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SONI'l'ROL SECURI'I'Y ~ INC .. , 

Complainan~ , 

v. 

'1'SE PACIFIC TEU::E'HONE AI.'m 
TElEGRA..~ COMPANY, a 
corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case 10916 
(Filed October lO~ 1980) 

Linda Bendrix Mc?harlin and Charles '!. c. 
C~ton, A:1:orneys at Law) for Sonittol 
Security~ Ine., complainant. 

Margaret deB .. Brown, Attorney at !..a'-,y, for 'I'he 
?aci:ic Telepnone and Telegraph Company, 
defendant. 

Willard A. Dodge] Jr., for the Cocmission staff. 

ORDER MODIFYING DECISION 93268 

On July 7, 1981, this Cotmnissi.on isseed Decision (D.)9326S, 
3!l i'!lteri:n order based on a· :lotion by co-.nplainant, Sonit=ol SecU::ity, 
Inc.. (Sonit'rol). Sonitrol, a private alar.n bus i:l.es s , now seeks to 
~odify that decision. 

Be~~een the issuance of D.9326S and the filing of Sonit:ol's 
petition for modification on September 17, 1981, seven days of 
hearing were held in this' comPlaint. During that :i:ne J Sonitrol 
completed its direct showing and defendant, The Pacific Telephone 
and Teleg:aph Company {?aeific), presented two of its fou: wi~esses 
testifying in response :0 Sonitrol's showing. Additional days of 
hearing ·~ll commence on October 19, 1951, in San F=aneisco . 
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Ordering ?arag:aph 1 of D.93268 states: 
"1. !he Pacifi.c Telephone and. Telegraph 
C01:lpany shall (1) take :1.0 steps to 
increase the decibel loss on any currently 
~~s~~g circuits provided to Sonitrol 
Security, Inc. (Sonitrol) in Sonitrol's 
ala~ business; (2) when Soni:rol dealers 
order new 3001 circuits, engineer those 
circuits not to exceed a l6 ciS loss, and 
refra~ from :aking any steps to add 
decibel loss to any n~N circuits whic~ 
have a decibel loss less than -16 dB, but 
rather to leave the circuits wi~ the 
amoant of deei~l loss, ~hat they have when 
installed, with ~he atten~tor adjusted. to 
zero, and (3) re~ir Sonitrol circuits i~ 
a :::Ianner that :DaJ.:Ltains tllei: cB- levels, 
+ 1 dB, which exis~ed when the circuits 
were inst31led and coes not increase 
the dl> loss from those levels. H 

Sonitrol asserts teat based on the record completed .$ of 
the fil~g date of its petition and its need :0: interi~ relief~ 
subparagraphs (2) and (3) of Ordering Par~graph 1, =ust be modified. 
Sonie=ol proposes to substitute the following lang-~ge which would 
require ?acific to 

tt(2) install new ci:'cuit:s orc.ered by Souitrol 
dealers at: a decibel loss of -10 or better~ 
and 

"(3) repair Son.itrol circuits in a manner 
that maintains a d'3 loss level at -10 or 
better." 
Sonitrol also requests that t":Jo new ordering parag:aphs 

be added "to- reflect conduct which Pacific has ag:eed with. Soni1::'ol 
it will follow pending the POC t s final decision in this case. If 
According to Sonitro-l, those paragraphs should state: 

"Pacific shall not i:1stall on any existing 
Sonitrol circuits, nor on any new circuits 
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sup'Olied to Souie:ol,. any equipment whic~ 
would suppress the. transmission of a~dio 
or voice on those circuits. 

"Pacific shall take no steps to al~er 
current practice with Sonitrol dealers 
with respect to the allocation and billing 
of circuits. Specifically, for those 
Sonitrol dealers who are c~eutly suppliec 
or billed for 1009 ci=cuits~ Pacific will 
continue to supply or bill for such 
circuits .. " 

Because of an alleged "i:mni::.ent danger of irreparable har:l to 
Sonitrol and its thousands of customers in California,." Sonitro1 
also asked the Comcission to act on its petition by September 22, 
1981,. prior to any regularly scheduled Cor~ssion con£e=e~ce. 

On Sept~er 21,. 1981,. Pacific responded to Sonitrol's 
petition opposing the proposed ~odifications of D.9326S.. Sonitro1 
subse~uently filed a reply on September 28,. 1981 • 
Discussion 

Granting 5001tro1's petition would not,. as alleged by 
Pacific,. "give Sonitrol ev~mhi~g it requests in the complaint" 
prior to a final decision in this case or PaCific's opportunity 
to fully rebut Sonitrol's ~est~ony. (E~basis added.) A 
:I.Odifica.tion of :0.93268 would be tetllpOrary in r...at~e. and, based 
on Sonitrol's petition,. would not aderess every area of :elief 
sought by the COtupla!nt. 

The petition,. like Sonitrolts first request for interim 
relief, does, however, focus on an issue wr..icb. is central to this 
controversy_ In D.93268- we defined that issue as "whetber Pacific's 
tariffs pe~t it to provide Soni~ol wit~ voice-grade (3001) 
channels which experience a decibel loss of no ttlore than -10 dB. at a 
frequency of 1000 Hertz." 

It is apparently Pacific's ?¢sition, refined through 
several days of hea:ing, that the 3001 circuit is designed. in 
accorda:lce with its t:echnical maul.:al to a decibel loss of -1& dB • 
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Pacific: inter?rets its tariffs as incorporating this technical 

':llanual by reference. Sonitrol t s witnesses,. on the other hand,. have 

testi=ied ~ba~ not only have they received SOOl circuits in the past 

'With no more than a -10 d3 loss,. but that t!:l.e Sonit=ol equi?tllent 
"Nhich is unifor.lll.y mant::actured for nationwide eist::'ibutioll cannot 

effectively operate w.tth a decibel loss of 'Clore tban -10. ~e 

recent petition and responding papers highlight the contentiousness 

of both parties ·~th respect: to this issue. 
We agree witb. Pacific that no '·emergency" has been de1:lon­

strated that would require a resolution of this ~tition ~rior to a . ~ 

regularly scheduled Co~ssion conference. The facts which have been 
elicited during hearillg a:l.d s\'~bjected to cross-exatcination, which do 

not i:lclucie o:r.any of the st3.te~nts contained i:l the afficlavit attached 

to Sonitrol's petition, point to only a few i:lstauces in which the 
decibel loss on a Sonitrol circuit has been greater than -10 0.3 and 
~as not been reduced by Pacific. 

We do recognize, however,. the serious damage which can occur 
if only one Sonit:ol circuit becomes inoperable -- an undetected 

break-in and potential loss at a customer's pre=ises. In D~9326S it 

was our aim to ttlaint:ain the existing service levels being provided by 

Pacific ~o Sonitrol dealers without prejudging the issues in this 

case or Si~g either party an advantage dur~ the pendency of this 

proceeding. 'l:he facts before us at that time dictated our order i:l. 
D.9326S. It was our belief that Ordering Paragraph 1 'r,01Ould pertlit 
Sonitrol to serve its ~~sting customers and continue to expand its 

markets. With. respect to this latter goal, we providoed, e~sentially, 
that new 3001 circuits would be allowed "to fall where they may." 
Under this order) ~acific,. in turn) would not. be req,uire<i to- take an.y 

overt action which it might consider a violation of its tariffs. 
St:atements made by Pacific both during heartng,and in 

response to Sonitrol r S petition now indicate) however, that on~y 
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some 3001 ci=cuits "£all" anywhere. !:::. argt:.ing ::ba.t the suggest:ed 
modifications rela~ing to 3001 circuits would oe difficult and 
costly to ~le:ent on a~ interi~ basis, Pacific states: 

'~en 3001 circuits go through the £orQal 
desi~ process, they are supposed to be 
designed at: a loss level of -16 d~. . ~ • 
Because most of Sonit=olr s 3001 ci=cuits 
are relatively short local ('intradistrict') 
loops that do not usually go th::o'CF tlle 
design ~rocess) they generally £al., when 
installed, at -10 dB or better. Recently 
Sonitrol has been ordering more and ~ore 
longer and/or interdistrict circuits that 
go through the formal design process. • • • 
For Pacific to change its whole desi~ 
~rocess now for one customer on a~ i~teri: 
oasis (with the possibility of £u=~her 
change when the Co~ssion iss~es its final 
decision) wou.ld be costly and difficult." 
Pacific contends tbat due process requires :bat it be 

given the oppor::unity to co:plete its case before D.93268 is modified. 
It see::lS unlikely, however, that any witness produced by Pacific in 
the final days of hearing could refu~e the :ecord~ as of Septeeoer li) 
1981, on ~wo facts: 

1. The decibel loss on the telephone 
circuits connecting a customerTs 
premises and Sonitro1 f s ~onito:ing 
station ~t be no ~eater than 
-10 dB for Sonitrol s e~uip~nt, 
as presently :anufactured, to 
operate as advertised. 

2. VOice-grade (3001) circuits have been 
provided to Sonitrol in the past which 
experience a decibel loss no greater 
than -10 dB, apparently when used for 
either intradistrict or interdistrict 
communications. 

Even Pacific's wi~esses acknowledged that ~hile ne~ ci:cuits 
are ?=ovided to 50n1t=01 in other pa=ts of the country 
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under va=y~g ~~riff'offe:iQgs, these ~a:±ffs had one tbing in 

common: rae ~ecibel loss £o~ that ci=c~: would be no s=e~ter 
than -10 ciS. 

We believe that it is a~~ro~riate at this :~ to make ~he . .. .. 
modifications to subpa:agraphs (2) and (3) of Ordering ?arag=aph 1 
of D*93268 as requested by Sonit:~l. There does not appear to be a 
serio1;.s enough emergency to =equi=e resolution of Soo.i'O:ol r s petition 
prior to' a regularly scheduled conference. A ~odi=ication is 
required, however) to ensure tb.at se:vice to e:d.sting and futu:e 
Sonitrol customers will not be diminished while this ~tte= is being 
resolved. The language proposed by Sonitrol basically achieves this 
end. Subpa=a~aph (2) J as -=odified, howeve:, should specify 1Q.Ql 
circuits and the repairs addressed in the :llodification to sub,­

paragraph (3) shoulcl apply to !1l circuits. 
We emphasize that this order, like D.9326S, is only a~ 

~teri~ order designed to preserve the stat~ quo of the parties 
pending final resolution of tllis complaint. Un.li}ce D.9326S, however, 
this order w~~ch will su~=sede D.93268 ~Nill :ecain ~ effect for a .. 
li:nited time period in part: to ensu=e that there will be :lO cielay i:l 
subtlitting this :.atter. Although this Cotclission acknowledges tb.e 
need for ~te=~ relief, its primary =esponsibil~t:y and goal is to 
ensure that tbe appro?riate factual and legal conclusions, based 
on a cooplete record) are ~de as soon as possible. 

!be additional orderi:g parag:aphs requested by Sonitrol 
are unnecessary. Sonitrol and Pacific indicate that these paragraphs 
have been the subject: of an agreement bet:'W'een the two ?'lrties. No 
furthe: action by this Coomission is required. Any relief grantee 
oy this Commission prior to the submission of this complaint should 
be restricted to ~tters upon which the parties cannot agree and for 
which au interim solution is required • 
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Finally~ we do not believe that it is appropriate or 
necess.a:ry to thl.s ~odi=ication to comcent on other arg:.::cents or 

statements made by the parties, incl~ding pacific's plans for a 
new tariff filing. Such analysis may lead to a p=ematu::',e jUGg:leUt 

on issues which ~~e not be~ fully ~~lor~d or pre~nted at hearing 
or i:l. briefs. 

Findings of Fact 

1. ~odification of D.93268 is requi=ed to' better preserve 
the st:ltus quo during the pendency of this complain:. 

2. The language proposed by Soni::ol mt:h respect :0 sub­

paragraphs (2) and. (3) of Ordering Pa=ag:aph 1 of D.93268 will 
basically achieve this end. 

3. Because an agre~ent has been reac~ed between Pacific and 

Sonittol relating to the equipment on and billing of 1009 circuits ~ 
no orderi:l.g paragraphs e:body-i...:lg that agreement are requi:ed • 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Subparagraphs (2) and (3) of Orderi:lg Paragraph 1 of 
D.9326S should be modified. 

2. :Because i:rmeciiate action is required, the order should be 

!Mde effective today: The order should. re=ain in effect for 60 days_ 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Ordering Paragraph 1 of D.93268 is ~odified as foll~s: 

"The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company shall (1) take no, steps 
to increase the decibel loss on any cu--rently ~~sting ci=cuits 

provided to Soni=ol Security, Inc. (Sonit::ol) in Sonit:::ol" s ala::=. 
bUSiness; (2) install new 3001 circuits ordered by Sonit:ol dealers 

at a decibel loss of -10 or better; and (3) repair all Sonitrol 
circuits in a manner that maintains a dB loss level o·f -10· or better. n 
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2. Ordering ?:l:'.lgraph. 1, as :oc.ifiec, sh.lll be i:l effect: 
for 60 davs . .. 

!his oree:- is e::ec~ive ~oCay. 
Da:ed OCT ? 0 ~9S1 ) a: San ?=anciseo 1 Cali:o=ni:l.. 


