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BY THE COMMISSION:

CPINIONXN

In this proceeding thirty-five persons, asserted
purchasers of telephone service in a certain territory situated
between the eastern boundery of the Clty of Los Angeles and the
western city limits of the City of Montebello, request that said
territory be made a part of the Los Angeles Exchange Ares,
Defendant nade answer to the complaint, and complainants filed

dequrrer to the answer. ...
BT -‘.‘\:)

4 public hearing in this proceeding was held before

. .




Examiner Xennedy at Los Angeles on December 9th and 10th, 1931,

and the matter was submitted for decision.

The territory ixvolved in this complaint is approximately
two miles in width, from east to west, and varies from adout three
to four miles, from north to south. This area, situated west of
and adjacent to the City of Montebello, is an unincérporated section
of the County of Los Angeles, with approximatlely 1,890 families
and 151 business concerns. There are inclvded in the complaint
ares the Golden Gate Square, Eastmont and Montebello Park sube-
divisions.

Residents and business men of the community testified
that the Government has extended its Los Angeles Post Offlce service
to the area, which also is included in the lLos g.ngeles City School

District. The community has County Fire and Police protection and
has no LOs Angeles municipal utillty services. Statements of

certain witnesszes indicate that the major communication requirements
of the complaint distriet extend to Eastern Avemue, about one mile
east of the Los ingeles City limits, and about one mile west of the
common boundery of the Los Angeles and Montebello Exchange Areas

and that some commumiceation by telephone is hed with the central
portion of the City of los Angeles. ZEvidence given also indlesates
that the territory from Eastern Avenue, with the sudbdivisions in the
coxplaint area, to the eastern city limits of Montebello and possidly
farther cast is growing together as one community. All witnesses
for complainants expressed a bellief that their requirements for
telephone service would be more satisfactorily met if the complaint
aree were transferred to the Los Angeles Exchange. Some oL these
witnesses did not know the rates of charge which would apply to

their services in the event the boundery change were mede, and were




uncertain that they would subscribe for sexvice at Los Angeles
Exchange rates. '

Some objection was nmede to the listing of Montedello
services in the Loz Angeles County section of the telephone
directory irnstezd of the City section. It appears that Montebello
Exchange subscridbers may secure Los Angeles City listings for an
additional nonthly charge.

Welter L. Kietzman, General Tariff Engineer testifying
Lox Southern.Cglirornia Telephone Compeny, presented data showing
that, of the 35 complaimants, the 29 who are subscribers to tele-
phone service would receive a net increase in charges of $32.50
per month, or an average ircrease each of $1.12, if the area were
transferred as requested and the usage of the service were the same
as during the perfod studied by him. 0f the local telephone
messeges originated by the 26 complainants, who subscride to Monte-
bello service, from September 25th to Cectober 8, 1931, 249 termi-~
nzted in the complaint area and 108 outside that ares dut in the
Yontebello Exchange Area. The traffic information submitted also
indicated consideradle communication between telephones in the
complaint area and telephones irn the remainder of the Nontedbello
Exchange Airee by others thax those who are complainants in this
proceeding. Apperently consideradle requirement for lontebello
excrange service exists in the complaint area as the record shows
that, of the telephomes in the complalint area, 5192 are Montebello
exchange stations and 204 are ios Angeles foreign exchange stations.
It is noted that the complaint area is about one~third of the llonte-
bello Exchange Area and that on Auvgust 31, 193, it had 723 of the

1,454 telephones of the exchange. The Los Angeles dase rates for




exchange service are conslderably higher than the rates for Monte-
dello service in the complaint district.

Berry W. Eitchcock, Chief Engineer of Southern California
Telephone Compeny, testified that, in the event the complaint dis-
trict were transferred to the Los ingeles Exchange, the present
cable system in the district would need to be rearranged and supple=
mexnted with a cable extending to the Angelus Central Office where
the present Los Angeles foreign exchange sexvices are connected to
the Los Angeles system and where any new Los Angeles services would
be switched. Mr. Hltehcock estimated thet it would cost $47,543
0o install the necessary mew cable with condult, to rearrange the
present plant in the district and to perform the required telephone
subseribers' station work, if the request of complainants wexe
grented. At the present time sufficient central office equipment
is available in the Angelus office to care for the services which
would need to be chenged under the proposzl. A like amount or.
equirment, left vacant in the lontebello central office, would de
of no wse o0 the telephone company until needed for new services
in the future. Iikewlse, cable from the Montebello office would
be left vacent and some would be of largexr conductor size than
would be required for the greatly lessened area with its shorter
lines. The complaint district is approximately twice as fer from
the Angelus office as from the Montebello office. Ifr. Hitcheock,
in Exhibit No. 6, presented in evidence & table showing revenue
and expense of the Montebello Exchange for the year 1931, bused on
the compeny's books for the first six months and on an estinate
for the last six months of the year. JALceording to this statement

the revenues failed to meet the operating expenses by $11,440. In
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Exhidit No. 7 there is set forth figures to show that the
expected result of transferring the complaint area is & net
revenue loss of $10,420.

Arthur B. Fry, Telephone and Telegraph Engineer of the
Commission, under examination by counsel for complainants, ex-
rlained that Southern California Telephone Company for soume time
has been nmaking trafflc studies for use in a detexrmination of an
appropriate fundemental plan under which the telephone oper=ations
and service between Los Angeles and surrouading communities might
be coordinated, possibly rearranged end gemerally improved. Al-
though much date have been gathered, the solution has not been

reached for this situation, in which exchanges are operated on a

manual or dial basis under Beldl or independent ownership with no
uniform numbering plan for these communities where telephone
interests bave become interwoven. This study is reviewed by the
Commlssion's Engineering Department as progress is made.

Before declding a boundary complaint such as ig here be=-
fore us, it is proper to review the history of the situation to
determine whether changes in the service conditions have been made
in an irregular manner and whether or not the utility has made an
effort to modify ij.:s operations as community changes have occurred.
Records show that los Angeles exchamge service only was &vailable'
in the complaint area for many years prior to August 1, 1924, when
the Montebello Exchange was esteblished with an exchange area the
same as at present, except that a slight modification of the lLos
ingeles and Montebello cormon exchange boundary was made effective
January 1, 1930, by Decision No. 21767, in Case No. 2688. 4




schedunle of rates for Los Angeles foreign exchange business
service ir Montebello was Tiled with the Commission by Southern
Celiformia Telephone Compexy on February 1, 1925, iIn accordance
with the Opinion in this Commission's Declision No. 14420, dated
December 31, 1824, in Applicatvion No. 9648 and Case No. 2026, in
which we said: "The requirements placed upon this service by
the company, proﬁding that the foreign exchange subscriber de
required to subscride for the local service from the exchange
within which he is located, can not work any unreasoneble herd-
ship on him, and it is fair and Just to the Xocal subscriber in
that exchange that telephone conditions be availeble without
toll" (25 C.R.C. 762). Complainents odject to this requirement.
No Los Angeles residence exchange service was authorized or allowed
in the Montebello Exchange Area by Decision No. 14420. On ﬁay 4,
1928, the Nontebello Base Rate Area was extended westward to in-
clude 21l of the developed section to the Los Angeles Exchange
boundery, which is located between Amalia and Eillview Avenues,
thus eliminsting mileage charges on Montebellc exchange services
in the present complaint area. Iffective July 1, 1929, Los Angeles
foreign exchange residence service was esteblished throughout the
Yontebello Exchange Area. Coincident with this concession iIn
regular telephone rate meking, the Los Angeles Base Rate Area was
extended eastward to the Los Angeles ani Montebello common
exchange boundary, which would allew Los Angeles foreigx exchange
sexvice 10 de recelved in Morntebello ﬁxchange Area without any
Los fngeles local exchange mileage charges.

Foreign exchange residence service was Iirst established
in Colifornis in the Glendale and Burbank Exchange Areas by the
Order in Decision No. 20802, in Case No. 2556, dated February 18,

1929 (32 C.R.C. 678). Under the plem then established, &
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Turther concession from regular telephone rate making was made
by ellowlng an applicant in the foreign exchenge ares to receive
residence service from either or both exchanges, at his option,
provided his location be not more than one-half mile distant
from the common boundary or the two exchenge areas. Beyond the

one-2alf mile Zone, foreign exchange rexidence service sub-

scribers would be required to have service from both exchanges

under conditions similar to those applying to foreign exchange
business service. The foreign exchange service now availeble

in the Montebello Exchange ires, including the complaint area, is
governed by the same rules and regulations which are effective
elsewhere in California for foreign exchange service, and no &is=-
crimination exists.

It appears that the effect of present telephone service
conditions in the compleint area are not seriously detrimental in
view of the fact that 17.6 per cent of the families of the comw
pleint area and 7S per cent of the business firms have telephones,
which is a reasonsble development. In the entire Montebello
Exchange there has been a growth from 180 telephones, or 3.6 per
100 population, in September, 1823, to 1,454, or 12.1 per 100
ropulation, in September, 1931.

One of the conditions under whieh the present high
develomment of telephone service in Ca-.u;’:ornia; has been obtained,
with good service at reasonable retes, is that of defining exchange
arezs and filing maps thereof with the Commission, as required
by our General o:der No. 68. Toll service is made available be=
tween all exchanges and toll points so that persons requiring
communication service well beyond thelir immediate cormunities may




secure such service and pay for the amount used. Under this

plan, the ‘f_elephone plant within the exchange area is engineered
to provide the size of conductors and facilities most economical
for appropriate telephonic transumission to the estabdblished ex-
change boundary. Unquestionably, & plant designed to accommodate
services at undefined distances Lfrom the central office would be
one with a very high average line cost. The fact, that the
average cost of conductors necessary 1o comnect a telephone. in the
coxpleint area to the Montebello central office is $78.50 and to
connect the same telephone to the Angelus rentral office in the
Los Angeles Exchange is 4”4:251.0@, illustrates the ra;l.lr.&cy of large
central office districts and exchange aresas. .

In reviewing the facts relating to the situation in the
Eastmont and Montebello Park arems, we must conclude that the
granting of the present petition, which has bdeen capably presented
by counsel, would not result in the correct solution of the situa-
tion in the best interestis of the public in this loecality. It
appears that no material enlargement of the present Los Angeles
Exchange Area should be made except such change unquestionsbly is
shown to be required prior to the adoption of some fundesmental
Plan of ‘serwice for the City of Los ingeles and f{ts neerby com-
munities. The telep.hone companies which furnish service in and
about Los ingeles should energetically prosecute a study of the
telephone situation whick exists there at this time and reach &
determination as to the best coordinated plan of genersl service
which may be inaugurated with ressonsble d&ispeteh, Only in thkis




way nay future expenditures of money in the Los Angeles territory
result in the greatest benefit to the public and to the utilities.
We find that the compplaint herein should be dismissed.

This case belng at issue upoﬁ complaint and answer
Tiled with the Commission, a public hearing having been held,
careful consideration heving deen given to the matters and things
invoived, and basipg this order on the Linding of fact and con-
¢lusions conteined in the opinion which precedes this order;

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled proceeding

be and the same 1is dismissed.

Dated at Sen Francisco, California, this /M’ : day
of January, 1l932. '

Co ssloners.




