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BEFORE mE PU3LIC U'!ILlnES COMt-.iISSION' OF THE STA.1'E OF' CALIFORNIA.-

O~!ARD V~ i srORAGE INC.~, 
a CalifonU.a': corporation~ 

Compla1nant~, 

) 
). 

~ 
) 

.. ' 

ca~eNc':.'·'7800:,"" ' 
,," . vs. ~ , ' , , '···h·'·" . 

(Filed, December 12,:':196.3)' , ,,' 
GEl-mRAL TELEPHONE 'COMPANY 
OF CAUFO~ a: corporation~ 

Defendant. ' 

.) 
) 

~' 
) 
) 

,".: 

Donald Murchison~, for complainant. 
A. M. P~rt and H. Ralph Snyder, Jr., 

by H. RalphSn1der,for defendant. 
Jackson W.. r<endal " for Bekins Van & 

Storage COt:lpany, interested party. 
Robert O. Lamson, for, the Commission 

stsff. " 

O· p,'t N IO'N 
.-- ...... - - ~ .... '-

After two continuances granted upon request :o,f com-' 
plainant, this, matter was heard~ on a consolidated r.ecord'with ' 

case No. 7830~": case No.' 7835, and Case, No.. 78401 be:f~re ' 

Examiner P~tterson in Los Angeles on July 13,14, and- 16,1964. 

1 C.. 7830, Oxnard Van Lines, a sole proprietorship" owned by 
Christopher' J .. DUarte, vs.; The General Telephone Company, a 
corporation, snd ('veneral Tele~hone Directory COmpany", a 
corporatio~; Co. 7835, oxnard an & StorMe, Inc. ,a California 
corporation, vs .. The General Telephone mpany, a corporation, 
and General T~hone Directo~ Company, a corporation; 
Co. iS4b, A-Ird Moving & to:,a~" a sole proprietorship 
owned by Marjorie DUarte, vs. The neral Tele~hone Company~ 
a corporation, and General Telephone Directory Company,. . a, i 

corporation. 
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The matters were 'submitted on'the,latter dateand·flre' 

now ready for decision. A separate decision ·..n.l1, be issued. 'on 

the other three complatnts. "',,,. ,. 

Complainant's case' in substance is that,inapproxi1Date~ly, 

November, 1961, application was made to, def~dant, for' vanN~Ys . ... ,.,' \ 

'. " , 

foreign exchange service at 330 calle' Jazmin, ,Thou~and: Oaks.. "'Said' ' 

se:vice was to be installed coine1dentwithdelivery' 0.£ the -1962" 
" ' 

Northwestern Section of the' Los Angeles, extended"area,tel~h?ne, 

directory as complainant intended ,to have display'advertisingin 
• 'r" • 

the yellow pages of said directorY, advertising the movirig':and' 

storage business conducted frotn. the Thousand Oaksadd.~e'ss~; The' 
/ , ",~ , ,"'.' ," '"". , " .. .", .,' .. 

telephone service was installed on MarCh 20, 1962', w~c1i< was '.' 

approximately the date on 'tI7~'!.C~'! tbe' Hor'tb~"c,c~ernSect:t'ono'f ~ tb~ , 
, ' """ ' 

" 

Los Angeles extended area telephone directory published:, by, The " 
. . 

Pacific Telephone and, Telegraph Company was distributed~ ',' 
" , 

The record shows that complainant", 5 !housand' Oaks tele':' 

pbone number appeared in the alphabetical listings in both the 
, ',,' . 

l\~bite and yellow sections of the directo::y" b':1t complain~t t s', 

display advertising was not contained irithe yellow pages'.: !be' 
, ' 

record does not disclose the reason for this omission; but it', is, 

clear that said display advertising was a matter to-, have been' , 

arranged between eomplain~t and The P.acifi~'l'~leph~ne&"d',l'elegraph" 
Company and that defendant had' no responsibility1U: co~~ct:ron.:' 

therewith. ' 

, Complainant's operations manager testified 'that, wh~ , 

he discovered the display advertising was nO,tin,the direc:tory;,~ 
,;,';, 
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he :i.m:nedia'tely requested. d.efendant to discentinue telephene. s~:rvice"~ 

t~ tbe Thousand Oaks address as the service weuld be O'f no value" ,', . .", 

witheut the display advertising. He testifiedfurtber'thatwhen> 

the ser.;rice was nO't discontinued, be again' requested' en ~o , 

~rllte occasions that discO'nnectiO'n' be made. Cempl~:tnant's sales 

~nager testified that on' atlesst feurO'r fiveeccasions: 'he' 
, , ' 

::-eques~ed discennection of the service. Cemplaiti.ant" S' .president 

also testified that 0':1 twO' er three oeeasionsshe reqtlestedi,tbat 

tile se:rvice be disconnected. According to the testimony,. of' 'eom-: 

pl.ainant's wienesscs, in each O'f t:bese instances. tbey,were'a·ssured 
, .• '.1 •. 

oy defenc1an1: T S represcnta tive 5 that tbe service would'" be d!scon~ 
nee ted and were told no~ to worry about 1t ~ 

Complainant's. operations manager 'testified' that' to his

knowledge a bill for scrvl.ce in·l96Z· was never 'rencerec!'until ' 

3bout May, 1963.. Fromtbat date until serVice was: d:i.sconne,~ted, 

on August 8, 1963, for nonpayment' of the bill" 'he had n~erou·s. ' 
, ~, " . 

discussions and negot;'ations ~r.ttb de£endilnt ''s rcpresent5,tives 

concerning tbe bill for service rendered prior to tb'ei~;~tiariee,;of 
. . .. 

, . ..' ".. . 

the 1963 Nor1:bwest:crn Section of the Los Angeles extended:' area 
., " 

directory in Y...arcb, 1963. Compl.aina~t's display ad\7~rtis:(ng:'\>1as' 
publisbcdin tbat directory. 

Defen&!:lt f S representative testified ·tbBt,defend~nt:'s:' 
I, 

records indicate that service was established on March 20; 1~62,;, 

~nd w~s provided continuously through August Si 1963,; that ' 

message unit and. toll c.!lllS: were placed' each month: from ~he' ' 

date of installation until tbe date serviCC't'73S d:tsdont:Lnued;, ',' 

th~t a request for j oint users T service~ u,?derthis 'same 

-telephone number,. in the :wme of 1~eodlandH:.U)_sVa~&'si~ragc"·" 
",'.' .. 

/' : . 
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was applied for and signed by defendant's operations manager in ' 
" . , . ", . 

December of 1962; that the first bill for service at~he.,l'housan~ .. ' 

Oaks address was rendered in June,. 1962'; that a.'paYment'on the:, 

account was received on March 19~ 1963:, in theamountof:,$300mld' , 

a subsequent payment on July 22, 1963~in the ,amount ·of,',~7~'.84:;' 
that said amount of $271 .. 84 was debited: on dAugust 1" 196j~'wben, 

'" ", :. 

the check by which p.'lyment was made was returnedfro~the:-ba~k.: 

marked insufficient funds; tha't the, offer' made by.- defend~nt·'·s~', :~~p~ 

resentative for adjustment of the billi.ng.was basecV upon'can~elitl:g. 
. ., . '" ' .. ,: >' 

one-half of Oe total exchange service charges . for' the yea.r. 19,6Z~"'" 

", '," 

resulting in a credit adjustment of, $592.96, wh:i:cli.~dludeda 
correction for certain charges;. 'and ,that the' amourit:: o,f:b£l:linS'·now' . 

'. .'-' ,'" "' • ," j 

du-a is $248.70. 

Complainant requests . that an order be made:'d!~e~ting,~ 
1. Defendant to restore telephone' servic'e ~t3-30';cal:le: . ',1 

Jazmin, Thousand ,oales. 

2'. Defendant to accept and publish display:advertising.of ". ' 

compl~inant' s Thousand"' Oaks telephone' number in the 'Lo'S, Angeles: .. ' 

Northwestere Section telephone.directory classified'y~ilow~P8ges;: 

3. Defendant to,cancel the charges for telcpbo~e~serv!~'e,' 
to 330 ~llc J.azxn:tn, !housand Oal~s, fromMarcbl~196'2~, to,:', .... 

February 28, 1963~' 
: J! j" 

T he b~sic issue" which i~ presen~e,d, iswhetber":or'not; ,in " 

f03Ct, compl"inant Cid request that telephone service"b~'dis:" 

cotmected at the Thou~nd Oaks address; . The testimonyofeom~ ... 
plClinant' switncsscs that such requests were- made :tsnot'~redible', 
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in view of the unrefuted evidence concerningap?licati0tl forjo1~t' 
user service made in December~ 1962. Complainant's contention. that 

the telephone service WBS of no use'witboutthe display .adv~rt:Ls~ 

is belied by' the extensive use wbicbwasmade of ~be serncc:ss:'evi

deuced by' tbe billing. Compla1oa:l.t made no claim ,that' tb~ scrv1cei
' .' . 

. , , '-j" 
:-. ,'., 

was not. infact~ used. 
" ,".! ~ , 

Based upon the entire record~ .'li1e find>that·'no' :fUrtber . , ~, . 
'''''.''/' . 

adjustment of complainant's account is. warranted and· 'tbat'~tbe 
" " , 

amount: of $248.70 is due defendant for service rendered:. 
. .' 

It is clear· from tbe record, and we' so f:i.nd~ tbatde-' 
. '.' " 

fendant has no responsibility with. respect to aeceptingadvertis1ng;, .' 

in the Los Angeles Northwestern Section: telephone di~ect~rY~·: . ,', 

Based upon· the above findings, we conclude' that ':the~· 

complaint sbOuld, be dismissed. 

OR DE R· - .... -_ ... 
It IS ORDERED that tbe relief sought by' complainant is ' 

denied and ~t:be complaint 1s dismissed. 

'!be effective date of this' order sballbe'twenty:days, 

after the dSte bereof. 

Datedat:-.._San __ F.nI.n_~ __ .. __ • Ca1iforn:ta~ tb:ts
n

" • Cg.z;;t, .' 
day Of __ ~_O~4""'" rt-...... .,~a' ..... d4""'~""'!l~.~. _" :1965. 
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