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BEFORE THE PUBLIC U‘I‘I'LITES COMSSION OF THE STA'I'E OF CALIFORNM

'l
S

BERNARD NAGLER, _
Complainant, ' RN
ve. ) caseNo.'8726
| PACTIFIC MPHO“E’ | o

Dei‘enda.nt.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

The above complaint, filed Novembei- 13,‘ 1967, alleges in
substance that geographically complainant's officeyis in Los Angeles,
but defendunt considers such area part of its Beverly Hills |
Exchange and lists compiainant S nunber in the Beverly Hills
. telephone directory. Complainant alleges that: if_ne_wants~a
listing in "the logical directory (LoszngeleS)ﬁ'there.is an
additional cost of 75 cents a month; that & person seeking ni;
number and knowing that his office is in.Los Angeles cannot be
expected to look in the Beverly Hills directory, and that
complainant does not believe he is receiving equal service f:om
defendant. | | o

Complainant seeks an order making it compulsory for defendant
to 1ist numbers in "both directories ‘where such conditionsr exist
- "(the exchange directory and the post office address directony)
without any monetary charge,, inconvenience, or request by the o
~customer.” | |

| Under procedural Rule 12 a copy of the complaint was sent:
to defendant, allowing time to point out: any Jurisdictional or
other defects in the complaint. A statement of asserted deiects'
was submitted on November 24, 1967, and a copy was mailed to
complafnant. The Statement suggestedﬁfaiiuretofstateiefcanse of
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action in tha‘c the complaint was signed by only one subscr:t.ber, ‘
2lthough Public Utilities Code sec. 1702 requires thst s complaint
challenging rate reasonableness be signed by at 1east 25 actual
or prospective custonmers. 'J!he statenment a.lso noted that the
eomplaint did not a.llege any violation of statute, ta.r:r.f:f.‘, or
Commission order. _ o

By letter of December 4, 1967 cdthla;inant was. requested' to
advise whether he wished to file an amended oompla.mt request
dismissel, or rely on the present pleading. By letter of |
Februa.ry 2, 1968 complainant was requested to respond to the
earlier ingquiry. No reply has been received.

IT IS ORDERED that Case No. 8726 is. dismissed w:s:tnout |
pre.judice. | o - ' ‘;' _17‘, |

‘Da.tedla.t San I\'n;rdspn 5 Califomia, this ((5 ‘l,_day_ 3
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