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Decision No. 77114 
.,'. - . . \ ,'( . ,:' . 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMlSSION OF THE STATE OF· "CALIFORNIA ..•.. 

Invest1gat10D. on the Comm1ss1on t s 
own mot1oninto the pr3.ctlces." 
contracts". service' and facilities 
of The Pac it":t c: Telephone and 
Telegraph Comp~. 

case- No.' SSsS, ". 

. ' 

, . ~, 

ORDER DENYING, REHEARING: 

, ' 

A petition for rehearing and other relief from Decis-ion No •... 

16726 has been filed "oy William M. Bennetta.nd'Consunle~s Arise -Now'. 

The Comm1ss1on r.as considered tbj"s petlt:i..on ande~ch ,and ,every 

allegation conta1."led therein and is of the opin1on th3.t' good~'ea:use . 
has not been shown tor granting rehear1ng •. 

IT IS ORDERED that rehearing is denied. 

of ______ --JoICt.iL?.o.B ull_·· __ .,-J' 1910. 

,.' . 

. ,.l'reS1d.ent·' , . 

,CO!llm1S:;1oriorW!_ll1~'SYmO~ ~:~Jr-.'.:', b~1ng.O:'::' . 
noco ss~rlly-:nb~er!t~, ' d~d?ot' ,;~,!)aM-:te:t:Pate,":: "- . 
in the' <!1Sl'OS1t:1'on: 01':'th1,::'/proceed:tng;;;:>'::,-

':' '. '.' " . ,'~' ';""f"' ," ,',' \.- . 0-,... ""," 
.' 
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A. W. GAT.OV, COMMISSIONER., Concurring: 

'." -

I concur in the order of denial because the decision is"· " .,. 
. '. ,:' I '," 

pri:narily a statement of intent and the petition presents. no: legal' 

grounds which require a rehearing. 

Even were the petition granted, however, I see no' possibil­

ity the majority 'WOuld have been swayed by these petitioners since 

their decision completely ignored similar importuningsof: 

~
l) 
2) 
3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

t~~ 

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 
Executive Agencies; 
The Attorney General and' Chief Legal Officer 
of the State of California;. . 
!he City Attorney of the City and County of 
San Francisco; . , 
the C:r. ty Attorney of the City. of Los Angeles ; and 
!he City Attorney of the City of San Diego· ~ 

Notwithstanding the record :l~OWS these participants ex- . 
\ -:' . ',. . . " ,'" . ' .... 

• , J' , 

pressed s'ttong opposition to the PT&T position, the decision i,g:nores. 

thei.r arguments, to say nothing of their very presence, .. with the 

bare-bones acknowledgmen.tthat they had "actively participated";w' 
. .' 1/ , ., 

Though Finding and Conclusion No. 4-'may s~ggest ehe~ 
" 

majority's position can be changed from day to; day, I view. Decis'ion 

1.1 4. 'I'he reasonableness of 'the prices paid by the respondent, 
during any period of time in the future, to Western ,Electric. 
Company for its prod.ucts, 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- . 
sid~.rati.on of the economic advantages· enjoyed by Western Elee­
tric Company as well as the need of the Western Electric 
Co:op·any to realize a reasonable level of profits from its 
operations in the m.anuf.a.ceure and sale 0·£ products to' respon­
dent so that Westerr.. Electric Company can, to the extent 
required,. attract sufficient capital from the investing public ,:" 
to finance its operations adequately. . ' . . 
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" ..... 

'", '" 
," " ", 

No. 76726 to be in the nature of an a1.de-memoire eotlfir:ning 'lit:tle, '. 

effort need be expended in the forthcoming rate" heal.-ing on,·.th~ 

Western Eleccr1c adjustment aspect because the. treatmenttbereof c " 

has already been determined. 

The majority should have taken advantage o,{ the 'instant 

petition 1:0. correct the decisior. which, as stated in my dissent 

thereto, I consider to' be unfair, unre8.Sonab~e and improper ~ 

Dated &.t San FranCiSCO, Ca11fOrni.a,.' 
April 21, 1970 

(J . 

-

I ~ .' 
. \', . ,. 
, "f! 

~ , . ,/., 

"', ",' 

2. 


