Decision No. 24923 . ;;}%B{E}g%éﬁ- ‘

BEFCRE THE PURLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of
TEZ PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH
COVPANY, a corporation, for authority
%0 increase certain intrastate rates
and charges applicable to telephone
service furnished within the State

of California.

Application No. 31300

(Appearances are shown on attachment anncxed hereto.) .

OPINION AND ORDER GRANTING MOTION 70 DISMISS

Under date of April L4, 1950, The Pac¢ific Telephone and Tele-

graph'Company, a corporation (hereafter referred to as applicant),
filed its application in the above-entitled proceeding fequesting an
inerease- in its California intrasvate rates in the total amount of
30,000,000 on an annual basis. Said appiicatibn was set for hearing .
on September 27, 28, and 29, 1950, at San Francisco, California. At
the outset of the hearingz, on September 27, 1950, 2pplicant £iled an
amendment to its applicazion requesting an additional rate dncrease
of 46,000,000 on an annual basis, alleging said amount to be necessary
in order to take care. of the increased Federal tax burden resulting
from the Federal Revenue Act of 1950. Thus, applicant is asking for
o total increase in gross revenues of 436,000,000 on an'annual basis.
applicant procceded to make its affirmetive showing in sup~
port of its application and completed the same on Scptember 29, 1950,‘

having consumed three days in itvs presentation.
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At the closc of applicant's affirmative showing, its case
having been completed, counsel for the City of Los angeles, 2 proves-
tant in this procecding, moved that the procceding be dismissed on the

ground that applicant had failed to prove c¢ven a prima facic casc.

This motion to dismiss was joined in by the City and County of San
Francisco, & protestant in this procecding, .and numerous other pro-

testants herein, whosc names are hereinafter designated in Exhibit

"¢, attached hereto. Said motion was argued at length and wes taken
7/

uader submission.

The Commission has given carceful consideration to the show-
ing made by applicant and the grounds upon which said motion to dis-
miss ic based.

In passing upon said motion, we must view the showiag made
by applicant in its most favorable light with duc regard; howover, to
the rules of law applicable to & proceeding of this naturc. This is
not to say that we must adopt applicant's theory and philesophy, if
such be contrary to law. Ve must keep in mind that this is not an
adversary procceding in the sense that, 2s in an Qrdinary ¢civil case,
only a prima facie case must be shown. This is a legisletive procced-
ing in whic¢h the burden of ﬁroof rests most heavily upon appiicant o
prove by clear and convincing evidence that the presont ratves of which

it complains work & confiscation of its property. (Federal Power Come

mission v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 602, 82 L. cd. 333, -

345; Lindheimer v. Illinodis Bell Telephone Compeany, 292 U.S. 151, 169,
175, 78 L. cd. 1182, 1194, 1197; Smyth v. imes, 169 U.S. 466, 547, 42

L. ¢d. 89, 849; Maorket Strecet Railway Co. v. Rzilroad Commission,

2L Cal. {2d) 372, 399 - affm'd by the Supreme Court of the United
States, 324 U.S. 548, 89 L. ed. 1171.) The foregoing caces hold that

there 15 a strong preswmption of the validity of sueh rates. (See,

2lso, to the same effcet Northern Pacific Railway Co. v. North Dakota,

236 U.S. 585, 604, 59 L. ed. 735, 745.) Also, Section 20 of Article XII
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of whe State Constitution provides that in o procceding of this
‘nature the sole question presented is whother the rates established
result in confiscation of the property of a publiC'utility.
(Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Telephone Company, 292 U.S. 151, 169,
78 L. cd. 1182, 1194.)

This Commission is not bound by the conventional rules of
procedure observed by the ordinzry court and may establish its own
rules of procedurs consistent with a duc observance of due process of

2w under the mandate of the Federal Comstitution. (Saunby v.

rRailroad Cdmmission, 191 Cal. 226, 231; Sale v. Railroad Commission,
15 Cal. (2d) 612, 618.) |

That the horein proceeding is not en adversary procceding

has been well pointed out by the Suproeme Court of New Jersey in 2

unanimous decision renderced by it on Junc 27, 1950, in the case of

Publie Sorvice Coordinated Transport & Public Service and Intorstate

Transportation Company v. State of New Jersev, 7L‘A. 24 580, 591-592.

The Court, speaking through Mr. Chicef Justice Vanderbilt, held as

follows on this particular point:

"It must be emphasized that rate moking is not
an adversary proceceding in which the applying party
needs only %o present a prima facic case in oxder
to be entitled to relicf. Taerc must be proof in
the record not only as to the amount of the various
accounts but alse sulfficient evidence from which the
reasonableness of the accounts ¢an be detormined.™

The Court went on further to point out that neither it nor the rogu-

‘latory body may lowfully accept the books of acecount of 2 public
tility at face value in a 'rate case in which reasonableness is always
the primary issuc. The Supreme Court of New‘Jerscy'stated no néw rule

of law but merely emphasized a rule 2s old as regulation itself.
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In considering this motion to dismiss, we must Keep ﬁn
mind thét this applicént has been before the Commission almost
constantly since February 14, 1947, when it filed ivs first of &
series of rate applications, and July 26, 1949, when this
Commission issued its last decision granting rate increases to
applieant. All during the time between the two dates above nmen-
tioned, this_Commission has been occupied with the rate problems
of applicent. During said time, severai decisions granting rate
increases to applicant were issued by the Commission, the last
being issued on July 26, 1949, 2s above noted. From June of 1947
to July 26, 1949, this Commission granted rate increases to
Applicant totaling 354,700,000 on an annual basis. 'In'this connec-
tion, attention is called to the decisions of this Commission
involving the applicant reported in 48 Cal. P.U.C., I; 48 Cal. P.U.C.
L87 and 48 Cal. P.U.C. 823. The foregoing do mnot constitute 21l the
decisions granting rate increases to applicant during the veriod
of time mentiomed above but they do illustrate generally the con-
sideration which.-this Commission has given to applicant in the very
recent post so far as rate relief is concerned. Furthermore, it
st be kept in mind that there ic a zone of reasonableness in so

far as rates of a public utility may be concerned. (The Pacific

| Telephone and Telegraph Company v. ggglig_ptilitieg Commission, 34
Cal, (24) 822, 829.) Heretofore, the Commission has allowed
applicant a return of 5.6 per cent and has found such rate of return
to0 be reasonable. However, such finding does noﬁ wean, either in

law or in fact, thot anything less than 5.6 per cent is confisca-

tory, there being a zone of reasonzbleness in caleculoting asny rate

of return. Therefore, applicant may not show confiscation nerely

by showing that it is receiving a rate of return somewhat less than
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5.6 per cent. The .fact, if true, that the applicant is earnming

less than 5.6 per cent, would not prove confiscation.

If the law requires the gronting of this potion to
dismiss, the Commission is in duty bound to do so. It would be a
waste of time and effort and would involve a needless expense 0
proceed further, if the end result must be a denial o£ this appli-
cation for an increase of rates. A due regard for proper proced-
ure impels this conclusion. An opposite course would be clearly
contrary %o the public interest.

With the foregeoing rules and princibles in mind, we shall
proceéd to examine the showing made by applicant to ascertain if
such showing demonstrates by ‘clear and convincing evidence that the
fates, which it presently enjoys, result in confiscation of appli~
cant's property.

In considering the showing made by applicant, we must
keep before'pz the fact that rave relief was granted to applicant
by this Commission as lote as July 26, 1949. The rates-estabiished
at that time are the rates which applicant now enjoys and pursuant
to which it is presently operating. As has heretofore been pqinzed '
out, the present rate application was filed on April 1L, 1950, less
than a year subseguent to the granting of rate relief to the appli-~
cant. In such circumstances, it is obvious that the preseht rates

£ which applicant complains have not had a reasonabdble and fair
trial. This is all the more true because of thé present unsettled
economic condition and the present pendency of a war economy, of
which this Commission takes judicial notice.

Although applicant amended its application at the hearing
of this proceeding to cover the anticipated additional tax burden
resulting from the Federal Revenue Act of 1950, it did nét place
ir evidence any actual Californix intrastate operating resulus

corering periods subsequent to April, 1949.
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Ab@licant's evidence indicates that the present rate level
would have yielded it a 5.8 per cent return on its California intra-
state operations calculated on actual operations for the first four
months of 1949, annualizéd. Its evidence furﬁher shows that a rate
of return of 5.4 per cent will be realized by it on gstimated opera-
tions for the year 1950 and that a rate of return of 5 per cent will
be realized by applicant for the estimated year 195L. It will thus

be seen that applicant bases its claim of confiscation primarily upon

estimates for the future because the evidence c¢learly shows that it
could not clainm confiscation based upon itélactual operating results.
This is a fair characterization of the evidence in support of appli-
cant's case, giving full benefit to every claim which it makes both
frém the standpoint of revenues and operating expense.

Certain cases decided by the Supreme Court of the
United States throw considerable light upon the solution of the
cituation here presenped, when applicant’s estimates are contrasted
with the actual operating results. In the case of Simpson v. Shepard,

230 U.S. 352, L65-L66, 57 L. ed. 1511, 1568, the Supreme Court

observed as follows with regard to estimates:

"We are of opinion that, on an issue of this

character, involving the constitutional validity

of state action, general e¢stimates of the sort

here submitted, with respect to a subject so intri-

cate and important, should not be accepted as

adequate proof to sustain 2 finding of confiscation.m
Waile it is true that the facts in the Simpson case were not the same
as the facts in the instant proceeding, nevertheless, the principle
therein announced by the Supreme Court is the same and applies to the
situation here presented. In other words, if it lies within the power

of a public utility to present actual operating results, it is the

duty of such public utility to do so instead of attempting to base its

—bm




A-31300 EL

case upon estimates and judgment figures. As will hereafter be shown,
later operating results could have been placed in evidence by appli-
¢ant but it chose not to do so. These later operating results are at
variance with the estimates which applicant submitted in evidence in
this procceding. Again commenting upon the necessity for actual
experience in order to judge the necessities of the future, the
Supreme Court pointced out in the case of Smith v. Illinois Bell

Telephone Company, 282 U.S. 133, 158, 75 L. ed. 255, 268, that

™ % ¥ it is evident that past experience is an indication of the
company's requircments for the future.” It is a truism that the best

guide we have for the future is the experience of the past. Rates

being made for the future, it follows that & rate order, which is

compensatory when made, may c¢ease to bc compensatory because of
untoward future events and it is equally true that a rate brder, which
is confiscatory when made, may become compensatory because of improved
future conditions. (Lindheimer v. Illinois Bell Telephone Company,

292 Y.5. 151, 155, 78 L. ed. 1182, 1187.) In the Lindheimer case the

Court pointed out that the contention made by the utility was irrecon-
¢ilable with the realities shown by it s actual operaﬁing results and
the physical condition of its plant and the Court followed realities
rather than the theory of the utility as ©o what should have been the
fact. (Pages 169-176, U.S. Report.) Again, the Supreme Court in

Railroad Commission v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 302 U.S. 388,

397-299, 82 L. ed. 319, 325, cautioned against accepting estimates,
saying:

"There is no principle of due process which
requires the rate making body to base itz decision
as to value, or anything e¢lse, upon conjectural and
unsatisfactory estimates. We have had frequent
occasion to reject such estimates. Minnesota Rate
Cases (Simpson v. Shepard) 230 U.S. 352, 452, 57 L. ed.
1511, 1563, 33 S. Ct. 729, 48 L.R.A. (N.S.) 1151,
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Ann. Cas. 1916A, 18; Los Angeles Gas & E. Corp.
v, Railroad Commision, supra (289 U.S. pp. 207,
310, 311, 77 L. ed. 1193, 1195, 1196, 53 5. Ct.
6375; Lingheimer v. Illinois Bell Teieph. Co.

292 U.S. 151, 163, 164, 78 L. ed. 1182, 1190,

1191, 5L S. Ct. 658."

It is obvious that this Commission may not close its eyes
to the actual operating results of applicaht and accepr escimates in
lieu of such results. It must be realized that an estimate is élways
fallible to some degree and that it lics within the power of an
estimator to condition and control his estimates depending upon his
approach to the problem and the underlying philosophies of such
approach. Whenever estimates conflict with actual operating results,
estimates must be disregarded.

On the last day of the hearing in thig proceeding
(September 29; 1950) it came to the attention of the staff of the
Commission that gpplicant had published in the local »ress a state-
ment to.ivs shareholders under date of September 29, 1950. Upon
demand of the staff, the Commission was furnished with copies thereof.
A copy of this statement is annexed to this order; marked EZxhibit "A,"
and by reference is made a part hereof.. The operating results
embodied in Exhibit "A" (system-wide results) are not referred %o
herein for the purpose of establishing California intrastate results
for the periods covered by such report but for the purpose of com-
parison vo vest the validity of the intrastate operating results,
actual‘and estimated, submitted by applicant in supmort of its case.
A% this point we wish to observe that it was the. duty of applicant
to offer in evidence these late operating results as shown by
Exhibit "A" and not to wait for the Commission to require their dis-

closure. That these results were available to applicant prior to

September 29, 1950, is obvious. A cursory examination of these

operating results demonstrates that they are in harmony with the

actual operating results of applicant, so far as disclosed by

-8
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applicant’s evidence., In other words, the revenues trend is upward

as well as rate of return, which belie applicant's estimates for
1950 and 1951. 4lso, these results reflected by Exhibit "A"
demonstrate that applicant ecarned $8.55 a chars on its common STOCK
($100 par value) for the twelve months ended August 31, 1950, as
compared to $6.08 2 share for the twelve months ended August 31,
1949. For the three months ended August 31, 1950, this report

* shows carnings of $2.41 2 share on its common stock as,againsﬁ
earnings of 41.79 a share for the three months ended August 31,
1949. The foregoing rosults show an increasing net income, rather

“han a decline.

There is nothing in these late operating results to
indicate declining revenues or a declining rate of return.

Based upon the record in this proceeding and the foregoing
exposition thereol, it is abundantly clear, and we 5o hold, that
applicant has failed to show by clear and convincing evidence, or
by any substantial evidence, that the rates, under which applicant
presently operates, work & confiscation of itz property or any
thereof. 4As a matter of fact, the actual operating results,
wherever shown, clearly demonstrate an increasing revenue and an
inercazing rate of ‘return and one in excess of 5.6 per cent, heroto-
fore found by this Commission to be fuir and reasonable. Tt is only
when applicunt bases its calculations wholly upon estimates thaet the
rate of return becomes depressed below 5.6 per cent. Therefore, it
becomes the duty of this Commission Te grant the motion to dismiss.

In the foregoing opinion, we have given applicant Credit
for &ll it claims in the way of revenues, opurating expenses and
rave oase, so fur as any actual operating results are concerned,
and have found that it has not proven a case of confiscation.

However, weé wish to call avtention to cervain charges to operating

-
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expense and items included in the rate base, which this Commission,
heretofore, has held to be unauthorized and unlawful and has dis-
allowed. In this connection acténtion is called to our pfior
decisions involving rate increases granted to this applicant, which
are reported in 48 Cal. P.U.C. 1, 11, 15, 21; 48 Cal. P.U.C. L&7,
L91-493; 48 Cal. P.U.C. €23, 826-£35, 836-839, 8ul. We will not
restate here what we there neld with regard to the treatment which we
accorded to working cash capital, the license fee charges made against
applicant by its parent, the American Telephene aﬁd'Telegraph Company,
which owns approximately 90 per cent of the total outstanding capital
stock of applicant, the sales made to applicant by Western Electric
Company, a Wholly owned subsidiary of the American Telephone and
Telegraph Company, or certain pension accruals, whick aﬁplicant seeks
to charge to operatiﬁg expenses. The action we took in the foregoing
cited cases in disallowing certain portions of the foregoing itenms,

we reaffirm here and shall make such disallowances so'tﬁat the rates
of return shown by applicant's evidence may be revised in accordance
with the requifemenxs of law. Attached hereto as Exhibit "B," and by
reference made a part hereof, is a computation showiﬁg these items,
waich we disallow as being unlawful and not entitled to considération
for the purpose of ratve fixing. This computation is self-explanatory
and shows a rate of return for 1949 of 5.99 per cent (first four
meaths actual, annualized), for 1950 a rate of recurn.pf 5.54L per cent
on applicant's own estimate,. and for 1951 a rate of return of

5.10 per cenv, likewise cn applicant's own estimate, but after giving

effeect to the disallowances reflected in said Exhibit "B." We have made |

these disallowances in fairnmess to the record in this proceeding and in
consonance with the treatment, which we have consistently accorded to

this applicant in prior rate proceedings. These diszllowances do not
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enter into owr determination to grunt the motion to dismiss. They
nave beern made in order that the record hercin may reflect our policy

roward the itoms so disallowed.
OQRDER

A motion to dismiss having been made by certain protost-
ants, hérein, at the close of applicant's case in the above-
entitled procceding, said motion hoving been argued orally and
submitted for decision, and the Commission having considered said
motion‘and having found, és recited in the foregoing opiniom, that
applicant has failed to prove that the rates under which.it presently
operates work a confiscation of its property or any thereof, and
good cause appearing,

IT IS ORDERED that said meotion to dismiss be and the same
is hereby pranted and the application herein for an increase of
rates is hereby dismissed without prejudice to the filing of a new
application by applicént, whén and 1f conditions so'chanée that rate

reliefl becomes necessary.

 Dated at San Francisco, California, this /7 = day of
@ﬁ ond ., 1950.
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EXHIBIT "Am
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

Subsidiary
(Bell Telephone Company of Nevada)

140 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO 5, CALIFCRNIA

‘September 29, 1950
TO THE SHAREHOLDERS:
The enclosed dividend was declared by thé’directors on
Septenter 7. A dividend of %1.75 a share on the common stock is
vayable on September 29 to sharcholders of record at the close of

business on September 18, and a dividend of $1.50 a share on the

preferred stock is payable on October 13 to shareholders of record

at the close of business on September 29. |

There was a material increase in long distance calling
throughout the Company's verritory immediately following the devel-.
epments in Korea last June and the volume is now running well above
the same period last year. .Reouests for additional communication
service Jor the armed forces and others in cpnnection.wiﬁh the
navional emergency have been met fully and promptly. The preéent
world situation emphasizes the value and necessity‘of a strong,
nealthy telephone company.

Pacific Coast growth in population, business and industry,
and in the usage of the telephone continues to offér.the greatest
challenge to the company. Although we have added a million and a
ralf telephones since the end of the war, the demand for service

still continues av a high level. 128,278 new telephongs‘were added
in the first eight months of 1950. Meeting this growth with new
plant Huilt at postwar ¢cost lévels requires a continuing supply of
new capital. Adequate carnings are essential if we afe to obtain
this new capital under reasonadble terms aﬁd maintain the finéncial

safety of the business.

EXHIBIT A
Page 1 of 3
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To provide earnings which will attract the substantial
new investment required and to maintain a reasonable return on the
investment of present and new stockholders, apnmlications for rate
increases have been made in California, Nevada, Oregon and
Washington. The rates applied for are no more than are necessary
to accomplish this objective. They would increase overall revenues
by about 10 per cent. Hearings on the California application were
Segun in vhe last week of September. Hearings on the Nevada appli-
cation concluded on September 16. Heérings before the Oregon and
Washington Commissions are expected to take place in the near future.\

Rates for telephone service are still low. The per cent
increases asked for, together with those already granted, are only

about one-half the percentage increase in the cost of living and

the increases are necessary to enable us to meet fully our public

service obligation.

MARK R. SULLIVAN
President

EXHIBIT A
Page 2 of 2
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THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY AND SUBSIDIARY

(Bell Telephone Company of Nevada)

COMPARATIVE CONSOLIDATED EARNINGS REPORT

3 Months
Ended
Avgust 31,

3 Months
Znded
Avgust 31,

1949

12 Months 12 Months
Ended Ended
August 31,  August 31,

1950 £9L9

1950

Revenues..5110,240,281

897,149,695

8u15,966,598 $369,986,461

76,105,874,
18,159,22%L

75,406,654
11,204,227

302,723,L56 293,716,818

58,767,730

29,577,547

Net Operating Income 15,975,173

10,428,814

54,475,422

36,692,096

Other Income - Net.. 15,703
15,990,876
3,017,595

12,973,261

235,315
10,674,130
3,500.8L0
7,173,260

362,071
54,837,483
12,790,628

- L2,0L6,855

1,462,896
38,154,992
13,013,049
25,141,943

Tewal Income

Interest Deductions.

Net Income.eeevacees

Dividends-(Accrual
Basis)

referred Shares... 4,920,000

20,501,712
25,422,712

1,230,000
g,539,068
9,769,068

1,230,000
5,501,003
6,771,003

4,920,000
30,409,708
35,329,708

Common SharesS......

Tetal

Zarnings per
Common Share

$2.41 $1.79 $8.55

$6.08

S. W. CAMPBELL, Vice President and Comptroller

EXHIBIT A
Page 3 of 3
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THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY
CALIFORMIA INTRASTATE OPERATIONS

ADJUSTMENT OF COMPANY!S ZARNING STATEMENTS
= IN EXHiBIT 10 OF APPL. NO. 31300
70 BASIS OF UECISION NO. L3145 IN APPL. NO. 2985L

sFirst 4 Months: - : . os
+ 1949 (Annual -« : :
: Basi.,) Cale. : s
:Reowlts Incl. :Zstimated: E.,t.s.mo.ted-
: : IZffect of : Year : Year :
Ttom :Ref.:Rate Increases: 1950 - 1951

(000 omitted)
OPERATING REVENUES 274,345 $293,342  $304,890

OPERATING EXPELISES AND TAXES :

ixpenses and Taxes (Company Bosis) 240,656 256,351 268,204

Adjustments to 2asis of Decision L2145 _ ’
General Services and Llicenses (325) @_';z?—) (%)
Pension.Accrusls Charged w0 Income (L56) - (L6T7) (Lb8)
western Electric Purchases Charged _

to Expense (520) e 0

Resulting Adjustment to Taxes on Income 535 L7 512

e ¥ vp w2

Adjusted Expenses and Texes | 239,870 255,814 267,641
ADJUSTED NET REVENUE | 34,475 37,528 37,249

RATE BASE

Avg. Net Plant & Vorking Capival
{Company Basis) 586,226 686,738 739,953

AQJustments to Basis of Decision 43145 '
Western Klectric Costs (£,000)  (L,000)
Property Held for Future Use e e
Tel. Plant Acquisition Adjustment a,f 107) 107)
Working Cash Capital g (5.650) (6,012)

Adjusted Rate Base 575,8650 676,981 729,834
'RATE OF RETURN (Adjusted to Basis of | -
Decision L3X45) 5.99% 5.5L% 5.20%

A

(Red Figure)

A=21300, Exhibit 10, Tables 2, 4, and 5.
Adjustment to 52, 250,000 per Decision No. 43145 (L Cal. P.U.C. €23, &u0)
Decidsion No. azlus (48 Cal. P.U.C. 823, £35)

LO.5% &n 1949, AL.3% in 1950, and L47. 2;6 in 1951 of above expensc -
adjustoents.

No adjustmont made as current data not available.

Decicion No. 41416 (48 Cal. P.U.C. 1, 2L) and Decision No. 43 lAS (L& Cal.
P.U.C. 823, 8L1)

Adjustment to the basis of Decision No. 4LILL5, 4i.e., 39,6%,000 (L& cal.

P.U.C. ?23, 841 and working papers supporting staff Zvhivit 100 in
A=29254

Decizion No. 431L5 (48 Cal. P.U.C. €23, &LR)

EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT "C"

The following parties joined in the motion to dismiss
made by vhe City of Los Angeles: |
City and County of San Francisco,
City of Qakland,
City of Alhambra,-
City of Arcadia,
Civy of Beverly Hills,
City of Burbank,
City of Culver City,
Civy of E1 Monte, |
City of El Segundo,
City of Gardena,
“ty of Glendale,
Ciiy Inglewood,
Civy Montebello,
Cicy Pasadena,
Civy South Pasadena,
Civy South Gate,
Civy San Diego,
Civy Chula Vista,
County of San Diego,
Civy of Fullerton,
City of Stockton,
County of Alameda,
City of Arcata,
City of Blue Lake.

EXHIBIT
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APPEARANCES

Pi1lsbury, Madison and Sutro, Arthur 7. Georpe, and Francis N. Marshall,
for applicant; Roger Arnebersh, K. C. Bean and T, ¥. Chubb, for the
City of Los Angeles; Dion R. Holm and raul L. Beck, for the City
and County of San Francisco; Emuel J. Formon and fulton Y. Mapill,
for the ¢ities of Alhambra, Arcadia, Beverly nills, Burbank, Culver
City, EL Monte, ElL Segundo, Gardena, Clendale, Inglewood, Montebello,
Pasadena, South Pasadena, South Gate, San Diego and Chuwla Vista, and
for San Diego County; Henryv McClernan and John H. Lauten, for the
City of Glendale; Archie L. Walters and Georpe Irving, for, the City
of Burbank; H. Purton Noble, for the City of Pasadena; Eraeme B..Gigas,
Tor vhe City of South Pasadena; M. Tellefzon, for the City of Culver
Citys Clvde Woodworth, for the City of Inglewood; Richard Waltz, for
the City of Beverly Hills; James A. Nicklin, for the City of Ll Monte;
Farrv C. Williams for the City of Nontebello; J. F. MiPaul and Shelley J.
Hipeins, for the City of San Diego; J. J. Deuel and Zdson Abel for
the California Farm Bureau Federation; Fred C. Hutchinson, Ress NMiller,
and Robert 7. Anderson, for the City of Berkeley; Maywell Flliott and
Clarence ¥. Hull, for the United States Government; Richard N. Ramsey,
for the City of Santa Rosa; Joseoh Maddux, for Sonoma County;
Wheat, May and Shannon, By Carl I. Wheat, for the California 3State
Hotel Association; J. f. Conkley, David I. Wendel and William R, Chonncll,
for Alameda County; James Don Keller and Jean L. Vineenz, for San
Diego County; James D. Keller, for the City of Chula Vista; Grayson Price,
for the City of Chico; C. M. Ozias, for the City of Fresno;
Everett V. Glenn, for the City of Sacramento; C. W. white, for “he
City of rayward; Rugcne L. Rendler, for the City of San Joze;
John W. Collior and Loron W. Zast, for the City of Oakland; wayne E.
Thomoson and C. T. Carlson, for the Clty of Riclunond; Wesley NeClure
and Arthur C. Garden, for the City of San' Leandro; Carl Froeror,
Neil P, Clark, and Emil Clark, for the City of Alameda; Bill Dozier
and prace McKnight, for the City of Stockton; Walter D. Chaffee, for
the City of Aullerton; M. C. Hermann, for the Veterans ol Forcign
Wars: John Stekes, for the Citics of Arcata and Blue Lake and Eureka
Chamber of Commerce; John E. Thorme, in propria persona; Clyde Greerwy,
for the Martinoz Chamber of Commerce; Georse N. Penniman and
Yeil D. Smith, for the City of Sante Cruz; Thomas ¥. Perrwr, for the
City of Cormcl-by-the-Sea; Hnrrison M. Lewvwso, for the City of Mill
Valley; Alice Zarl Viilder, for the San Lorcnzo Chamber of Commerce
and the Valley-wide Comxmittec on Telephone Rates; Alvin W. Wendt, for
the Aptos Chamber of Commerce; W. H. Gross, for Clayton Grange, 734.




