Decision No. 7444
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA = . .

Investigation on the Commission's . } o
own motilion into the practices, e N R
contracts, service and facilities ‘ Case No. 8858:
of The Pacific Telephone a.nd S e
Tel egrapb Compa.ny ,

ORDER DENVING RgHEARING' .

A petition for rehearing and. other relief from Deciuﬁ.on No. s IR
76726 has been filed by Willilam M. Benne'ct and Consumers Ar:Lse Now.‘_.‘ o |
The Commiesion has considered this petit on a.nd each a.nd cvery |
ullegation conta.ined therein and :Ls of the cpmion tha.t good cause ,
has not been shown for granting rehearing.v o B

I’l‘ IS ORDERED that rehearing Is denied

Dated at _San Xrancisco . Califoxm.a., this _&{_{fi_day

_APRIL S 1970,

Exesidemt

S ’ . -, | \ T Commissioners LY
- ( fi_~. ' SRS Commis sionor W'Iliam Symons o SO beingﬁ

necesgarilv wb sent, did net: pwrticip&t&*
in the disposmion of fr.h:.-"‘ edl




zc-8853, 0744

. GATOV, comass:or:m,' ‘Concurring:

I concur in the order of denial beeause the decismon xs

1

primarily 2 statement of intent and the petmtion presents no legal_fi“‘f“””

grounds which require a rehearing., _ _
Even were the petition granted however, 1 see no possibllfg” |
ity the majority would have been swayed by these petmt;oners sxnee
their decxsxon completely ignored similar meor“unings of:
The Hearing Examiner who heard the case; |
The Staff of the Commission;
The Chief Counsel of the Commission;
The United States Department of Defense and
2xecutive Agencies;
(5) The Attorney General and Chief Legal Offlcer

of the State of California;

(6) The City Attormey of the City and County: of
San Francisco;

273 The City Attormey of the City of Los Angeles,‘and

§) The City Attormey of the City of San D*ego |
Notwithstanding the record »hows these participan:s ex~.

pressed strong opposition to the PT&T‘position, the-declsion ignores

their arguments, to say nothing of their very presence, wmﬁh the

bare-bones acknowledgment that they had "actlvely'partlcipated" 7
Though Finding and Conclusion No. allmay Suggest the

mavority s position can be changed from day to day, I view-Decisxon*"

1/ 4. The reasonablemess of the prices paid by the reSpondenL,

during any period of time in the future to Western -Electric
any for its products, must be judged as of such time by

analyses of such charges with due regard to all general and
specific economic circumstances at that time including con- ‘
sideration of the economic advanta§es enjoyed by Western Elec~
tric Company as well as the need of the Western Electric
Company to realize a reasonable level of profits from its
operations in the manufacture and sale of products to respon-
dent so chat Westerr Electric Company can, to the extent ‘
required, attract sufficient capital from the~invest1ng puolxc,;_.
to finance its operations adequately. | .




No. 76726 to be In the nature of an aide-memoire confirming little

£ffort need be expended in the for*hcommng rate»hearing on the ‘

Western Eleccric adjustment aspect because the treatment thereopr-'

has alresdy been determined. . _ ,
The majority should have taken‘advantége of?the“inStént
petition to correct the dec1310t.which as stated in my dissent

thereto, I. consider to be unfa*r, unreasonable and 1mpr0per

Zzzz;ﬁff:;:ﬂ’;{[ie S

Comm;ssionerg

Dated at San Francisco, Calmfbrnia
April 21 1970 A




