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Decision No. 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

!n the Y~tter of the Ap~lic~tion 
or CALIFORNIA WMEE: & TLtEPE:CNZ 
COMPANY ~nd COACEEtLA VALmy SOME 
TE!EPHONE & TELEG?..APH CO.. fo'!" 
determination as to "rhether the 
public L~terest requires the 
establishment of extended service 
between certain areas within the 
Palm SprL~gs and Coachella Valley 
exchanges in Riverside County, 
and, in the event thot it is 
determined .. th~t public interest 
so re~uires or justifies, for, 
authority to establish rates for 
said extended service, ~ndto make 
appropriate changes in existing 
e~change and toll service rates. 

Application No. 37807 

(List, of· App~arances and Witnesses are 
set forth in Appendix A) 

OPINION -.. ... __ . .-.- ... 

On June 26, 1956, the Commissio~ issued its first interim 

opinion and order in the obove-ent1tled matter, which matter was, 

consolidated with Ca,ses Nos. 5740 3ncl 57l.rl for hearing purposes. 

Therein 'the California ~/ater (~ Telephone Company and the Coachella 

Valley Rome Telephone ~ Telegraph Cot1i'any were authorized to dili-
. 

gently proceed to introduce extended service be~leen Palm Desert and 

PQlm Springs as contem~lated by Plan 5 in Exhibits Nos. 9 ~nd 11, 

on or before October 1, 1957, at rate levels to be subseC!l.'.ently 

de'cermined and fixed by the Comtlission. The pur,ose or this opinion 

and order is 'Co fix the rates for said extended service 'between Pab 

Desert an,d Palm Springs. 
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Further Public He~ring 

The t:!.rst interim opinion "1:1S issued 3ft~r six days or 

hearing during April ana Hay, 1956, in Palm Springs a1:.d Desert Hot 

Springs before COm!llissio~er Rex Hardy and Exa:niner 1-!. "vf. Edwards. 

Following t~e issuance of the first interim decision, three 2ddi­

tional days or public .hcaring were held on January 3, ~ and 28, 1957, 

in Palm Springs. At the hearing on January 3 and 4, 1957, the 

Comroissi~n staff presented its study (Exhibit No. 18) of tbe pro­

~osod extended service and rotes. Those later days oZ hearings 

like"rise were on a consolidated "oasis '\'lith Cases Nos. 57~ and 5741, 

end on January 28, 1957, this application for rates was submitted 

for decision. 

Rates for Extend~d Service 

The rates tor exte~dod service proposed by California Water 

& Telephone Campar~ for its Palm Springs base rate area and Rancho 

Mirage specia~ rate 3rea compzred to those proposed by the starr are 

shown in Table 4-A or Exhibit No. 18, and for the pr~c1pal classiti­

cations of service are: 

~lm Snrin,g,s Raneho Mirage 
:9.;lse Rate Are~ S2ec1al R~te Ar~~ 
Ccmpeny §J;~ Com'Oan'y S"caff 

Eusiness 
l-:'Party ~8.70 ~8.5' $9.70 $9.5; 
2-Party 7.00 6.80 7.70 7.'50 
4-Party 6.7, 6.5'0 7.25 7.00 
Suburban 5.65 5.40 5.6'5 5.l.j.O 

Residenee 
l-Party 4.90 4.8, ,.90 

. ~:~~ 2-Party 4.05 ·3.95' 1+.7, 
4-Party 3.45 3.40 e·95 3.90· 
Suburban l+.OO 3.9, .00 3.9, 

The rates for extended service proposed by the Coachella 

Company for its Palm Desert area compared to thos(;l' proposed 'by the 

starr are sho"m in Table 4-B of Exhibit No. 18 3nd for the prineipal 
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cla·ssif1cations are: 

Busin~ss 
l-Par,!;j" 
2-Par'cj" 
4-Party 
Suburban 

ReS.idenc~ 
:i.-Party 
2-Party 
2;.-Party 
Suburban 

P~1m Desert Base Rate Ar~a 
Company St~ff 

$lO.80 8.;; 
8,,0, 
6.80 

tr.85 
4.10 
3.30 
3.55 

elO.O; 
8 .. 25 
6.95 
5.65 

It-.85 
2;..10. 
3.30 
3.55 

Both the companies' and the staff's rates were based on 

recovering the net costs of providing the extended service atter 

nlloWing for savings in operation, annual fixed charges on increased 

plant, and loss in toll revenue. The original initial three-minute 

station toll rote bet"reen Palm Spr!.ngs and Paln: Desert was 3; cents. 

The rste was reduced to 20 cents effective December 1, 19;6, as an 

interim step pending i..~'t;roduction of extended service, and which .. ..rill 

be entirely eliminated ~'lhen the extended service is effected. The 

e1iminotion of toll rates between these pOints is one of the ~rinci­

pol factors requiring an increase in the basic exchange rates. The 

present local service rates in Palm Springs, aancho Mirage and Palm 

Desert are: 

Palm Snrin~s R~neho Mirage ?~1m Desert 

Business 
l-Party. $8.35 ~9.35' $6.5'0 
2-Party 6.65 7.35 5'.25 
l;.-Party 6.lf.o 6 .. 90 If..75 
Suburban 5.30 . 5'.30 4.50 

!=;~side!'l.ce 
l-Party "'.75' ;.75 "'.00 
2-Party 3.90 4.60 3.50. 
4-Party .3.35' 3.8; 3.00 
Su'burban 3.90 3.90 3.2; 

The difference between the staff's and companies' proposed 

rate levels resultz from a lower cost computa~1on 'by the staff as 
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detailed in Tables 3-A a'nd 3-B of Exhibit 'No. 18. The applicants, 

howevc~, stated that they had no objections to the introduction of the 

extended serviee $t the stoff's proposed rate levels. No objection 

from other parties to the stoff!s pro~osed level of rates was voiced. . . 
Re',ised Effective Da te for Extendetd Service 

At the J3?-uary 28, 1957, hearing, it "/as learned that The 

Pacific Telephone and Telegraph' Company Will not be in position to 

effectuate toll dialing prior to October 19, 1957. The a,plicants 

herein have the problem of completing number and operation changes 

to fit in With this program which Will not be effective until 

October 19, 1957. The delay in the introduction of extended service 

from October 1 to October 19, 1957, would simplify and aid ~ the 

ineuguration of ,extended service from both the customers' and util-

ities f standpoint~ 

Pindings nna Con¢lus1o~s 

After considering th~ :ecord in this matter, the COmmission 

finds and concludes: 

1. Tr..at extendled service between Palm Desert and Palm 

Springs as contemplated by P~an , and previously author­

ized to b~ effective on or b~fore October 1, 1957, 

should be r~~vised to the date of October 19, 1957. 

2. That, upon inauguration of the a'bove-m~~ntioned extended 

service, the staff's proposed level ot.r~tes should' 

be adopted. 

3. That the increcses in rates 8nd charges authorized 

herein upon the inaugu:ation of extended service 

ore justified ~nd that present rates, in so far as 

they differ from those herein prescribed thereafter 

are unjust and ~~easonable, and that ~n order should 

be is~ued .?uthorizing the ej:::tenc.ed' service rates and 

cancelling 1:he toll rate bet"vleen Palm Desert and Palm 

Springs. 
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ORDER -- - - --
Additional public he3ring having been held, and it being the 

opinion of the Commission that an order setting rates for extended 

service now should be issued, the matter having been submitted and 

being ready for decision; therefore, 

IT IS ORDEP3D as follows: 

1. Californi~ Wa~er & Telephone Company and Coachella 

V~lley Home Telephone and Telegraph Company, after 

the effective date or this order, and on or before 

October 19, 1957, ar~ authorized to file in quadrupli­

cate with this Commission revised tar1f! schedules 

for extended service between Palm Springs and Palm 
, 

Dese~t at the level of rates proposed. by the Commission 

staff in Exhibit No .. 18 and eoincident thereWith ean­

eel toll telephone rates bet~een Palm Springs and 

Palm Desert. Such tarift filing shall become effec­

tive on not less than five days' notiee to this 

Commission and to the public. 

2. The date for introduction of extonded serviC:l~ as 

authorized by DeciSion No. 53298 is revised from on 

or before October 1, 19;7, to on or before October 

19, 1957. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at, ___ San __ :Fr:I.n __ elSCO_" _____ , Ca l1forniD., this 

day of ____ F;...;E:;,;;Bo.;.;,R;:.;,UA,;;..R;,,;.Y _____ ..... -., ~. 

,,' . ) 
"" 

Comm1ss:toners 

COCQ1c~1oncr Fo¥ aC~~7 • being 
-5- neee:~117~b~ont. ~id not p~tie1pnte 

in tho ~Sl'o:1 tiOll 0: 'tll1.: ~roeeet!1llg.. 
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APPE1>'!DIX ·A 
Page ~,of 2 

LIST OF APPE 1$Jl.NCES 

B~cigal'Upi, Elkus E. Salinger, by Cl£ud~ N r Ro~enberl2', 2nd~. Pet~r A. 
Nen~, tor California Water & Tele~hone Company, applicant 1n 
Application !To. 37807

i 
ciefendant in Case No. 574;.0, and respondent 

in C~se No. 57ltl; P1l sbury, l\{adison & SUtro 'by Arthur T .. George 
and ~xter c. Tj~~, for The Pacir1c Telephone and Telegraph 
Company 'respondc~t in Caee No. 57ltl; Neal C. nasbrook, for 

, Coachel13 't!~lley Home Telephone and Telegraph Company, ap'Plic~nt 
in Application No. 37807 defendant in Case No~ 5740, and 
responcient in Case No. 5741, and for California Independent 
Telephone Association, inter~sted party~ ~rry B. C~nnon, for 
complainont in Case ~ro. 5740; CJaytl?n B. Thomas,,2 tor ChaJ:lbors of 
Commerce of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Palm Desert and R3ncho 
Hirage 2 complainant in Cace No. 57lt07 ~r.t. BuzzJ.n1. and :r. J. De'llel~ 
for California Farm Bures,: Federation, interested 'Party~ pl1f:rord ~. 
B$b1n1 2.. F. Benton, Gal"nc,:t V" T$yloT, Mrs .. Garnet V. Toylor, 
.John ::>. B-:-..X.9..'l.2.!tg., .:L«2.hn j'~ .. AdCl1.nt".:ton, Mrs~ J. G. L'tlkoms~, 
Mrs. Alf:-ed YO'lln.z., in propria p~rsona interested parties; 
Alan Rorton, and Mrs .. Ben H. Re~d, for Desert not Springs Chamber 
of Commerce ,and in ~ropria p2r$O~a, interested parties; RoslYn 
f1jr-Jrt:tn, for'Martin-Brattrud, Inc., and in propria persona, 
interested p~rty; T~d Sh~~; ££l~nel 3qsenh Godley for LaQutnta 
Ch~mber of Commerce~ protestan~s; ~illiam c. Briee3 and. William 
Dun~o~, for the C~~i=sion sto!f. 

LIST OF v.'ITNESSES 

Evidence WQS presented ~n behalf of complainants by:. Oroville Z3ppe, 
Loren D. Burke, :tI..rs. !iL3!'y Ann Hudson, 1-11'z. ~uth Steiner, 
~~s. Kelvin K. Larsen, a. T. Forbes, Dr. Robert Morrey, 
~~s. Francis Eo Knox, Victor Petitto, Leslie Yoxsioer, George W. 
Dulany, Anthony Burke, Ralph Phillips George hcCann, Mrs .. Ruth 
Biles.1 John Noyes, 11rs. Gwen Friede, Ed Georg02 Clifford Henderson, 
~·irs. J;:;dith Gotner, Y.rs. l-las1e Squires, Dr. W11.l.iam Patton Aikin, . 
Edward Mullins, George Merrill Roy, Jimmie Cooper, Eddy D~v1dson, 
Randall, Henderson, M. G .. ~u.~1er, Sargeant TrU?i~noi Ernest Ball, 
tl!illia:l Tackett, Natalie HOftl::lan

i 
Edgar Schill, Mi 0 ~iorr1son, 

j~ssie A. Keeley, A.~gela B. Stan ey, Ivan Sharp, Ray Stager, 
Henry L. Gogerty. 

Evidence was presented on behalf of Desert Hot Springs area by: 
,Alan Horton, ¥~s. Ben H. Read~ John S. SA Young, John M. Addington, 
~~rie MaherL Roslyn Martin, C.if!orcl Z. Babin, Margery Bazel, 
V~S. W. A. ~rdway, V~s. J. G. Lukomsk1, }~s. Alfred Young, 
Garnet V. Toylor. 

Evidence was presented on behalf ot La Quinta Chamber of Commerce b,y= 
Lily Heffernan', Warner Z. (iilmore, a~a Joseph Godley. 

Evidence was presented by John Van Pelt and Frcnk E. Pletcher. 
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Evidence was ~resented on behalf of Califo~nia Water & Telephone 
Com'Pany 'by: 

Peter A. Nenzel, Fred H. MacGougan, James Naylor and H. J. Irwin. 

Evidence "was presented on behalf of Coachella Valley Home Telephone 
and Telegraph Company by J. C. Newman. 

Evidence was presented on behal~ of The Pacific Telephone ~nd Telegraph 
Company by: Ralph P. Lowe and Clifford F. Goode. 

Evidence was presented on behalf of the Comm1ssion start by: l1elvin E. 
Mezek 'and Richard Hester, and unde: Section 20,5 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure by: ?eter A. Nenzel and W.' C. Nash. 


