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Decision No. 5041.9 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Richard E. Pachtman, et al., ) 
) 

Complainants, ) 
) 
) vs. 

General Telephone Company of 
California, substituted for 
Associated Telephone Company, Ltd., 
and The Pacific Telephone and 
Telegraph Company, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 5373 

Riehard E. Pachtman, attorney, tor complainants. 
O'Melveny & Myers, attorneys, by Harr~ L. D~, 

Philip F. Wes~broek and Warren M.hris~¢pher, 
an~ Marshall K. Taylor and Albert M. Hart, 
attorneys, for defendant Associated Telephone 
Company, Ltd., now General Telephone Company 
of California. 

Arthur T. George, and Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro, 
attorneys, by Dudlev A. Zinke, for defendant 
The Paeific Telephone and Telegraph Company. 

M. Tellefson, City Attorney, for the City of Culver 
~ity in support of the complaint. 

Jay G. Lissner and Herman Kutchai, and James Naylor, 
for California Wa~cr & Telepnone Company, inter-
ested parties. 

J. T. Phelps, J. B. Ba.J.comb, and M. E. Mezek, for 
the Commission starT. 

o PIN ION ------.-. 
Richard E. Pachtman and 2411 other telephone subscribers 

of General Telephone Company of California,£! substituted for 

Associated Telephone Company, Ltd., filed this complaint on May 5, 
1952. By Resolution No. CS-1729, dated April 2$, 1952, the City 
Couneil, Culver City, supported the complaint. 

17 Defendant adduced that one signer of the complaint was not a t~le­
phone suoscriber. aI Hereinafter referred to as General. 
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A public hearing in the mat,ter was held before 

Examiner Stewart C. Warner on August 61 1952, at Culver City. The 

matter was submitted. By Decision No. 47863, dated October 28, 1952, 
the submission of the proceeding was set aside; The Pac1:C1c Telephone 

and Telegraph Companyll was made a def.endant party to the proceeding; 

General and Pacific were each ordered to make a comprehensive study 

of the matters at is~ue and relief prayed for and to submit reports 
of such studie.s to the Commission within 90 day:s; and the proceeding 

was reopened for furt,her hearing for the consideration of said 
reports and any other pertin~nt evidence. 

Further public hearings on the reopened proceeding were 

held before Examiner Warner on May 12. and 13, 1954, at Culver City, 
and on June 8, 1954, at Los Angeles. The matter has now been sub-

mitted and is ready for decision. 
Allegations o£ Complaint 

Complainants alleged as follows: 

1. That they are residents of Culver City in an area bounded 

on the north by Ballona Creek, on the east by Sepulveda Boulevard, on 
the south by Jefferson Boulevard, and on the west by Nesmer Street. 

2. That defendant General provided complainants with tele-

phones having an Exbrook prefi~ of the Santa Monica exchange. 

3. That the base rate computation pOint21 for the Exbrook 

(Santa Monica) exchange is approximately a distance of 8 miles from 

complainants' area. 
4. That complainants' area is within the city limits of 

Culver City and is contiguous to and surrounded by parts of the 

er re erred to as acific. 
Prefixes for General's Y~r Vista central office, which serves 
complainant 3 , area, are Exbrook 7 and Exbrook S. 
Base rate computation point, as used by complainants, should be 
termed "toll and message unit rate point". 
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City of Los Angeles, and by reason of this £ac~ complainants' com-

munity, business, and social interests are in Culver City and Los 
Angeles and not in Santa Monica. 

5.. That, although complainants have spheres of interest in 

CulverC1ty and Los Angeles, they are denied the right and opportunity 

to pursue said interests in surrounding contiguous areas without pay_ 
ing foreign exchange2! rates. 

6.. That telephone calls made by complainants to points 

located a distance of 1, to 2 miles east of complainants' residences 

are foreign exchange calls; the minimuncharge for such calls being 
3 message units or approximately 15 cents.ZI 

7. That complainants had as of December, 1951, a total station 

availability of 217,839 stations, which is not representative of a 

reasonable and just bas~ ra~e treatment of complainants since it 

includes stations in the communities or V~libu, Canoga Park, 

Chatsworth, Northridge, and in several other communities located at 

distances up to 50 miles in a westerly and northwesterly direction 

from complainants' area. These above-mentioned communities are far 

beyond complainants' spheres of interest. 

S. That to deny the plaCing of telephone ,calls at the base 

rates to areas and communities located at distances of 2 miles in an 
easterly direction from complainants is arbitrary, unreasonable, and 
unjust. 

9. That other telephone subscribers within the city limits of 
Culver City 'who are located in adjacent areas ~o complainants have 

Vermont prefixes in the Culver City exchange,21 and that these 

"Foreign exchange" as used by complainants shoUld be termed 
~multi-message unit". 

11 The rate authorized to be made effective August 1) 1954 for 
3 message units is 12-3/4 cents. 

~ "Base rate" as used by complainants should be termed "local 
ing area rate" or "extended service rate". 2Y A Pacific exchange. 
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residents may telephone those places in which their spheres of 
interest naturally lie at their base rate. 

10. That complainants have identical spheres of interest "Nith 
the above-mentioned residents of Culver City but are denied eq~al 
benef'i ts. 

11. That complainants are forced to pay foreign exchange r;~tes 
to telephone nearby and contiguous areas and that their base rates 
are doubled or tripled by telephone calls that cannot be deemed 
!TLong Distance" calls. 

Relief Sought 

Complainants requested an order (a) requiring General to 
transfer complainants to the Culver City exchange and issue them a 

Vermont prefix; or (b) requiring General to establish a new exchange 
to meet the needs and requirements of complainants; or (c) requiring 

General to cease and desist charging foreign exchange rates for tele-
phone calls to places properly in complainants' spheres of interest; 
or (d) such other and further relief as the Co~wission deemed proper. 
Evidence of Record 

The evidence of record comprises four volumes of testimony 
of 613 pages and 14 exhibits, including statistical reports and maps. 

Such evidence related to cocp1ainants' allegations regarding reSidence, 
type of telephone service offered, and prevailing rate conditions. 
Complainants T Testimony e.nd Evidence 

Complainants' witnesses testified that they reSided in the 
blackened area shown on the map Exhibit No. 11 and that such area had 

grown spectacularly since the end of World War II; that the area in 
which they resided was a part of the so-called Mar Vista area located 
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in the southeastern section of General's Santa Monica eXChange.12I 
These witnesses testified that their interests lay more in the 

Culver City, Beverly Hills, and Crenshaw areas than in the Santa 
Monica area, and that they had little or no interests in Malibu, 

Canoga Park) Reseda, and Van Nuys. They testified that friends and 

relatives with Vermont prefixes could call Beverly Hills; Whitney, 
W Republic, and Axminster. exchanges of Pacific in addition to othe~ 

contiguous exchanges, without charge. One witness testified that he 

had utilized a Vermont prefix telephone to call a doctor's office in 

the Axminster exchange rather than incur message unit charges which 

would have been applicable from his Exbrook number. Complainants' 

witnesses t estifi,ed that, in many instances, they were restricted 

from making telephone calls outside the Exbrook (Santa Monica) 

exchange to Beverly Hills, Whitney, Republic, and Axminster telephones 
because of the message unit charge. They testified that whereas, 
formerly, the area in which they live was undeveloped, it was now 

almost completely built up, but that major school, theater, church) 

shopping, ~~d other community facilities which they patronizea ana in 

which they were interested were not located in the Mar Vista area but . 
rather were in the Beverly Hills and Crenshaw areas, and in some 

instances in the Westchester area of Pacific'S Inglewood exchange. 

Tlie record shows tha~ approximately 800-900 telephone subscribers 
now live in the area bounded by the complaint, and that the num-
ber of telephone stations in Mar Vista had increased from 10,919 
as of December 31, 1951, to 14.,$74 as of December 31, ,1953.. The 
record further shows that the population of the Mar Vista area 
is now approximately 57,000. 
Whitney is Pacificrs district area 13 of the Los Angeles exchange. 
Republic is Pacific's distri.t area 11 of the Los Angeles . 
exchange. Axminster is Pacific's district area 12 of the Los 
Angeles exchange. 
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Defendant General's Testimony and Evidence 

Defendant Generalfs witness testified at the August 6, 1952 
hearing and submitted Exhibits Nos. 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 to show that 
telephone traffic studies conducted in 1952 had indicated little or 

no communication interest and, thus, no general community interest 
between complainants' area and Pacific's Beverly Hills exchange and 

district areas Whitney, Republic, and Axminster. 

Exhibit No. 10 is General's report ordered by Decision 
No. 47863 which, defendant's witness testified, refuted complainants' 
allegations of a general community of interest outside thei"r present 
local calling area. In rebuttal to derenda.~t's Exhibit No. 10, 

complainants' witness, a sociology professor, testified that said 
exhibit had not been prepared in accordance with accepted standard 

of polling and questionnairing, and that it was not a scientific 
study. 

Defendant General based much of its defense on the fact 

that the extended service plan for the Los Angeles Metropolitan area 
was established by DeciSion No. 26716, dated January 10, 1934, in 

Cases Nos. 3413, 3465, 3477, and 3604 (39 CRe 164), and that, 

althOUgh it had been modified in 193$, 1940, and 1946 in certain 
areas, such modifications had not been extensive. Defendant admitted 

that prior to World War II complainants' area and easterly thereof 
had comprised rolling hillS, oil fields, and wheat fields with little 
or no population. He testified that'no change in the boundaries of 
the Santa Monica exchange had been effected at" ~east since 1946, 
when the local calling area for Santa Monica exchange was expanded 
somewhat. 

Defendant also based its defense on the general principle 
that the local calling area of an exchange should include only 
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contiguous exchanges or noncontiguous exchanges whose toll rate 
centers are less than 6 miles apart, and that if complainants' 

relief were granted, as sought) a new principle and exception would 
be established. 

Defendant cited the increased costs to it and losses in 
revenue which would result from a rearrangement of the local calling 

area of its Exbrook (Santa Monica) exchange, and expressed concern 

that if noncontiguous exchanges were included in the Exbrook 7 and S 
loc'al calling area, or a new exchange or rate center were established 

at Mar Vista, subscribers in other exchanges in the Los Angeles 

Metropolitan area might request that certain noncontiguous exchanges 
be included within their local calling area. 

At the hearing of May 12, 1954, defendant General's wit-

ness, its general commercial manager, reported that he had observed 
a growing community of interest between complainanta' area and 

Pacific's Axminster district area due to residential construction 

and development in and westward from the Baldwin Hills area. 

As a result of the observations of defendan~'~ Witness, 
de£endant o££ered to include Paci£ic's Axminster district area 

within complainants' local calling area at once, and within the 
entire Mar Vista local calling area Within two years. Thus, it 

recognized the peculiar rate situation in complainants' area. 
Defendant Pacific's Testimony 

Defendant Pacific's witness testified that it would not be 
practicable or feasible to segregate calls from its Axminster dis-

trict area into complainants' area. This witness further testified 
that Pacific would cooperate with General in carrying out any plan 

ordered by the Commission leading to a solution of the problem 
presented by the complaint. 
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Exhibit No. 12 is Pacific's report ordered by Decision 
No. 47S63. 

Commission Staff Testimony and Evidence 

A Commission s~aff engineering witness submitted as 
Exhibit No.13 a report on tele?hone treatment in the Mar Vista cen-

tral office area of the Santa Monica exchange which analyzed the 

effects of different plans to solve the complaint problem. 

Chapter 2 shows present rates and serving arrangements 

applicable to General's Santa Monica exchange, which includes 

complainants' area. It shows that the following services are 

offered under General's filed tariff schedules: 

Extended Service with Local Calling Area 
Including the FolloWing Exchanges: 

Canoga Park Inglewood Santa Monica 
Culver City Malibu V~~ Nuys 
El Segundo Reseda West Los Angeles 

Toll or message unit charges would be applicable to other 
exchanges .. 

Foreign EXChange Service 

: __________ ~LO~c~a=l~ca:l~l~~~·n~g~Ar~e~a~-~~~ __ ~: 
. : : Los Angeles Exchange : 
:~F~or~e~~~'gn~~E~x~c~h~a~nQg~e~S~e~r~v~i~c~e~: ____ ~E=x~c~h~a~n.g~e~ ____ ~: ____ D~i~s~t~r~i~ct~A~r~e~a~ ___ : 
Culver CitY1 Service in 
Santa Monica Beverly Hills 

Culver City 
Inglewood 
Santa Monica 
West Los Angeles 

West Los Angeles) Service 
in Santa Monica Beverly Hills 

Culver City 
Reseda 

Los Angeles, Service 
in Santa Monica 

Santa Monica 
Van Nuys 
West Los Angeles 

Beverly Hills 
Culver City 
Los Angeles exchange 
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Chapter 3 analyzes in detail message usage and community 

of interest factors between subscribers served by the Mar Vista 

central office and subscribers in other exchanges in the Los Angeles 
Metropolitan area. 

Chapter 4 analyzes and discusses four trial rate and 

service arrangements for providing telephone service to subscribers 
in the Mar Vista area. Plan 1 in said exhibit is essentially that 

plan submitted by General in Exhibit No. 10 and by Pacific in 

Exhibit No. 12. Plans 2 and 3 are variations of Plan 11 and Plan 4 
is essentially the plan requested by complainants in that it 

includes all of the local calling areas of subscribers to Pacific's 
Culver City exchange service. Under any of the four plans, the 

local calling areas of a number of the exchanges and district areas 

in the los Angeles extended area would be affect,ed, since some 

exchanges and district areas would be added, while- others would be 

deleted compared with the presently effective local calling areas. 

Chapter 5 shows tha~ the net increased cost effect on both 
companies at present rates1-~ would be $19$,300 under Plan 1, and 
$387,900 under Plan 4. 

Chapter 6 shows the effects on subscriber charges at a 

mUltiple message unit rate of .3~ cents under Plan 1 'co be a decrease 

of $106,400 for the Mar Vista subscribers, and $52 1 300 for all other 

subscribers, or a total decrease of $158,700. Under Plan 4 the 

effect on Mar Vista subscribers would be a decrease of $183,300, on 
other subscribers $192,600, or a total decrease of $375,900.1lI 

Based on message unit charges of j; cents per unit. 

The total decrease for all subscribers under message unit rates 
of 4t cents authorized by DeciSion No. 50258, dated July 6,1954, 
in Application No. 33935, and DeciSion No. 50260, dated July 6, 
1954, in Case No. 5462, under Plan 1, would be $190,900, and 
under Plan 4, $444,500. 
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The staff witness testified and Exhibit No. 13 shows that 
the criterion of a 6-mile radius for determining whether a non-
contiguous exchange or district area should be included in the roeal 
callinE area is not strictly adhered to. Some noncontiguous 

exchanges or district areas included in the local calling areas of 

exchanges have rate centers as far as 9 air-line miles from the rate 

center of the local exchange. Table 3 of Exhibit No. l3 shows the 

inter-exchange rate miles between the trial Mar Vista district area 

and Beverly Hills to be 6 miles; Whitney district area, 7 miles; 
and Republic and Axminster district areas, Smiles. 

The staff witness testified that as of March 31, 1954, in 

General'sSruma Monica exchange, there were 620 held orders for 
Culver City foreign exchange service) 441 of wh~ch were over one 

year old, and 149 held orders for Los Angeles foreign exchange 

service, 59 of which were also over one year old. The record further 
shows that, as of May 13, 1954, General had 204 held orders for 

Texas (Los Angeles) foreign exchange service in the Mar Vista area. 

With respect to the establishment of a separate rate 

center within an exchange, the record shows that such a rate center 

was established by General at Zuca Beach within its Malibu exchange 
in 1947. Similarly, additional rate centers were established in 

the Los Angeles exchange in 1934 and in the San Francisco-E8st Bay 

exchange in 1949. 
The summary con~ained in Exhibit No. 13 indicates that) 

to make the necessary rearrangecents and provide the required new 

facilities under either of the four ~rial plans discussed herein-

above would require revisions in present local calling areas, 
additional plant investment on the part of General and Pacific, and 

a redistribution of charges between subscribers. It further 

-10-



C-5373 NB ~ 

indicates that it is doubtful that any of the four plans could be 
put into operation in much less than a year. 
Starf Recommendations 

Chapters 7 and 8 of Exhibit No. 13 contain staff recommen~ 
tions as follows: 

1. That no change be made in local calling areas at this time 

providing General and Pacific proceed promptly to furnish foreign 
exchange service as required, and; 

2. That the Santa Monica exchange be recentered for short-

haul toll (40 miles or less) and message unit traffiC, the present 

rate center to be maintained for all the exchange except the portions 

served by the Mar Vista central of rice, and the Mar Vista central 
office to be established as a rate center for short-haul toll and 

message unit traffic originating or terminating in the Mar Vista 
central office area. 

Exhibit No. 13 shows that the establishment of a rate 

center at Mar Vista would decrease charges to General subscribers 

by about $99 1 500 and to Pacific subscribers about $97,500, for a 
total decrease in charges of $197,000 at a message unit rate of 

3, cents. The staff recommendation would reduce initial period 

message units by one message unit on messages to 24 Pacific exchanges 
or district areas, four General exchanges or district areas, and 
two California Water & Telephone Company exchanges. 

The record shows that the staff recommendation to estab-
lish a new rate center at Mar Vista central office would require 

relatively minor facility arrangements and only a short time to make 
effective. 

Defendant's Motion to Strike Staff Recommendations 

Counsel for defendant General objected to the introduction 
in evidence of Chapters 7 and S of Exhibit No. 13 on the grounds 
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that defendant bad not had sufficient notice; that the staff recom-

mendatiQn3 were beyond the scope of the prayer or th~ ~~m~l~lnt) ~na 
that said recommendations tende~ to broa~en ~ne ~~~ue~. S~eh objee-

~ion3 were overru~ed and Exh~bit No. ~J was received. At the close 

of the hearings, defendant General moved that all testimony regard-
ing Chapters 7 and $ of EXhibit No. 13 be ~tricken_ Such motion was 

deniea. Since the order in Decision No. 47863 contemplated consider-

ation of reports ordered to be SUbmitted and any other pertinent 
evidence at the reopened proceedings, the examiner's ruling is 
sustained. 

Findings and Conclusion 

The complaint presents to the Commission a fundamental 

question which this decision does not undertake to answer. Growth 

in the Los Angeles Metropolitan area has been of such magnitude that 
it mayor may not result in there now being inequitable arrangements. 

In the deciSion in this complaint, the COmmission is addressing 

itself to this specific question only. It may be that the magnitude 

of the growth in the Los Angeles area has brought about a situation 

that the Commission could well investigate, looking forward to an 

over~all solution. The scope of such an investigation would be of a 

magnitude that it would require several years to complete as it would 

involve the examination of the most fundamental prinCiples of the 

rate structure of the Los Angeles Metropolitan area relating to four 

separate telephone utilities, together with servic'e and facility 

arrangements, the requirements of the public, and resulting revenue 
requirements. 

It is fundam~~tal to the economical furnishing of telephone 
service that exchange area boundaries and local calling area bound-
aries be established. The fact that the City of Culver City is 

served by two exchanges, namely, Pacific's Culver City exchange and 
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General's Santa Monica exchange is r.ot u.~ique, particularly in the 

Los Angeles extended area. For example, the City of Los Angeles is 

served by 22 exchanges. Similarly, South Pasadena is served by 

Pasadena and Los Angeles exchanges; Glendale by Qlendale, Pasadena, 

Crescenta, and Burbank exchanges; San Marino by Pasadena and 

Alhambra exchanges; Monterey Park by Alhambra, Los Angeles, and 
!-'iontebello exchanges; and Southgate by Los Angeles, Compton, and 

Downey exchanges. These few examples indicate the fact that it is 

not feasible to locate exchange boundaries collinear with boundaries 

of city limits. Extended service permits all residents of the City 

of Culver City to call and be called by other residents of that same 

city witho~t payment of toll or multiple message unit charges. The 

problem presented in this proceeding is not that Culver City resi-

dents served by the Mar Vista central office of General's Santa 

Monica exchange cannot call residents of their ~wn city without pay-

ment of toll or multiple message unit charges, but rather relates to 

the payment of toll and multiple message unit charges to call other 

cities. This is not a unique situation in the Los Angeles extended . 
area. It has been recognized that some subscribers in an exchange 

would have their requirements better met were they to receive service 

from another exchange than the one in which they may be located. 

Foreign exchange service has been designed to meet such requirements. 

The Commission has carefully considered all evidence of 

record and finds that, because of the geographical location and very 

rapid recent population growth in the area~ General's presently filed 

tariffs applicable to complainants' area and the areas served from 

the Mar Vista central office for extended service are unjust and 
unreasonable. 

In view of our findings of unjust and u.~~easonable rate 

practices affecting General's extended service subscribers in the 
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Mar Vista area it is concluded that the staff recommendation that 

General's Santa Monica exchange be recentered and the Mar Vista 
central office be established as a rate center will be an immediate 

and practicable step toward their alleviation. The order which 
follows will provide that General and Pacific shall refile their 

tariffs to reflect this staff recommendation. The order which 

follows will also provide that General and Pacific shall proceed 

immediately to furnish foreign exchange service in the Mar Vista 
central office area and shall file monthly reports of their progress 

until the furnishing of such service shall be on a current basis. 

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

Complaint as above entitled having been filed, public 

hearings having been held, the matter having been submitted, 

IT IS HEREBY FOUND AS A FACT that the tariff schedules of 

General Telephone Company of California and The Pacific Telephone and 
Telegraph Company now on file with the Commission) applicable to 

service within the Mar Vista central office area of the General 
Telephone Company's Santa Monica exchange are unjust and unreasonable 

and that the increases in rates and charges that result from the 

changes hereinafter ordered are justified; therefore) 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows: 
1. That General Telephone Company of California and 

The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company shall 
file in quadruplicate with this CommiSSion after 
the effective date of this order, in conformity 
with the Commission's General Order No. 96, 
revised tariff schedules reflecting the estab-
lishment of a new rate center at the present loca-
tion of the Mar Vista central office in the Santa 
Monica exchange for short-haul toll (40 miles or 
less) and mUltiple message unit traffic to and 
from the said ~1ar Vista central office area as 
outlined in Chapters 7 and S of Exhibit No. 13 
filed in this proceeding, and a!ter not less than 
five days' notice to this Commission and to the 
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, 
public to make said revised tariff schedules 
effective for ServiCe furnished on and after· 
September 15, 1954. 

2. General Telephone Company of California and 
The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company shall 
proceed promptly to f~rnish foreign exchange 
service to all applicants for such service in 
the Mar Vista area of the Santa It.onica exchange. 
Monthly r~ports of progress commencing with the 
month of £eptember, 1954 shall be filed with 
the Commission within fifteen days after the 
close of the month by each company until all 
such foreign exchange services are furnished 
on a current basis. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after 
the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ S_a.:l_Fron __ cis_c_o ___ , California, this 

day of _ ..... Ct.....;..;;.'AA.J,.-.....,;;".;,. .... ,A/.20..0...;.~ __ _ 

IZrL 

o 

COmmissioners 


