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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE:S$ATE'OF'CALIFORNDA_-

Decision No.

FRED WIIZIG, dba CHARLOTTE
INIERIORS,

Complainant, o
vs. Case No. 8905

| (Filed April 1, 1969)
THE PACIFIC TELEPHBONE AND g :
TELEGRAPE COMPANY,

Defendant.

Paul A, Eisler, for complainant,
Richaxrd Siegfried, for defendant.

O2INION

Complainant asks this Commission for am order requirtng;_'
defendant to refund all charges duly paid for a listlng in 1ts
¢classified directory and for a free 1xst1ng wtil the next issue
of said classified directory. Defendant has answered, denying
the material allegations of the complaint, and has\filed é‘m6tion '
to dismiss the complaint on the ground that the relief. sought by
complainant is inappropriate under its filed tariff, |

The matter was heard before Examiner Gillanders atvSén
Francisco on August 19 and 20, 1969. It was submitted on |
December 12, 1969 upon receipt of defendant's recommended £indings
of fact and conclusions of law as requested by the examiner. o

Complainant did not file the requested document by the agreed upon
date.
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Based upon the reéord; the Commission fiﬁds that:

1. Complainant was contacted ﬁy defendant in February and
April 1968 regarding advertising in the September 1963:Sén Francisco
directory. During these visits complainant advised defendant that
he was not prepared to discuss his advertising as he was negotxatlng
for a new business locatlon.

2. On May 28, 1968, complainant ordered and signed for.
advertising in the September 1968 San Francisco directory even
though he planmed to later move his business to a pew'quation. 
This sigoed advertising order (Exhibit 1) was never cancelled.

3. During the May 28, 1968 visit, defendant‘advised—‘
complainant that he had until July 3, 1963 to change his listing
(i.e., his telephone number and address) in the 1968 San Francxsco
directory if he found a new location for his business.

4. A change in complainant's address and telephone number
affects the alphabetical and classified section of the directoxy
as well as other vital records of the defendant. |

5. The Scptember 1968 San Francisco directory closed to
additions, deletions and changes of listings on July 3, 1963.

6. Defendant established July 3, 1968 as the listing closing
date for the 1968 San Framcisco directory by working backwaxd from
the date the directory was scheduled for delivery, allowing the
required number of days to bind, print and compile the:diréctory;“

7. Cr approximately July 19, 1968, complainant lea:ned'that
be would definitely be moving his business to 1185 Vicente Street,
San Francisco, on some future date as of then.yet.undeterﬁdned;

3. On approximately July 24, 1968, complainant requested

that defendant change his address and telephone‘ﬁumber'in the‘196&'3
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San Francisco directory. Defendant advised complainant that the
date for listing changes, July 3; 1968, was past, and that no
change in his listing could be made.

9. During the period July 29-31, 1968, complainant made
numerous requests of defendant that defendant change the telephone

numder and aidress in his 1/4 column advertisement.,

10. Defendant advised complainant that;]although the closing

date for listing changes was past, complainant could add his new
address and telephone number as an additional lime of copy in the
1/4 column advertisement by reducing the size of some of the copy
in the advertisement. Such line was to read "On or about | '
November 1, 1968, my new address will be 1185 Vicente Street amd -
my new phone number will be 566-3888".

1l. Complainant rejected defendant's offer to add the new
address and telephone number as a line of copy im his 1/4 column
advertisement, o a

12, Defendant printed thgvadvertisement-in'the 19§B{San
Francisco directory as speéified‘in the May 28, 1968&advertis£ag”
ordex. ' | |

13. The 1968 San Francisco directory was delivered‘to 
defendant‘s customers om Sepcemﬁer 1, 1968.

14, Complainant moved to his new location at 1185 Vicente
Street in late October, 1968, |

15. On December 11, 1968, complainant changed his former
telephone numbexr 752-5826 from an individual message rate business
service and a secretarial lime to a business answeriﬁg,line'

terminating on an answering service.
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16, The charges for complainant's advertising program were
$39.75. The charge for the specific 1/4 column advertisemeﬁt'in
which complainant wished to change his telephone number and address _
was $27 per month. ,\ |

17. Complainant made numerous requests for an-adjpstmentfof
these charges. f

18. Defendant has made no adjustment of these charges.
Conclusions of Law

1. The advertising order sigmed by complainant on May 28,

1968 was a contract between complainant and defendant.

2. Complainant did not cancel the contract for advertising

prior to the closing date as specified on the contract and in

Schedule Cal. P,U.C. No. 39-T, 2nd Revised Sheet 4, Spec;&l
Condition 3.

3. Defendant's action in establishing a Ju1y>3 1968 lxstxng
closing date for a telephone directory to be delivered September l
1968 is reasonable.

4. No error was made in the printing of- complainant s
advertising which would entitle him to relief under Schedule Cal. %‘{:
?.U.C. No. 39-T, 8th Revised Sheet 5, Special Condition 8.

5. Complainant is not entitled to any relief and the
couplaint should therefore be dismissed.




ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the cowplaint in Case No. 8905

is dismissed. San Francisco
Dated at | , California, this

/77 3ay of - -FEBRUARY ., 1970.
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