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Decision No. 67541. ---............... ---
BEFO:\E TEE PUBLIC Ul'!LITIES COMKI:SSION OF THE S!:KrE OF CALIFORNIA 

~ J., MC1"l'OR.."tY, DBA, 
A. J. Mcl1ORR.Y CO., 

ComplClilUlut, 

vs. 

PACIFIC TELE?f:lONE AND 
TEIEGRAP'".d: CO.) 

Defe:'J.d~nt. 

Case ~!o,~ 7727 
(Filed Sept~er 23,1963) 

A"!.ti"l J,. McM'.lE=!-, for cotlplainant. 

ArI:'bur '! '" George a:.d Rl.cba:c v7. Cd~ers, 
by R~i.cht!::,d ""1. Oege'G" £o~ dcfeL~.or..t .. 

J ... E. Brown, for the Com::d.ssiou st:affo 

After du~ notice, public hea=ing in t~is ~t~er was held 

before E~miner Coffey on Februo::y 6, 1964, in Yxe!ca~ '!he ~tte:r 

W.;lS sl!bonitted upon re<:eipt of the trat'~~i~1; o'.C :Y~rch 6" 1964. 

Complainant alleges that he is c business s2rvice 

sub$cr~ber, in Yrel~, to telephone service b7 dcfcneant at a 

permanent main office address .::md also at on~ or morc construction 

job sites; that under defendant's filed to:iffs each s~bse:i~er to 

business telephone service is entitled to a regular type listing 

in the ClasGified Telephone Directory "and that d.cfcnck1nt has 

refused to list complainan~ls main offiee .telCFho~ in sDid 

directory tmder the headings "Cont:ac1;ors" Buildinga and 

"Contractors, General" without extra ebarse; 
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C. 7727 ds" 

Compl~inant ~equested that defendant be orde~ed to list 

complainantts ~in office telephone in the Classified Telephone 

Directory under multiple listings without cxtr~ ~~argc, in lieu of 

listings of telephone service to job sites; or that defendant's 

Schedule C~l. P.U.C. No. l7-I, ''Directory Listings, Special 

Conditions, 2 .. ~. (4) !<llephone Num'bcr" which rc::~: 

"The listed telephone number sholl be that assigned 
to the telephone service ••••• n 

be changed to read: 

tiThe listed telepbone nmnber shall be the cboice 
of the subscriber.. • •• 0 u 

Defendant admitted the factual allegations of complainant 

but denied that the rule complained of was unfair to the subscriber. 

Defendant presented test~ony by two wltnesses in support 

of its position that the rule complained of is just and re.:lso~ble 

and that granting complainant's request would result in additional 

clerical steps and would raise defendant's directory expenses ~d 

Geere3Se defendant'c directory revenues. 

Defendant avers that its tariffs provide that a 

subscriber must pay 3 separate charge for an additional listing of 

any business service in the el~$sified section ~nd tbat it there­

fore requested eomplainant to pay a speeial cbarge of 50 cents per 

month for ~ second or aGditional listing in the classified section 

of the telephone ~s$igned for serviee to compl~i~nt'$ ~i~ office. 

The lest par~grapb on the 10th Revised Sheet 3 of 

defendant's Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. l7-T~ f~xchange Telephone 

Service, Directory Listings" reads ~$ follows: 
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c. 7727 • 
itA sub$cri~: to business service, at his opt"1.on and 
wi~hout ~ddi1:ion~l ch~~ge, ~y receive a %egul~r 
type listing in the Classified Telephone Directory 
corresponding to each business listing furnished 
him in the alphabetical telephone directory ~lthou~ 
additio~l charge under special conditions contained 
in Classified Telephone Directory Advertising 
Schedules Cal. P.U .. C. Nos. 39-T and 40-1." 

'!he last paragrapb on the 7th Revised Shee1: 6 of defen&lnt's· 

Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. 39-T~ 'IClassificd Telepbone Directory 

Advertising-Northern CaliforniaH reads as follows: 

(;14~ An applicant, at his option and without 
additional charge, may receive, under 
headings as prescribed by the Company~ .:t 
regular type listing in the Classified 
Telephone Directo~" in accordance with the 
proviSions of the Direczory Listings Schedule 
Cal. P.U.C. No. 17-T. Eacb Classified Tele­
pbone Directory regular type listing sball 
cO:lt.;lin the s~e name, address and telep1::.one 
number as tbe corresponding listing ~rovlded 
in thc alphabeticel tclephon~ dirceto~ without 
~dditional eb~rge, but business or professio~l 
design.:ltions or titles wlll not be ineludede

f7 

Compl~inant testified that one of his present job-site 

phones would be in service ~pproximDtely one year and the other woule 

be in sc~lce appro~tely six months; that the average connection 

t~ for a job-site phone would be nine :lo':lths, .:Ina. tb.;:t he would be 

willing to pay for the extra listing of his ~in office telepho~e for 

the re~indcr of any directory period not earned by telephone 

service to job sites. Complai~nt desircs that the job-site tele­

phones continue to be listed in the alphabetical section of tbe 

telephone directory. Since the answering by job-site construction 

personnel of inquiries from potential customers is eet%imental to 

his bUSiness, compl~~n.:tnt d~s not wish job-site telepbone numbers 

listed in the cl~ssified section of the telepbone dircc~:ry. 
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Defendant made a motion to dismiss the complaint on the 

grounds that it did not comply '<oTlth Section 1702 of the C.:tlifo:rnia 

P~blic Utilities Code or Rule 9 of tbe Rules of Procedure' of tbis 

Commission inasmuch as this complaint is an at~ck on the reasonable­

ness of rates and cbarges for telepbone service by only one 

subscriber. 

Findings 

Upon consideration of the evldence tbe Commission finds 

that: 

1. The complaint is not' an attack on the re~sonableness of 

rates and cbarges of ,defendant. 

2~ The complaint is directed to the conditions of service 

which govern the free listi~ of business service telepbones in the 

Classified Telepbone Directory. 

3. The proviSiOns of defendant's Schedule C~l. P.U.c. 
No. 17-T, T~irectory Listings, S~c~al Con~itionc, 2_~.(4) 

Telephone i!-!umberu apply only to the alpb.obeticol (white) ::cction of 

a telephone directory. 

4~ Defendant' s rule govc:cniDg the' listing of business 

service telepbones in the Classified Telephone Directory is 

reasonable and una~biguous. 

B~sed upon the foregoing findings of fact, we conclude 

that (1) defen~ntts motion to dismiss the complaint should be 

denied; and (2) complai~nt's request that Schedule Cal. P.V.C. 

No. 17-t,'Directory Listin~, Special Conditions~ 2.a~(4) 

Telephone rru:cbcr" be 'COdified ~houle be dcnied.~ 
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ORDER ... -------
IT IS ORDERED ,that: 

1. Defendant's motion to dismiss the cOt:l!?laint is denied. 

2. Complainantrs request that Schedule C-:ll. P.U.C. No. 17-T, 

''Directory Listing:; _ Spcci~l Co:lc:::'tions,. 2 • .:._ (L:.) 'l'~lepl'lonc NumberJ: 

be mOdified is denied, and the complaint in case No~ 7727 is 

hereby dismissed. 

The effective dote of this order sbcZlll be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

~ated at __ .. -_-_ ... _.'r._:a.n_~ _____ , C.lliforn='.a, this 

&y of ,iI? . 1964. 

COElJllssloners 

Co~ss1onor Ev~rott C. McKOago. be!ng 
.n«:e::s.ar11y a'b:&nt. cue. not par't1e1;p~t'o 
In,tho eiSpQs1t1on or this ;p~oeoe~ 
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