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Dccision No. ___ 6_1.;..;S~SS~·'·_ 
/ 

BEFORE nm PUBLIC UTILITIES. COMLiISSION OF 'lllESTA'I'EOF, CALIFORNIA. 

In the J:Ilatter of the Application of 
T~ PACIFIC 'IZIEPHONZ Al-JD 'XEI.EGRAPl-I 
COMPANY ~ a corporation, for authority' 
to ~stablish rat~s for extended 
service in its Martinez exchange and' 
to cancel and withdraw message toll . 
telephone se:l:Vice rates 'now in effect) 
between Y!3rtinez and Concord and be- ) 
tween Martinez .andvTalnut Creek. ' ~: 

Application No. 42978 . 

I 
\ 

I I . I 

Al:tb.ur T. George ,and Pillsbw:y, Madison & Sutro ,by 
Denis T. Rice, for Clpplicant. 

Tom ColI, for Board of Supervisors of Contra Costa 
County and 1n person; Francis Hoey, for City of 
l"Iartinez; F. A. Stewart:~ for City of Concord; 
Cecil G. Runyon and Samuel Cor..ti, for Concord 
krea C1.'iiiI!iber of Commerce; Wl.l1iam M. Francis, for 
vTalnut Creel~ A%ea Chamber of Commerce; Sidney s. 
Lippow, for Martinez Chamber of Commerce and 
tippow Development Company; Mrs. Iona M. Booth, 
for Contra Costa CO\mty DeveloJ?ment ASsociatl.on; 
Edward W. Keller» for Forest Hills Improvement 
clUb; Margaret ~illi, for Mt. View Improvement 
Association; Mis. Nanni 'Bartolmei, for Ladies 
Eagles AtlXiliary; ~ioa ~. Hoadley, for Martinez 
Housewives League; A. J. JohiiSon, for Contra . 
Costa County Real Estate Beare; HUf': Caudel, for 
Cent~"'ll !.abor Council AFL-CIO; I.. • Mullen, fo: 
vrestc:rn Title Guaranty Co., and in person; Mrs. 
l'I'13rtha I{napp and Mrs. R. F. Bots£ord~ iuperson; 
in~resteaparties. 

Beatrice W. Weltz, in person,. protestant,. , 
Emet· j. Macario, for· the Commission' staff~.·,: 

o P I .. N I.O N --.. ......... ---. .... 
, ' 

Nature of the Proeeedinss 

The Pacific,telephone .and Telegraph Company filed this ' 
, , 

Clpplic-ltiO'C. on December 20, 1960,. requesting authorization to. 

establish :::at:es for exten(led service' in its Martinez exchange and 

to caneel and withdraw toll rates between: Martinez and' Concord and:, 

between Martinez and Walnut Creek. Public: hearing, in the 'matter was· 
\ • I ,. ' 

" " 

held before Exa!'!2iner James F. Haley at Martinez on ,March S, ~96~., ' 
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, A. ~297S 

Exchanges' Involved 

Applicant' s Mart:[nez~ Conco::d and vTalnut Creek exchanges 
..... 

3re loc:ated in 'COntra Costa· County and are contiguous to 'e~'ch, other. 

Concord and Walnut Creek are 7 and Stoll-rate mUes southeast and 

south~, respectively ~ of Martinezexcb.ange_, 

Martinez is ,the county seat of Contra Costa CoUnty. Its 

:najor industry is comprised of two oil ref:tneri~s and't'Wolarge 

chemical pl~ts. Applicant estimated that the population: of its 
;1" ..••.. 

I ' 

Martinez exc:haxlge was 20 ~OOO· as of J'an~.l 1, 1960,up 'by 39% oyer' 

Januuy 1) 1950. 

Concord and Willnut Creel~ are pr:ilnarily, residential, comm1.m.i-, 

ties for people cOlXlClut:f.%lg to S~ Francisco, East Bay c1tiesand. 

nearby localities in Contra: Costa County. Both cities have 'controlled . 
. ' , 

3j:eas for llght industry. Applicant estimates that·· the populatiOn of 

its Concord exchange is 58~000, an inc:rea~e Qf '1797. iuthe last' ten " 

'years, and that the population of itsWa'lnut Creek exehangeis45)OoO~ 
.. .' I.' 

,.an increase of 1531. in the S<mle period. According: to applicant), mtlCb. . " , 

of this growth has occurred along their cODmlOn boundaries with ' 

YMlrtinez exchange. 

Tclepboneservice in all three exchkngesis fUrnished by . 

me:;ms of dial central office equipment. As of December 31, 1960" . 

1-k."'rtinez excbange served 8,786 telephones, Concord exchange 26)020 . 

telephones and Walnut Creek exchange 22,224 .telephones. 

According to- estimates made 'by applicant on the bas. is of' 

1960 traffic data, there originate in Martinez during:· an' average ·month 

about 34,100 messages for Concord and, about 15,,900 messages for, Walnut 
, "" • > • 

Creek.. The estimates show that there are about 4.2,lOO'and 22,200'

mess~ges per month) respectively ~ from Concord: and, Walnut Creel(to- . 

Mart1nez. These tr4ffic volumes mdicate c~tm1ty ,of· interest. ' 
., 

,.' ~ 
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factors··of 5.& from Martinez to Concord;t 2.7. from Martinez .. to vlalnue . 
C7Ceel-t;t2 .. 3 £rom Concord to, Martinez. and 1.5' from .Walnut Creek to-

Martinez. 
I • .',. ,i 

Extended service is 'now in, effectbetwe(~n Concord; and. 
'I, . 

Walnu.t Creek_ In addition Walnu.t Creek now. has extended < s erVic 2.. :to 
. . 

Laf.:lyette:t Moraga andDanville:~ Concordand'~Talnllt; Creek. are· in-. 

eluded in the San Francisco-East Bay 'extended area;. Mart1Oezi.snot.·' 
,J .::: ' " 

Present 'and Proposed Rates 

'Ioll charges now apply over the proposed extended seXv1ee 

routes. !he day station' initiai period toll rate,;resentlY, ~effect .' 
between Martinez and Concord is 10¢, and .between Martine.z and· Walnut 

Creek 'such rate is l5¢. Under applicant's proposal· ,toll rates for' 

messages over these two routes 'Would be, canceled andwithdrawn'atthe 

time extended service is established. 

The tabulation below .compares .present and' proposed ,exchange . . 

rates for principal classifications' of ,exchange. service. 

Rate Per Month 
Concord & Walnut Creek ~Grttnez 

Busl='l.ess 
Present Proposed Increase Present Proposed Increase 

l-Party Flat Rate 
2-PartyFlatRate 
Subu. Flat Rate 
PBX'Irunks 

Residenee 

l~Party Flat Rate 
2-PartyFlatRate 
2-P<m:y Msg. Rate ' 
l:--Party 'Flat Rate 
Subn. Flat Rate 

$" 9.25- $10'.50 $1,.25 $ 7.75 
7.10 7.50- .• 40 . 6·.10, . 
5.50 ' :5.85 ... '.25: 5~,3S 

13.75 ,lS.7:5 2.00' 11.50.· 

4.S5 4.90 .35· . 4.65 
3.75' 3.80 • Os. 3:~60 . 
3.00~) 3.00·(00) -., - -, 3.00 
3.70- 3.70 3-.50· 

- Not offered. 

( ) Message. Unit Allowance. 
, " 

,.~-,:':'.-"" 'to. 

~"":::'~~:;: 

,$-ll~OO 
.8,.00:· 
6.35' . 

16:.50' 

5;~S 
4.05' 

3~45' 
3.95 

$3;.25· . 
1.90 . 
1.00 
5.00 

" 

,-
.450· '. 

. 45 . . .' 



. A. 4297$ dse .. 

Economic FeasibUisy 

Applicant rep::esents, that~' since ,~onversion ,of !1.artinez. 

exchange to dial ~ration :in lS5S'~ ,exte~ded 'service between Mart:tD.ez ' 

an<S Concord .and between Martinez, and Walnut' Creek o.as, become econenni-
, ' , 

cally feasible. To support this representation~", applicant presented 
, , "", , " ,. 

the results of i'ts study of the eS,tlmated differential 'plant~ annual 

expense and :'revenue effects of the proposed extended servic,e ~rranse~ 

me:lts based on June 30> 1953 development. !he: study shows that 

extended service would result:tn a reduction in applicant'l,s total 
, ' 

costs of $lO~ 700 per year. ThiS reduction in cos1:s wo~d be offset 
'. ,. . 

by a $lO~700 per yea-;: redu~tion in, ~rges to teleph0t?-e,'users' which' 
, '. 

would result from the establishment "of extended, service. The $10,.700 . ' " ' , .. , . .. . 
reduction in charges represents the net re:venue' effect :of au esti

cated $l73,500 reduction in toll revenues and .an estimated. $162;800 

ove:-all :i.nerease in exchaxlge . revenues, the'latter resulting' 

principally, from the ino:eased exchange rates proposed herein;. , 

Public Requirement for Proposed Service 

Applicant states that it has -.received. numerous reques:s'£or 

enlargedcall~ areas in ~llthree e-4Changes from ~d1vidualsand 

civic groups. Applicant represents. that it has received e.ndo::sements 

of the proposed extended service' arrangement, !~om the Contra Costa' 
.. , ": , 

:303rd. of Supervisors; the City Councils .of Martinez:. Concord<lnd 
" 

'VJalnut Creel<; 1±~. Chambers of Commerce ofMartinez~ Concord' and 

l,].lluut Creek; the Contra Costa Taxpayers AssociatLon;. Inc:.;· ,the , 
• I, 

Apartment Rouse and Rental OWners Association of Contra Cos:a County~ 
. ',,? ! "'", 

!D.c .. ; the Motm.~,:i.n Vie"J1 !mp'r~ement As$~eiation; and the Forest,HUls ' 

Improvement l,.ssociation. 

Of the' appearances listed hereinabOve, only one spoke forth 

in opposition to applicant's propOsal. " All other ptlrties whote:sti~ 
.... , " 

f:te<:i. or stated their position at the hearing., endorsed, applicant" s 

proposal. 
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. f.,. 42973 

FincHngs and 'Conclusions 
, ' ' 

Based upon the record, ,the Commission finds, and concludes' 
I , 

that the establis'bl:lent of rates for the "proposed extended service'ancF 

the withdrawal of the toll rates '-uow-'in effect between Mart-inez and 

Concord and between Martinez and ,Walnut .cree!~ would be' in ': the public 

lnterest: and that the- specific' proposa~ is reasonable. The,Commissiou' 

further f:i:1ds that the incre.:lses :in rate~ and charges authorized 

herein are' justified and that, present rates arid chargcs,"insofaras 
, .. ." . 

they differ from. those hereitl authorized, will 'become-unj'ust, and 

un:easonable upon theestablisbment of extended service between 
, , 

Martinez and Coneo:d 'and between l"".L8rtinez and Walnut, Creek. 

0, R D E R ..... - - ~'...-

Public bearing having been held, e~'ic1enc~ havi.ng been 

received, and the matte:: hav:lng. been submitted for deciSion,' 

IT IS EE'REB-Y ORDERED that: 

l. '!be Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company;is s'uthorized' 

and directed to£i1e in quadruplicate' with this ColXllDission, after the . "'.,' 

effective c1ateof this order) on or before March 31,1963, and', in . , , 
1 ' ,I', . 

confomity with the provisions of GE~eral' Order No:.. 96~ ·.>tariff 'sheets . "" . ~ 

.,;"1 • 

revised ~ reflect rates and~arge$' 'for ,extended' telephone service 

:in its Martinez" Concord .and 'V7alnut Cx'eek ex~angesas 'set', forth' in 

Appendi.:t A attached to this order,. and" on not less than five days r, 
, r ' 

notice to the public and to this Comm!ssion:t' to make' :said revi~ed 

t~rif£s effective coincident with the introdaction, of extended serv

ice between Ma:ctinez and' Concord exchanges. and between Mtlrtinez and, 
• ,I .," • ' • 

Walna1: Creek excbanges, .. 

2.' Coincident with: the effective date of the"revised'tarl.£fs 

above authorized,. applicant is authorized to do the foll?Wing:' 
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} ... ·l:.2Si3 a 

(a) Cancel and withdraw message toll telephone 
se:vice rates between. l-tartinez and Concord 
exeh3nges and between. Martinez and Walnut 
Creek exclhmOges. ' 

(b) Expand the local service area of Martinez 
exchange to include Concord and Walnut Creek 
exeh3nges. " 

(c) Expand the local service areas of, Concord 
mld Walnut Creel: excb.an6es to include 
Y..artinez exchange. ' 

'!he effective date of thiS order shall be twetity days 

after 1:':le date he:cof. 

Ban F'r:l.Dei~ if" -r;;l.. Dated at ____ ~-___ ---~ 'Cal 'ornia~ this 

I ~ day of ) 1961. 

commiSsioners, " 

, " 



APPENDL"C .A 

RATES· 

I r.a.e presently effective rates in liartinez,' Concord and' 
'Vlaluut Cl:'eel: are autho::::oized to be changedt~the level.s set forth 
in this appendix. . 

Business Service 
Each.Pri:maxy Station 

l-Party Flat 
2-Party·· Flat 
Suburban Flat 
Sem.i-public Coin l)o:~ 
'0'1) .. " """-_ '.' , oI;T.U\.' .u.~<:,. 

FalllleT. . Line . 

Residence Service 
Each Pri:maxy Station 

l-Party Flat 
2-Party Flat 
2~?arty Message 
4-Party'Flat. 
Suburban Flat 
Farmer· Line 

11' Plus 23¢ daily guarantee. 

Extended Service ". Rate Per 11ontl'i 
Conco:r:d&p ~ialnut·. creek, •... Martinez:" ., ..... 

" 

$11.00 ',: 
S .. OO<',.· 
6,~35'< , .... , 
1;45!l' 

16,.50::-, 
, .2.80"", 

.: ',. . 
. " 

Y Message unit allowance 60, ~ for each additional message' unit.:· 

2/ Not offered. 

,,'" , 
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@~~@~Ill·· 
BEFORE 'l'HE PUBLIC UT~LI'IIES COl.vMSSIO'N OF THE STATE'.OFCALIFORNIA ' 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND 'l'ELEGRAPR ) 
COMP-ANY, a corporation, for authority ) 
to establish rates for extended ) 
service in its Martinez exchange and) ApI>lication No. 42978: 
to cancel and withdraw message toll ) 
telephone se1:V1ce rates now in effect ) 
bet"'.rleen ¥J.Artinez and Concord and " ) 
between 1"J.3rtinez and Walnut Creek. ) 

DISSENTING OPINION 
OF 

COMMISSIONER GEORGEG. GROVER 

I dissent. 

The evidence sbows thae a significant number of ' 

subscribers will now be ,forced to pay for service which they do not 

wish to buy. For example, 'during a test month selected by the 

company, one-fifth of the business subscribers in Martinez made' ~ 
" 

calls to Concord. Clearly they did not find'such calls 'sufficiently 

valuable to spend any money on them, ,and yet, under, thiS.:d~cis1on~', 

they will incur' a substantial' increase in 'mOnthly telephon~' expense ", 

for just that service. The fact ,that they may' makesucn, calls,"now, 

that they have been' forced to~'pay for them is beside' the point. In 
contras~ to the small use by" some subscribers, the' . company's' 'study' 

shO'tt."'S that, during·' the test"month, 701. 'of' ,the business calls from 

Martinez to Concord were made by only 12% of the business 
I , 

subscribers. The effect of the decision will be, to' reduce the cost' , 

to these heavy users, ~~ho will henceforth be s,ubsidized by those 

·",ho have previously made little or no use of the service. The'-,' 

distribution of business calls from Martinez· to Walnut Creek is 

even more one-sided. In the tes't month, one-third 0·£ the business 
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subscribers ,made no calls to Walnut Creek~whereas, 697. of such 

calls we:e made by only 81. of the subscribers. And the residence 

figures are perhaps the most striking of 3,11; in the' test month~ 

3810 of the residence subscribers in MartiIiez.made no calls to 

Concord. 

'I'here is evidence in the record indicating:substant:f.al 
, , ' 

, ' 

popular support for the application. and I concede that we may 

properly give consideration to the legitimate preferences of the 

persons affected by any of our deciSions. But we should, be careful 

in our evaluation of such representations. In this ca.se, some of 

the civic and buSiness groups who appeared in favor of tbe prOposal 

are themselves heavy telephone users. MOreover, eyen if'their 

concern has been solely for the general convenience and: advancement 

of their communities, we are obliged to consider who will pay for 

such community benefits. Many sincere' and public-spiri'ted citizens' 

favoring so-called "extended service" do. not realize tha·t:the,· term . 
. '. . 

is a misnomer andtbat it involves :0:0 real ehange in servi.ceat· all;. 

this application seeks rather, to shift the burden of paying for 

service that is already provided~ . Indeed~ a strong. prote~t was 

made in this case on behalf of subscri'berswho!wouldprefer t~ 

pay 0:2.1y for the calls they make ~- or) to PUt"i' itallother way~. on ' , ,'. . i'i 
behalf of subscribers who would ~refer to make only the' calls they 

can afford. We 1:lUst: be mindful of the fact that: many citizens lack 

the time, the money~ and even the abi.lity to artieulate'their, 

point: of view; one of our principal responsibilities;.s to see 

that the righes of such persons are not overlooked.' An<! . .even 1£ it 

were clearly established that a majority of the ·subscribers-. 

concerned are in favor of the change, they cannot:, as a matter of 

right, require the- minority to help pay£or it~ 
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I do not wish to .be understood as opposing all 

applications for extended service. On the contrary :J there may be 

cases in which operational economies~ community convenience~publie 

support~ business stimulation, comp~uy s.tability, and other 
"~ .. ~: . , 

advantages justify a finding that' it!s. truly lIin the public 

interest:. " I disagree with the majority of the Commission in this 

proceeding Simply because the evidence of such advantages, in my 

opinion, was insufficient to· overcome my' concera. for the very 

la:-ge number of subscribers who, when given the right .to, choose', 

chose. not to buy this service. When this decision goeS: into 
. . 

effect, the monthly telephone charge to every sUbscriber 'in' 

Martinez will be increased by a minimum of 45¢. Although'wealthy 

-as a nation, we cannot forget' that, to many of' our citizens, 

45¢ a lOOuth is important. 

I have notbingbut admiration for the electronic 

:narvels that continue to extend the range and quali~y of telephone 

service, and I am grateful that so many of -our people can afford 

:0 enjoy them. But minimum telephone service 1's another matter • 

Especially in these times of' high living costs and high unemployment,' 
. . 

we should not move in the direction· of priCing such'minirkm se~ce 
at the luxury level. 

San Francisco, California 
April 21, 1961 

George' G. Grover). 
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