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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIAo

PERCY E, WEITIEN, THOMAS J. WHITTEN,
et al.,

Case No. 9057

vs. (Filed May 6, 1970) |

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH |
COMPANY, a corporation,

)
)
Complalnents, g
§

Defendant.

Thomas J. Whitten and Percy E. Whitten,
or complairants.
Richard Siegfried, for defendant.

INTERIM OPINION

Cozplainants allege that the local eailiﬁgeatealfor'the-
Lafayette Exchange is much smaller, both in axee aﬁdvtotalnuﬁberiﬂ
of telephones when compared to the‘adjacent neivhooting ekehangee‘_' ’
as shown by 2 table labeled "Exhibit A" attached to the complaznt o
’Eahibl 2). Since subseribers in the Lafayette ,xcha*~°-pay the
same rate as those in nelghborlng exchanges and a;e.p:ov1ded_w1tn
less calling area for this charge, complainants allegefthat the
subscribers in the Lafayette Exchange are being.diserimihatedet‘--
against as to their loeal calliﬁg rea service. Compla_nants |
believe that there is a community of interest. oetween La‘ayette ard
its nei ighbors and that this discrimination 1s unfalr to the sub—
strzbers in the Lafayette Exchange. Complaxnants *eques* that thev |
at no addxtlonal cost be allowed to call the Pxedmont Berketey,
Fruetvale and Alameda Exchanges in the East Bay Exchtnge as. well es‘
the Martinez Exchange and the Danvmlle Mhmn.Exchange.
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Pacific, in its answer to‘the'compleint admits that irs -

Lafayette Excbange has a smaller local calling_area than the -
exchanges shown on Exhibit A to the complaint, but denies that thxs o
constitutes unfair discrimination to 1ts"sdbscr£bers:1n_therLafayette :
Exchange. | T |

Public hearing was held at Lafayette on- July 28, 1970
before Examiner Gillanders and the matter was submitted

Complainants presented 22 witmesses who testified as to
their need for the relief requested and the reasons therefor.

At complainants' request and with the agreement of defen—‘,
dant's counsel a show of hands revealed that all 59 members of the .
public in attendance at the hearing were in favox of eomplaxnants']-
request. The record shows that the Contra Costa Countijoard~of_
Supervisors, the Lafayette City Council, the Lafayette-Cheﬂter'of
Commerce, the Lafayette Desiga Project, and the Lafeyette~1ﬁproye?‘
ment Association are all in favor of complainants’ requeét;’ |

Defendant'presented the Rate Supervisor for its Northern
Califoruia Regicn who testified on its behalf. Aceording to thms-
witness, defendant would suffer an annual $500, 000 loss of revenue'
if complainants' request was granted. | |

The testimony of complainants' witnesses,indicate‘that‘the;
people of Lafayette have a unity of interest with the‘Eaét’and3West
Bay for cultural and professional services andﬁin-éote inttancéé’(
family and social ties. ) o o

One witness testified that most of héf calls.tere‘tof‘ o
Oskland and that her charges ran $35 to $40 per month. Anether‘wit-
ness produced Exhibit 4 which showed that during the‘last izﬂyears
his wmit c¢alls varied from approximately-z 000 per year to approxl— v:t

mately 3,500 per year, at an amnual cost ranging from $8l 72 to
$163 per year.
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Accoxding to defendant's Exhibit: 6 1n 1969 the average o
calling rate (CI factor) per Lafayette subscrmber per month from
Lafayette to Main Piedmont D. A. was 5.41, and from Lafayette to
Concoxrd was 5.19, and that the average subscriber made 15. 7 calls
pexr month, involving charges for message‘unmts, Accord;ng to
defendant, the estimated\number of main telephones as of Decemberj3ly
1971 (Exhibit 5), in the Lafayette Exchange will be 7, 853 " Thus, '_
according to defendant, each average main.statlon subscriber spcnds
$64 annually for message units ($500 000 divided by 7'800}

The above evidence points out the hazards of dePendLng
solely on CI factor averages to determine calllng hab;ts. A CI fac-
tox ouly gives information om subscribers' exmstzng calling hablct
not on how they would call if conditions weze dlfferent i. e.

unlimited calling. A CI factor fails to fndicate if the calls were

made by a few individuals makmng,many calls or, if many indivnduals

made few calls. | |

1f only a few Lafayette subscribers'actually'makeemessaee
it calls it would be unfair to defendant's other ratepaycrs to
require them to make up defendant's claimed loss of $500 000 in reve- ,
aues. If, on the other hand, many Lafayette subscrxbers mase few
message unit calls there would be the dlscrimlnatlon claimed‘by
ccmplalnants.

Defendant claims optional residence telepbcne‘setViceic
(ORTS) should satisfy complainants; Complainants maintain“bRIS'is
not the solution to'the'problem. As is obvxous from it° name, ORIS
offers nothing to the busxness subscriber. ,

We recognize that exchange boundarzes were establmshed
many years ago as were the boundarles of the San Francisco-East Bay -

Extended Area. We~£urther recognize that such boundarles, ;n‘

-3~




£.9057 NB*

whatever fashion they were preSéribéd; should not be,alteréd without |

compelling reasons therefor. , ,

We flnd that this record does not contaln suffmclent
detailed evidence to support a decision either for complalnants or_ “
defendant ard thus conclude that we should have defendant make

further studies as detailed in the order which follows.

INTERIM ORDER

The sbove-entitled matter having;bgeh consi&ereq and the
Commission having £ound tﬁat an iaterim order'should’Béiié%ued;“
the:efbre, | o

IT Is ORDERED that- ‘ | . ,

1. Defendant shall, within sixty days of the effectlve date'
of this order, file the results of toll and multimessage un;-‘dis-'
tribution (block usage) studies for all Lafayette‘subscribérs,_
separately for residence and business'classes, for a’onéémonth B
pexiod, oxr for a representative sample of Lafayette subsc:ibers LO“"
an appropriate sample pexiod, for each of the following routes-

Lafayette to Main-Piedmont D. A.

Lafayette to Berkeley D. A

Lafayette to Fruitvale D. A.

Lafayette to Alameda D. A.

;afayette to Martinez Exchange.

2. The above studies shall be made in zccordance with gen-
erally accépted ﬁethods of conducting such studies.

3. The results of such studies shail be furnished to the
Commission and a copy furnished to the compla*nan_s.

4. Defendant shall, within sixcy dayv of the e‘fectxve date
of this order, file the results of a survey‘of'its ug;ayettg sub-- |
scribers to determine the pe:ccntagevof‘résidential éubscribe:s*aﬁdf

the percentage of business subscriberS‘ﬁho have a peed td;céll aan ;
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or all of the exchange areas listed in 6:deriﬁg paragrgph 1. Su¢5 ;:‘
survey shall be conducted in accordance withfgeneiallyTaécepted‘
- methods of conducting such surveys. | | |
5. The results of such survey shall be’suppliedltblthe)
Coumission with a copy furmished to complainanzs.;
The effective date of this order shall‘be ﬁwentyfdéys

after the date hereof.

Dated at San Francica lifornia, this / Wi day
of ____ LULIUBER , 1970. . e

~Chaixwman -




