eosts in connection wi the sales p:-ogra:s we ei:-eeted. However, it 
,rmay havecC.~perienced so:ne offsetting expense savings. :u:-ther , it 
. ~received~$50.7 mil ion increase for attrition on Janaury 1, 198;. 

Given these eir5 mstanees, we expect General to abso:-b the 
ineremental 198; costs associated with this program. If Gene:-al 
incurs eontinuing incremental expenses in 1984, the:-e is nothing to 
yrevent it from quantifying such costs and reporting on this matter 
in its pending general rate proceeding which has a 1984 test yea:-. 
Naturally if General chooses to pursue this cou:-se of aetion, it must 
meet the requisite burden of proof tha,t such costs e.re reasonable fo'!' 
purposes of determining its 1984 revenue requirement. 

The reasons General gives to justify the modification are 
based on assumptions and ~what may happen.~ General has given us no 
eompelling reasons to change OUT oree:-. Further, we believe the 2 
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e additional features of Pacific's plan ~hich General shall implement 
can significantly sti~ulate custOQer interest in the direct sales 
plan: the install~ent sales fe~ture affords a convenient option, and 
having customers receive the ite~ized mailer showing recurring 
monthly charges and the direct sales price should hei€hten awareness 
o~ the potential benefits of purchasing ~erminal e~uip~ent. 

We want General to get the full direct $ale~lan ordered 
/ by the Resolution in ple.ce on schedule. It is unclear when 

deregula.tion or detariffing of e::l'l:)edded custorle~~e:liSeS equipcent 
may occur with respect to General and other non-Eell cO:lpanies 
through the Pederal CO:l:lunications CO:~isSi~'s CC Doc~et ~o. 
81-893. When detariffing occurs it is po~ible that General will be 
able to charge whatever it wants for si~le-line e~uipQent. A=erican 
Telephone a.nd Telegraph COQpany has r/~uested detarif!ing of such 
Eell Syste::l equip::lent by January' y'19S4, B.ne it is conceiv2.ble that 
General could be put on the same SChedule. The question of timing 

/ eor non-Bell companies ha,s not been clearly resolved. 
vre are requiring Gen/ral to go ahead wi th th~ :Oull ?aci~ic­

type sales :plan because tha~len ~·ill best l'la.ce custO::lers in an 
infor~ed position to make a deCision, with an optional install~ent 
sales pla~ to faCilitat~~urCh&Ses. It is cri~ical to tne public 
interest that General'~c~stome~s have every reasonable opportunity 

/ 
to avail themselves of the reasonable purchase prices and terms now 
available under resilation. 

/ 2. Ordering Para~ra~h 2 of the Resolution • 
The second ~odi!ication General ~~ is to add ~he 5'5 

following language to subparagraph 5 of the Resolution's Ordering 
Paragraph 1 (which deals with out-of-warranty period maintenance 0:-
purchased equipment): 

"Said :program shall terminate e!!ective Januar.r 1, 
1984, or the date when the exch~~ge prograc 
authorized for [Pacific] ter::linates, which~ver is 
later. " 
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We see no reason to terminate General's obligation to have 
a program tor out-ot-warranty repairs at the same time Pacific may be 
relieved of that obligation in view of tentatively scheduled 
deregulation of Pacific's terminal eqUipment. General and other non-
!e1l Syste~ telephone companies face deregulation on a potentially 
different time schedule. General provides us with the rationale that 
its obligation to pertorm maintenance tor sold O~~~~!-w~rranty 
eoui~m~nt should be no more onerous than :aei~!6's. Eowever, this _ r / 

overlooks the different circumstances the ~wo utilities may have vis-
a-vis the timing of deregulation from th~!ederal level. We will 
deny General's requested mOdification~ 
~nsuring General's Final Sales Plan~ 
Is In-Place So Customers May Purch~e 
Under It Before Janua~ 1 % 1984 / , 

Finally, in view of ~e above discussion and since we 
expect General to proceed Wi;:: the !ina.1 modifications to its plan no 
later than November 2, 198'l we will o:,der Genera.l to co=ence 
~nding the detailed ma.i1~ to all custo:cers on or before November 2, 

itemizing their eX1stin~single-line terminal equip:ent, and showing 
I the recurring monthly Icharge and the sales price. ~bis ~ailing shall 

be completed within ~O days atter November 2. It should also give a 
/ complete description of the sales pl~~ and advise customers o! the 

/ ~. optional installment purchase;n--p1e.n. The wording o! this detailed 
~ .. 

mailer ~ust, o! course, be submitted !or our review a~d ap,Toval no 
later than July 2, 198;, as previously ordered by the Resolution. 
?indings of Pact 

,. Resolution T-1065' was adop~cd and e~~ect1ve on February 2, 
, 98~. 
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2. General shall commence sending its detailed itemized 
mailer, as approved by this Commission under the procedure set out in 
Ordering Paragraph 4 of Resolution T-10651 , no later than Nove~ber 2, 
1~e3; ~he mailing shall then be completed within 30 days. 

This order is effective tOday. 
D d JUN 29 1983 c ., ,(...,,'" i ate ________ , at San FranCiSCO, a ......... orn a. 

/ 
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LZONA.."'ID M. GRIXES. JR. 
?rcs!G.ent. 

VI CTOR CA:L '70 
~,!SCILLt.. C .. CRZR 
DOtlALD VIltZ 
WILLI.A-~ ':.. BAGI..r..-.t 

Commil;:;101'1crs 


