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DRICINAt 
Decision No. 75324 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TTdE S~!E OF CALIFO~r.tA 

Application of the General Telephone ) 
Comp~y of California and The ) 
P~cifie Telephone and Telegraph· ) .Ap?lication No.. 48693 
Company for zuthorityto make certain )Pctition filed Aug. 29. 1~68 
changes in the present Los Angeles )Pctition filed Sept .. 4, 1968 
Soutnern Section Telephone Directories .. ) . 

) 

Robert E. Michalski, for The Pacific Telephone 
and Telegraph Company, petitioner .. 

A. M.. Hart and Dona.ld J. D'.lC;'..ctt, for Gcner al 
Telepnone Company of Cal~tornia, petitioner. 

Alex Goo!ooi~n, City Attorney, for City of 
Bellf ower; louis Possner, for the City of 
Lo~g Beech; Graham A. Ri~cbie, for City of 
:~waiie.n Gardens; Toshl.ro ~lr.:::.ide, fer 
Cardena Cn~cr of COmQcrce ~~ Gcrd¢na 
Citizens Group; ~nd DO~las Goldie, for 
Wilmington Chamber ofmmerce, protestant$. 

Joh:l H. Ghormlei' :0': City of Gardena; It. 'Vl. 
Russell, by ... D. walEcrt, for City of l':)s 
Argeles; and Lloyd de LJ.amas, for the City 
of Torrance, rntereseed parties. 

~erew Tol(mal(Off, for the Cocmission st~ff. 

OPINION ---- ..... -~~~ 

The request on August 29, 1963 of the Ge~eral Telephone 

Co~?zny of California (General) a.~ The Pacific Te1e,hone and 

Telegraph Company (P~cific) that the di~-sion of the Southern 

Section of the Los Angeles extended ~rea telephone diree~ories be 

made pe~ent; and the request on September 4, 1968 by P~cific to 

include Gardena area classified listings in toe Tor=~ce-Lomita-

San Pedro area classified directory, end to cxelucl~ ~~id listi~e~ 

f~om ~hc Cocpton ~re~ classified directory, were he~rd before 

Examiner Coffey in long Be&ch on Decem'be: L~, 5 e.nC 6, 1968.. Thcs<! 

~equests were 5ubmietcd on December 6, 1968. In order to ~lcmcnt 
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its directory sales progr~, Pacific requ~sted a decision on these 

matters by December 31, 1968. 

Applicants presented the testimony of three witnesses and 

15 exhibits in suPport of their requests.. P..epresent.?tives of t:he 

Cities'of Long Beach, Bellflower, and Gardena and the Commission's 
. 

staff participated in the proceedings.. No public witn~sscs 3ppe3rcd, 

notice of hearing having been sent only to appear <!nee$. .. 

P~story of Proceeding 

On August 8, 1966, applic~nts requested authority to issue 

fou~ alphabetical directories in lieu of the then existing sin$le 

alphabetical directory for the Southern Section of the Los Angeles 

extended area telephone directory. No changes 'tIlCre sought in the 

six classified sections then being publishc~ for :he so~the=n area. 

Rcprescn~atives of the Cities o~ G~de:a, Bellflower, 

Long Beach, a:'ld Wilmington area of the City of Lcs ~zcles and from 

the Carson-D~nguez area vigorously protested th~ 1966 propos~l of 

applicants. 

After five days of hearing the Commission, in Decision 

l'!o.. 72130:J c.sted l~c:" 7, 1967, fO'.lnc ::..:.: appropriate to afford 

~p?lic~ts further opporeunity to z~~dy their exchanzc ~t:r~cture and 

directory design before fin~lly approving ap?licant~' directory 

proposals. After indica:ing that: applic~ts had not democz~r~t¢d 

tllat their propo~als best served the public convenicn~e ~d interest, 

the Commission permitted ll.pplic.ants:J for the directories published 

in October 1967 and 1963, to divide the sing~e alp~betieal section 

Tae order required the alphabct!cal diroctory to 

rcvc:t to ll. single scction for the October lS6~ issue unless the 

Commission ordered otherwise. 
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Since the residents of Gardena had vigorously protested 

the proposed inclusion of the Gardena classified directory listings 

with those from the City of Compton, having c community of interest 

~Tith the Redondo-Lomita-Torrance-San Pedro area, the Commission 

required applicants to list residents of Gardena in the alphabetic~l 
1/ 

sections for the so-called South Bay- and the Compton-Downey ~e8S. 

The directory for the latter area was issued as Ydd-Cities Directory. 

Applicants were f':lX'ther required to study the feasibility and 

desirability of moving the Gardena class·ified listings from the 

Compton classified section to the Torrance-lomita-San Pedro classi­

·fied section .. 

Gardena Listings 

On February 27, 1968, by Decision No. 73761, the time 

allowed Pacific to suboit the G~rdena study was extended from 

November 15, 1967 to June 1, 1968. Pacific submitted to the 

CommiSSion, by letter dated November 14, 1967, the results of a 

study confined to the Gardeun and Compton areas which ind1c~tcd 

Gardena customers strongly favored being shifted to the Torrancc-
. 

Lomita-San Pedro directory and that Compton customers and adver-

tisers objected to the loss of Gardena, even though the advertisers 

would <!:xpcriencc a r.a.te reduction.. Therefore, Pacific considered 

it appropriate to un~crtakc a more extensive study to determine 

directory service re~uirements for the Gsrdena end Torrance-Lomit~­

San Pedro areas. Decision No. 74216, dated June 5, 1968, again 

extended time for compliance to September 1, 1963. 

y n1.C South E.ay ~::c~ directory cncOtll?c,o!,>c:; 1:he ~omtm,!.t"Ii.1:1_cc o~ 
:tcdondo Bc.:lC:i, Torrllnce, Lomita., Y.LCn!:!e·i=tc~"J. Beach, !"rcrmoc.: Beach, 
H.::rborCity) ??c.los Vert:lcs Estc.tes, Ro!.ling Hills Eststc$, Car:>O'n, 
Dotllinzucz, Wilm:;'::lgton and San Pedro in .::.,'klition to G3rden.o.. 
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On September 4, 1968, Pacific reported on a second study 

concerning the Gardena classified serving arrangement. The study 

consisted of a realignment of Garde04 and the existing Torranec­

Lomita-San Pedro classified serving ~ea as Pacific previously 

indicated in Exhibit No. 29 in Application No. 49142. The proposed 

rea1igmnent was as follows: 

Present 

1. Compton-Gardena 

2. San Pedro-Wilmington 
Torrance 
lomita 

Proposed 

1. Compton 

2. San Pedro-Wilmington 

3. Gardena 
Torrance 
I..omita 

This seeond study indicates preierenceby-the Gardena 

customers for the above proposed classified directory scrv1~g 

a=rangcmcnts. Both business and residence customers prefer the 

proposed arrangement on the basis that it would include listings 

which they need and at the same time el~n3tc listings which they 

do not need. In addition to the ?rcferenee i~dicated by Gard~ 

custome=s, the survey points out that their preferences are coin­

cident with the shopping behavior and calling patterns. 

The study also shows some OPPOSition to a rearrangemen~ 

of the San Pedro-Wilmins~on-Lomita classifi~d serving areas by 

customers in those areas. Pacific maintains this opposition was 

based on indicated preferences of thes~ custo~crs wh~reas the study 

findings covering shopping an~ calling habits did not fully suppore 

the expressed opposition. Due to the pendency of a final determina­

tion of directory advertiSing circulation as a b~sis of ~dvertisin8 

eh~rgcs ~s proposed in Appl~ca~ion No. 49142, specific ~dver~ising 

rctas wero noe quo~ed to the individuals surveyed. Pacif1cbelieves 
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that a completely valid study concerning classified serving arrange­

ments for Torrance, Lomita and San Pedro customers ca.n be made 01l1y 

when Pacific is in a position to inform all customers of ~he rate 

effect of any directory realignment. 

Pacific requests that the Gardena area classified listings 

be included only with the Torrance-Lomita-San Pedro classified 

listings "effective with the first issue of said directories 

reflecting revised advertising charges published after the Commis­

sion authorizes directory advertising circulation rates of a nature 

proposed in Application No. 49142, or, in lieu thereof: 

r'Authorize Pacific to- cont1~n'le ·'the present cl.assified 

servin.g arrangement for the Gardens area." 

In its petition Pacific stated that it would experience 

an estimated revenue loss of $220,000 per year under the method of 

determining directory advertising circulation and rates in effect 

when the petition was filed. Under the basis for determining 

directory advertising circulation as proposed by either Pacific or 

the COmmission staff in connection with Pacific's Application 

No. 49142, the revenue loss is estimated to be $75,000 per year. 

Pacific did not present an estimate of the effect of increased 

advertising in the proposed classified directory due to the shift 

of Gardena listings. Although Paeific believes that the proper 

directory service for Gardena requ.ires its it:elusion in the 

Torrance-tomita-SanPedro classified director/, Pacific is willing 

to do so only if classified directory revenues are a ~jor consider­

ation in the ~:ner in which Pacific wishes to divide its service 

:tre~ into directory are.:s. 

Pacific presented eonvinc:.ng evidence in Exhibit ~~o. 115 7 

"fo. Study of a Proposed R.e-Aligtllllent 0: the Mid-Cities and South Bay 
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Area Yellow Page Directories" that over two-thirds of both business 

and residential subscribers in Gardena prefer the proposed classi­

fied directory to the present version. 

The representative of the City of Gardena supported 

Pacific's request to include Gardena classified listings in the 

Torrancc-Lomita-San Pedro classified directory and requested that 

Gardena alphabetical listings be included in the South Bay are~ 

directory. 

All parties present at the hearing on December 4, 1968 

stipulated that there was no objection to both alphabetical and 

classified listings from the Gardena area being included only in 

the directories for the South Bny ~rca_ 

Pe~nant Division of Al?habetie~l D1:o~tory 

By the petition dated A~gust 29, 1963, General ~nd Pacific 

request permanent authorization to continue the publie~tion and 

issuance of four ~lpl~betical sections for the Southe~ Section of 

the Los Angeles extended areA directories for iSSUCD subsequout to 

October 1968. 

Pursuant to Decision No. 72130, Gener~l and Pacific have 

issued in 1957 and 1968 four ~lp~abetic~l sec:io~s for the Southc~n 

Section of the Los Angeles extended area directories. App11cants 

h~e made calling pattern studies by central offices throughout 

the Southern Section directory ~rea, and maint~in the results set 

forth in Exhibit No. 10l indicate that a substantial m4jority of 

calls placed in directory areas are to telephones listed ·~thin 

e~ch of the four alp~bctical sections currc~tly bcinS ,ublishc~. 

Appl~eants further mainta~n that the low pcrccnt~ge increase during 

October, November and December, 1967, in calls for information 

$eX'V1e~, shown in Exhibit No. 102, ~re comrn.ensuratc with the growth 
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and movement wi.-thin the arellS 'UD.der considcr."tion ~d support the 

adequacy of the directory cO"¥"erage provided; othe:rw1se 7 greater 

increases would have been experienced. Subsequent to the delivery 

o~ the 1967 directories 7 Gener~l received 116 customer comments on 

the d1rectories~ 20 of which were classified by General as favorable 

and 96 as unfavorable; and Pacific received 202 comments, 48 of 

which were classified by Pacific as favorable and 154 as \l.ll£.avorable. 

Due to the relatively small number of unsolicited adverse comments 

received, applicants maint~in that this dat.a sui>s'Cantiates the 

accept~nce and usefulness of the proposed changes. Since the sample 

was small, applicants do not cons ide: the preponderance of 4dverse 

comments to be significant. Pacific w~s unable to supply for the 

record the actual comments made by customers, the statistical 

s1nmnaries only having been furnished the witness and the original 

comments having fallen victims of paper management warfare. 

However, having reviewed General's notes of the custo:ner cont.:::.cts ~ 

we find seven of the comments cla5sificd ~s f~orable to be ambi­

guous in that the customers also requested secondary directories_ 

The Cities of Gardena ~d Bellflower presented Exhibit 

No. 116, a recast of applic~tst Exh~bit No. 101, to show that 

substantially more calls would be completed ~~th~ di:eetory are~ 

if the Mid-Cities and Long Beaeh ~lphabetical directories were 

combined and if ~he P~rport a~ South Bay alphabetic3l directories 

were combined. 

Bellflower 

The rcpresen'Cative of the City of Bcllflowe= p=otcstcd 

~?plicants' proposals. Tcis protestant reco~e~ds that Decision 

No. 74917 should be modified to pe~it the s~litting of the 

~lph3bctieal directory for the southern area into two directories 
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instead of four. He argued that Exhibit No. 116 demonstrates that , 

the communities of interest lie generally on north-south axCG and 

that substanti~lly greater percentages of calls placed would have 

listings available in two directories as compared to four, almost all 

percentages being above 90 percent. Be suggested the north-south 

~ound~ry could be the Los Angeles strip to S~n Pedro or the Harbor 

Freeway. It was argued that the directory proposals do not reflect 

the re~l communities of interest in the southern area of Los Angeles 

County since the proposed boundaries nUbstnntially follow cxch4ngc 

boundaries in an area which has developed and grown entirely differ­

ent from the exchange boundaries. 

Lone. ~ach 

Concurring in much of the position of the City of Bellflower 

the representative of the City of Long Be~ch stressed that this 

record does not include sufficient evidence to issue a pe~nt 

order. Noting a lack of data on exactly how directories should be 

composed ~d the possibilities of directory mec~nizing presently 

under study and development, long Beach opposed a permanent order. 

Of particul~r concern to Long Bc~ch is the pr~c:ice of dU41 listing 

without charge in two directories those subscribers located near 

a common directory boundary which splits a :ccognized co~nity. 

Since: a businessman in the long Beach area must pa.y for an old-:lit~l 

listing if he wishes to have the same advertisir~ cover3ge that a 

businessman in the dual coverage area obtains without charge, Long 

Be~eh ~int3ins th~t the practice: of d~l lis~in& results in 

1isertmin~tion and that nufficiene information is not in the record 

to determine if th~ discrimination be reasonable or unreasOU3ble. 
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Staff 

The Commission staff representative reaffirmed ~he original 

st~ff position that the split of the Southern Section directory 

sbould be made permanent. He stated that public reaction to the 

split has been mintmal, indicating acceptance of, o~ indifference to, 

the directory problem. The staff favored the directory changes pro­

posed by applicants herein being considered. 

Public 

Applicants and the staff noted in their arguments the 

absence of public witnesses and protest. The Commission has reccivc~ 

copies of resolutions from the Cities of Lawndale, Palos Verdes 

Estates and Rolling Hills Estates and the South B~y Councilmen's 

'~sociation, all opposing the existing split of the directories ancl 

favoring one ~lphAbctic~l ~nd ClAssified directory which would result 

from combining the Airport and South Bay directories. Inasmuch as 

3 notice of the hearing on applicants' petitions was only sent to 

appearances in this proceeding without customer notice being re­

quired, we are not persuaded that the public either accepts or is 

indifferent to applicants' directory proposals. An equally valid 

~ssumption as to the public attitude would be that individUAls 

discount the importance of their separate needs and convenience ancl 

rely upon this Commission to protect and promulg~te the public's 

interest and convenience. 

'Decision No. 74917 

Included in this record 3S Exhibit No. 108 is Exhibit 

~To. 29, in Apl>lication No. 49142 of Pacific for increased ra:tes, 

entitled '~esponse to St~ff Request CV-002 Rcg~rdins A Possible 

Program. to Spli1: 1.os iu'lg(l'les Extended Area Directories." In 

-9-



A. 43693 ds 

Decision No. 74917, dated November 6, 1968, the Commission found 

the proposal for splitting directories to be fair and reasonable and 

Oluthorized Pacific "to proceed with its long-term program to,split 

the alphabetical and classified directories in the Los Angeles 

Extended Area substantially as set forth in Exhibit 29 ...... and shall 

coordinate the same with those of Gener~l Telephone Company of 

Cc.lifornia .. " The Coxtmission is aware that during the development 

of the program conditions will change and n~7 considerations will 

arise. The authoriz~tion grantee by Decision No. 74917 should not 

be interpreted as conclusive and final.. E~eh new directory division 

will be authorized only ~fter a eonvineiDg showing t~t proposed 

directories meet the requirements of public conv~ence and neces­

sity .. As in the propo$~l herein being considered, the Commission 

expects the proposals set forth in Exhibit No, .. 108 (Exhibit No .. 29) 

to be modified as appropriate at the time of act~l issue of divided 

directories. 

During the initial he3rings in October 1966 public opposi­

tion to applic~ts' proposals clearly indicated that the deSires, 

need and convenience of the public had not adequately been met 

despite ~o surveys of public opinion regarding an initial and a 

revised division of the Southern Section directory area~ As a 

rc~ult of strong protests at the initial hearings, applicants 

reviewed their proposals, based largely on the calling pattern of 

exchange areas. and conc1dercd the c~111ng pattern of central office 

are~s. It 'became apparCt;.t that exchange areas do not, in all 

instances, reflect 3dequ~tcly local communities of interest. Since 

cp,licants had committed thcmsclvcs to the realigned directory areas 

in their classified sales c~paigns, this' Commission pcrmitte~ 

applicants to divide their directories for a lfmited period of tj~ 

-10 .. 



1'... [:.$693 ds 

~nth the expectation that specified deficiencies in this record 

would be corrected before final authorization was giv~n .. 

Finding No. 3 of Decision No. 72130 states: 

"8.. This record is de'ficient inasmuch as applicants 
have not supplied basic information as to the 
desired pu-~ose, functions and specifications of 
telephone directories. Such infot"Irlation, together 
with data on how the propos~l meets such objective 
standards, is basic to sound decisions on directory 
proposals. ff 

In .all Attempt to satisfy this finding applicants seate 

taeir "objective standard for compilation of alphabetical directories 

is to include the largest possible number of listings neaeed for e~ll 

completion fn the fewest possible pages in order to assure maximum 

usefulness and convenience to the users .. " This ambiguous statement 

is only appropriate for a general statement of purpose. 

ca11foro.itl. has, for years, had large growing mctropolit~ 

areas which are now so merged that they must be considered to have 

the characteristics of megalopolises.. Very complex, varied, and 

overlapping communities of interest now ~is~ which no longer are 

adequately or completely defined by individual or groups of een~ral 

offices, or by rate or exchange boundaries. 

Pacific has had three independent directory surveys made 

for this proceeding. In each instance after deciding upon a 

tentative directory arrangement by undisclosed considerations, an 

independent survey research organization was engzged to determine 

whether applicants' tentative arrangements would be 3eecp~ab1e to 

the residence and business telephone subscribers in an area. In 

each instance the basic purpose of the survey was to determine 

either public accept4nce or lack of objection to a definite proposal .. 

Cbviously this has been an unsuccessful methodology. Exhibit !'To.; 115 

-11-



A. 48693. ds 

repo~ts on the results of the latest such directory realignment 

proposal which was largely rejected by the public surveyed and for 

~1b.ich Pacific subsequently has not requested .authorization. However 7 

Pacific's Exhibit No. 115 demonstrates the basic tool which can be 

utilized to clearly delineate communities of tnterest by interview 

surveys. 

None of the various criteria advanced in these proceedings 

for directory standards have adequately defined the public's primary 

need for a telephone directory encompassing its cccmunity of 

interest. We recognize that not all subscribers can be satisfied 

by anyone directory arrangement but we believe that better public 

acceptance will be obtained if approximate areas with a community of 

interest are first determined and then directory boundaries are 

conformed as much as practical to such areas. Exchange, central 

office, or classified directory boundaries are not .adequate guides 

under the current circumstances. While calling rates and info~tion 

service traffic loads may be in some circumstances indicators, they 

arc not prfmary considerations. Certainly classified advertising 

r.'evenue effects, directory savings, cost of information service and 

advertising marketing areas are secondary to the convenience and 

needs of the calling subscribers. 

The closest approximation of an objective standard in this 

record is testimony that one of the split ~irectories now fits into 

the drawer of a table on which a telephone instrument rests. This 

Commission was hopeful that the vast scientific and research 

resources of Pacific and General would have produced some better 

standards ~fter competent studies, of such items as the optfmum 

directory overall size, weight, thickness, number of columns and 

s;.zc of type based on user configuration .and convenience, with 
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acceptable deviation limits. We believe that such standards are 

much more appropriate ~han the maxim which applicants appear to 

4pply, that lack of expressed subscriber objections is e~ivalent 

to satisfied subscribers. 

With the Los Angeles extended area directories to be 

rc~ligned possibly into 17 alphabetical, ~d 27 classified direc­

tories, this Commission is concerned that applic3nts' proposals 

best serve the needs and convenience of calling subscribers. 

Findings and Conclusions 

'to1e find that: 

1. Exhibits Nos. 101 ~d 116 do not convincingly demonstrate 

the best directory division for the Southern area of Los Angeles 

County. 

2. Exhibits Nos. 101 and 116 demonstr~te t~t the larger the 

erea served by a directory, the greater will be the number of calle 

placed with listings available in the directory. No data is avail­

~ble in this record to indicate what constitutes an acceptable 

ratio of calls with local directory listings to' totsl c311s. 

3. Exhibit No. 102 does not eonvincingly dcmonstr:tte that 

directory changes have had minor effect on tne level of information 

service traffic loads. 

4. Exhibit No. 103 clearly indie~tcs tl~t applicants' 

directory proposals 'lJlay be unfavorably received by many subscribers.. • 

5. The large variation in requests for secondary directories 

from Pacific .and General shown in Exhibit; No. 104 7 res:pectively 

15.33 percent and 1.35 ~ercent of pr~J directories, is not 

consistent with the v~iations between applicants' information 

se:vice traffic loads shown in Exhibit No. l02. 
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6. Exhibit No. 105 shows that actual revenues from foreign 

directory listings exceeded those estimated by applicants in 

~dlibi~ No. 16 of this proceeding by approximetely 107 percent. 

7. If applicants apply the survey procedures deline.ated in 

E::hibit No .. 115 they can accurately determine the community of 

interest areas and cl~ssified advertising marl~t areas. 

8. It is reasonable to include alphabetical and classified 

directory listings from the Gardena area in directories for the 

South Bay area and exclude said listings from directories for 

Y~d-C1ties area. 

S. This record does not contain information sufficient to 

determine if applicants r proposals best serve the directory needs 

znd convenience of subscribers. 

10. It is reasonable to permit a.pplicants to continue the 

present four alphabetical directories for the Southern Section of 

the Los Angeles extended area in 1969 and 1970 to afford applicants 

time for needed further studies. 

The Commission concludes that the request of Pacific to 

cY-clude Gardena classified listings from the Cccpton directory 4nd 

to include Gardena listings in the Torrance-Lomita-San Pedro 

~13$sified directory should be granted and that authority should be 

&~~nted applicants to publish and issue four al,habetical sections 

o~ the Southern Section directory only in the years 1969 and 19707 

as hereafter ordered. 

. . 
ORDER. 
~--...,-

IT IS ORDER...'T:'D that: 

1. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Comp~ny shall exclude 

G~dcna elassified listings from the Com?ton directory and include 
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s~id listings in the Torrance-Lomita-San Pedro classified directory, 

ef~ective with the next issue of said directories after the 

effective date hereof" 

2. Pacific shall exclude Gardena alph~betical listings from 

the ~dd-Cities area directory and include said listings in the 

South Bay area directory with the next issue of said directories 

after the effective date hereof. 

3. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Comp3ny and the 

General Telephone Company of California may contin'l.'lC to publish and 

issue in 1969 and 1970 the four alphabetical sections for the 

Southern Section of the Los Angeles extended area directories. 

Without Commission authorization to the contr~ being obtained, 

applicants shall revert to, publish and issue a single alpho'lbetical 

section for the Southern Section of the Los Angeles exteeded area 

directories for issue subsequcnt to October 1~70. 

4. Applicants sl~ll conduct a study of the Southern Section 

0:' the Los Ar~eles extended ~ea designed to determine what classi- . 

fied advertising market areas and community of interest 3re~ exist 

therein. Based on proeedurec s~lar to those set forth in 

E::l"ibit No. 115 of this proceeding and other appropriate data, 

~pplicants shall submit to this Commission their recommendations 

and re~sonab~e alternates theret~ for realignment of alpl~bctic~l 

and classified directories in said area~ with suffici~t,supporting 

d~t~ so that the ,Commission may make a determi~tion of which o~ 

,the"various reasonable directory con£1~a.ti~S best:' servo the need 

and convenience ,of call~ng su?sc~ibers" Tl1C Commission shall ~lso 

bo iuformed of ~hc revenue and cos~ effects of alternate propos~ls. 
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Presentation of ~his required, material shall be made in writing on 

or before January 1, 1~70 or at such time as npplicants request 

further authorization relating to realignment of said directories. 

The effective date of ~his order shall be eweney days 

a~ter the date hereof. 

Dated at __ ~_Lo_S_A:rJ._g_e_les ____ , California, this 

F£8f<UARY do.y of _________ 1> 196~ .. 

UU1iA4UA ~;Ant 
. '. ~ _ ...... 

/ / -,' ,/,., 
coma:ssioners 
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