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.Decision No. __ 7.....-S~3~S8~_ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 'OF mE 'sTATE OF' CALIFORNIA' 

Application of the GENERAL TELE- ) 
PHONE COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA and ) 
'l'HE PACIFIC 'l'ELEPHONE AND 'XEI.£- ) 
GRAPH COMPANY~ for authority to ~ 
make certain changes in the 
prescn: Los Angeles Southern 
Section telephone Direetories. 

Application No. 48693 
(Filed August 8~ 1966:; .. 

Petitions, filed August 2,9 ~ 
196a~ September 4 ~ 1968,. , 

October 31, 1969', and' 
April 30, 1970.) 

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

A. M. Hart and Donald J. Duckett, for General 
Telephone Company ot califOrnia, petitioner. 

Alex ,Go£gooian, City Attorney, for City of 
Belltlower; Louis Possner, for the City of 
Long Beach; Graham A. !:I.itch:i.e 1 for City of 
Hawaiian Gardens; Toshiro Hiraide, for 
Garden.:l Chamber orCom.~rce and Glrder.a 
Citizens Group; and Douglas Goldie, for 
Wilmington Chamber ot Commerce, protestants. 

Harry R. Peacock, for City of Gardena; R. W .. 
Russell, by K. D. WalDer~, for City of 
Los Angeles; ana Lloyd cleL18m2s, for the 
City of To:-ra:lce, interested parties. 

Andrew To'knl2koff,. for the Commission staff. 

O?INION 
-~ .... -- .... --

the request on April 30, 1970 of General Telephone Compa.ny 

of California and The Pacific Telephone and !elegrat>h Company that: 

the Cotomission approve revision of the Bellflower-Long.· B'each direc­

tory service, and to continue to study obj eeti ve standards for. 

directory design was heard befo~e Examiner Coffey in tong Beach on 

S~ptember 24, 1970. the matter was submitted on October 22,. 1970 .. 
','J, 

Applicants presented the testi.'li:,>uyof two witnesses 'and 

fo'.lX' exhibits in support of their request.. RQpresentati~~es, of the' 

Cities of Long Beach, Bellflower, Los Angeles and Gardena' and the" 

Cou:mission staff participated in the proceeding. No public: witness' 

ap?eared, notice of hearing having been sent only to appearances .• 
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History of Proceeding. 

On August S, 196&, applicants requested author-lty to· issue 

four alphabetical directories in· lieu of the then existing single 

alphabetical directory for the Southern Section of the Los Angeles 

Sxtended Area telephone directory. No changes were sought in the 

six classified sections then beingp.ublisbed for the Sou tJ.le rn area. 

Representatives of the Cities of Gardena, Bellflower, 

Long Beach, and Wilmington Chamber 'of' COtIlmer~c and ::'ot::). the: C'=rson­

Dotlinguez area vigorously protested the' 1966 proposal O'f applicants. 

After five days of hearing this Commission, in Decision 

No. 72130, dated March 7, 1967, found it appropriate to afford 

applicants. furt:'ler opportunity to study its exchange structure and 

directory design before finally approving applicants' directory pro·­

posals. After indicating that 8pplic8:l.ts hod not demonstra.ted· tba·t 
, 

their proposals best served the public convenience and interest, the 
.' 

Cotmnission permitted applica:lts, for the directories published in' 

October 1967 and 1968, to' divide the single alphabetical section 
" 

into four parts. '!he order required the alphabetical directory to, 

revert to a single section for the October 1969 issue unles·$ the· 

Commission ordered O'therwise. 

Since the residents of Gardena had vigO'rously protested 

the proposed inclusiO'n of the Gardena classified directory lis.tings 

with those from the City O'f Compton, having a community of interest 

with the Redondo-Lomita-Torrance-San Pedro· area, the Commission 

required applicants to' list residents of Gardena in the alphabe:ical 

section for the so-called South Bayl .and the Compton-Downey 8reas~ 

1 The SOuth ;say .are~ directory encompasses the communJ.t:ies of: 
RedO'ndo Beach, TO'rrance 7 Lomita and San PedrO' in additiO'n to 
Gardena •. 
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Applicants were further required to study the feasibility and desir­

ability of mOving tbe Gardena classified listings from'tbe Compton 

classified section to the Torrance-Lomita-San Peciro·classified 

section. 

On August 29, 1968, applicants requested that the division 

of the Southern Section of the Los Angeles Extended Area telephone 

directories be made permanent. On Sep·tember 4. 1968", Pacific 

requested authorization to include Gardena area classified listings 
, 

in the Torrance-Lomita-San Pedro· area classified ,directory;. and to 

exclude said listings from the Comptou'area claSSified directory. 

After three days of hearing, this Commission, in Decision 

No. 75324;J dated February 18, 1969', xoade the following findings: 

1. Exhibits Nos. 101 and 116 do not convincingly 
demonstrate the best directory division for 
the Soutbern area of Los Angeles County. 

2. Exhibits Nos. 101 and 116 demonstrate that tbe 
larger the area served by a directory, the 
larger will be the number of calls placed with 
listings available in the directory. No data 
is available in this record to indicate what 
constitutes- an acceptable ratio of calls with 
local directory listings to- total calls. 

3. Exhibit No. 102 does not convinCingly demonstrate 
that directory changes have had minor effect on 
the level of information service traffic loads. 

4. Exhibit No~ 103 clearly indicates that applicants' 
directory proposals may be unfavorably received 
by many subscribers. 

5. !he large variation in requests for secondary 
directories from Pacific and General shown in 
Exhibit No .. 104, respectively 16.33. percent and 
1.35 percent of primary directories, is not con­
sistent with the variations between applicants'infor­
mation service traffic' loads shown in Exhibit No.10Z. 

6.. Exhibit No. 105 shows that actual revenues from 
fo::eign directory listings exceeded those esti­
mated by applicants in EXhibit 16 of this pro­
ceeding by approxitnately 107 percent. 
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7. If applicants apply the survey procedures delin­
eated in Exhibit No. 115 they can accurately 
determine the' community of iuterese are&s and 
classified advertising market areas. 

8. It is reasonable to include alphabetic and clas­
sified directory listings from the Gardena area 
in directories for the South Bay area and exclude 
said listings from directories for Mid-Ci.ties 
area. 

9. '!his record does not contain information suffi­
cient to determine if applicants' proposals'best 
serve the directory needs and convenience of 
subscribers. 

10. It is reasonable to permit applicants to con-
tinue t<> issue the present four alphabetic aress 
for the Southern Section of the Los Angeles 
Extended Area directories in 1969 and 1970 t<> 
afford 8?plicants time for needed further studies. 

Decision No. 75324 permitted Pacific to exclude Gardena 

classified listing from the Compton CMl.d-Cities) directory and to, 

includ~ Gardena listings in the torrance-Lomita-San Pedro classified 

directory and authorized applicants to publish and'issue four alpha,­

betic sections of the Southern Section directory only in .the years 

1969 and 1970. Without Commission authorization ~o, the contrary 

'being. obtained applicants were required to revert to, publish and 

issue a Single alphabetical section for the Southern Section of the 

Los Angeles Extended Area directories for issues subsequent to. 

October 1970. 
Ordering paragraph 4 of Decision No,. 75324 required as 

follows: 
4. Applicants shall conduct a study of the Southern 

Section of the Los Angeles E.."'Ctcnded Area designed 
to dete:mine what classified advertising,msrket 
areas the community of interest areas exist :here­
in. Based on p::ocedures similar to those set 
forth in Exhibit No. 115 of this proceeding ana 
other appropriate data, applicants shall submit 
~o this Commission their recommendation and rea­
sonable alternates thereto for realignment of 
alphabetical 3ne cla~sified directories in said 
area, with sufficient supporting data so that 
the Commission may make a determination of which 
of the various reasonable directoryeonfigura­
tions best serve the need and convenience of 
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callillg subscribers.. The Commission· shall also 
be informed of the revenue and cost effects of 
alternate proposals. Presentation of this 
required mat~rial shall be made in writing on 
or before January 1, 1970 or at such time as 
applicants request further authorization relat­
ing to realigcment of said directories. . 

On. October 31~ 1969, applicants requested an extension of 

time to J'anuary 1, 1971 within whieh to comply with the provisions· 

of the foregoing ordering paragraph. Decision No.. 76495, d.a.ted 

December 2, 1969, granted the requested extension of time. 

Applicants state that the petition for extension was based 

on new facts developed as a result of two yea~s' experience in 

offering directory service in the So,,;thern Section of the Los Angeles 

Extended Area, and petitioners desired to continue consider3tionof 

theretofore unexplored use of various directory produetion possi­

bilities, to research ~n~ validate these potentials by utilizing 

up<U:ted int.e:rnal and external data, and to discuss direetorydesign 

with interested parties. Petitioners proposed to report to this 

Comtllission on or prior to May 1, 1970 the r~sults· of such studies 

and discussions and to either file a new directory design proposal 

or 1 if unsuccessful> to- proceed promptly to make the study ordered 

by Decision No. 75324. 

Appli~uts allege herein that further studies and discus­

siotlS prove the existence of a high degree of calling from- the: 

Bellflower community ~o certain commcnities in the greater Long Beach 

area and the necessity to provide wider scope alphabetical lis~ings 

to refleet this calling pattern, that such studies and discussio:lS 

have further convineed petitioners of the nece$sity for objective 

design cri~eria whieh will ad\aqu.ately reflect communities of 

interest in all other areas. 
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Applicants propose as the solution to the Bellflower­

Long Beach directory service a revised directory design as follows: 

1. Gen~Cll will deliver the Long. Beach alphabetical 

dircetory to its subscribers in the community of Bellflower along 

with the 1970 and 1971 Mid-Cities Directory; 

2. For subsequent years and coincl.d'ent with Genera.l t s 

ca!;)acity for mechanization;, General will list all of the Long. Beach 

area;, except AlatUitos;, in the Mid-Cities Directory delivered in 

the community of Bellflower; 

3. 'Xb.e solution arrived at results in each s.ubseriber 

receiving in the directory delivered to him alphabetical' and 

classified listings for at least 85 percent of the calls within his 

current free calling. area. 

Applicants allege that the propos~ls ~s to the Bellfl~wcr 

~:c.d Long Beach communities have been discussed with and are endorsee. 

by the representatives of the City of Bellflower and the City of 

long Beach who have previously appeared in these proceedings. 

Applicants specifically requested' in the cur:-ent pe~it10n 

that the Commission: 

1.. Authorize applicants to. implement the proposed solution 

to the Long Beach-Bellflower problem arrived at by applicants' 

study a1::d discussion with int.arested parties and endorsed by' 

interested parties) aud 

2. Permit applicants to cO:ltinue to study ehe\ matter of 

objective $~ndards for directory design 1'0. relation to' new 

:leehanizatio'C. capabilities and" to file petitioners" applicatioc.s 

for implementing such objective from time to time as to specific 

directories wheu such implcment.'ltion becomes feas:ible. 
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Applicants' counsel stated that it was the intent of the 

petition requesting an extension of time on October 31, 1969, to 

ask for relief from the procedure requ;1red by ordering paragraph 4-

of Decision No. 75324 due to two new factors, namely.mechanization 

8'l:d the agreement relative to Bellflower.. It is applicant's. position 

~t the survey and techniques requested in order1u~ p4rcgr~ph 4 

are no longer necess.ary because of internal data JltJ.d the new . 

capabilities resulting from. directory mechanization ana because of 

the solution of serving the needs of Bellflower. 

The City of Long Beach stated that it· has no objection 

to applicant f s proposal as a temporary measure, but that a final 

order should not be issued herein since the basic problem of~ 

determining how to design a telephone directory for maximum usage 

bas not been resolved, since no design criteria. has been presented 

herein. Long Beach urges that no other directory splits be 

permitted by applicants uutil applicants demonstrate that they can 

develo9 criteria. Long. Beach would explore the' whole question of 

directory economies since it appears froID. applicauts f Exhibit No.. 21 

in this proceeding that in the.Southeru A:rea the alphabetical list­

ing is the source of only 5% of the numbers called by' res'!deo.tial 

subscribers:t and would obtain true public reaction to various· 

proposals. after criteria have been es'tablished. 

The City of Bellflower agrees with applicants' proposed 

solution herein only as au interim measUre. Bellflower expected 

that out of these proceedings would come criteria by which: not· only 

the Southern Direetory, but various other directo:ies could be 

divided sud poi~ted out that this reco~d does not contai~ ~~y 

testimony that the promises and assertions of app11cants f initial 

presentation have come true.. Bellflower would have alternate, 
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recommendations considered iu this proceeding, SUCh3S the 

Southern Directory being split iuto two parts rather than four , or 

having the directory correspond to the subscriber's free calling 

ares. Bellflower objects to'tbe termination of this proceeding. 

The City of Gardena has obtained in this proceeding the­

directory coverage it desires aud does not wish any change therein. 

'.the staff representative stated he had n() obj.ection to: 

the proposed Bellflower adjustment and that the staff does not . 

w~'O.t a single directory for tbe whole Southern Area. 

Discussion 

Dm:iU& the initial heariugs in October 1966· public 

opposition to applicants t 'Proposals in the foreD. of voluminous 

petitions ~ chartered bus loads ()f protestants and testimony and 

exhibits clearly indicated that the desires, need and convenietlce 

of the public had not adequately been anticipated by applicants 

despite two surveys of public opinion regarding an initial and 

:l revised division of the Southern Section di=eetory area, and 

'Qauy contacts by applicants f local representatives with community 

leaders aud various iuternal considerations. As· a result of st:t'Qug 

protests at the initial hearings) applicants, between hearings, 

reviewed their proposals, based largely on the calling pattern of 

exehaugc areas, and cO'QSid~red the calling pattern of central 

offi.ce areas. 

Pacific has had three independent directory surveys Q:lde' 

for this prcx:eed:ttlg. !n eacb. i'CSt.o.nce after deciding upon a 

tentative di.rectory arrangement by undisclosed- considerations, 

.0.'0. independent survey :ese~:ch o:gani::ationw'ls engage6 to- d~te:t'l""..i'C.e 

whether applicants' tentative arrangements would be acceptable- to 

the residence and business telephone subscribers in an area. 
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In each instance the basic purpose of the survey was to determine 

either public acceptance or lack of objection to a definite 

proposal. Obviously this has been 4'0. unsuccessful methodology. 

Exhibi1: No. 115 reports on the results of the" 1:1st"d1rectory 

realignment proposal which was largely rej ected by the· public 

surveyed ~nd for which Pacific subsequently has not" requested 

authorization. However,. Pacificts Exhibit No. 11S· demonstrates 

the basic tool which can be utilized to" clearly delineate 

communities of interest by interview surveys. 

Since applicants r methods and procedures bad not been 

effective generally in adequately defining and reflecting local 

communities of interest,. the Commission has twice limited the period 

of authorization of tbe division of tbe Sou1:hern. Section directory,. 

antici.pating the appl:tcants cOuld,. and would·,.. develop definitive· 

criteria and standards for the division of telephone directories"" 

and methods and procedures of delineating areas of community 

interest. 

In an effort to be specific, the Commission: in Dec:i.s"lon 

No. 75324 pointed out in Finding No. 7 chat appl:l.cant$ bad 

developed survey procedures, as demonstrated by their Exhi1>it 

No. 115, by which cau be accurately determined the communi1:y of 

interest and classified advertising. market areas. To· implement 

the finding and to motivate applicants, the Commission included. 

ordering paragraph 4 in Decision No. 75324 which would have produced 

data so that the Commission could make its own detertll:f.nation of the 

directory configuration which would best serve the needs and 

convenience of ea.lling subscribers. 

-9-



A. 48693· hjh 

I 

Applicants substantially request herein the authorization 

of the 4 ... way directory division as it presently exists. .and that !t: 

be permitted trto study the matter of objective standards for 

directory design in relation to new mechaniza-::ioneapabilit1es. ". 

From the description of the mechanization process' contained in 

this record we are unable to see any way that mechaui:stll affec'~s. 

the basic problems we are considering. here, the need of" stand3rds 

and the need to determine subscriber community of 1nteres~ and 

::.nrketi'Og areas. It may be true that mechan:Lsm w:Lll result in 

such flexibility that directories can be tailored aud c~tom;" 

fitted to the needs of communities with ease. However, it appears 

that the itllOlediateuess of mechanism of ciirectory-compilationw1th 

the use of computers makes more necessary the prompt solution of 

the pro~lems herein being cons:Ldered. 

Applicants. also request that· they be permitted to file 

the results of their studies of standards at such time :lS they may 

fi!e applications for specific directories. Applicants have pro­

posed to increase the number of Los Angeles. extended are~ 

alphabetical directories from the five that existed in 1966 to- 17 

and the number of classified directories from 23 to 28:. '!he 

division of one of these alphabetical directories is herein being 

considered. In Decision No. 74917~. dated November 6,. 1968, the 

Commission found the proposal for splitting directories t~ be fsir 

and reasonable and authorized Pacific "to proceed with its long ... 

teX't'll program to split the alphabetical and classified directories in 

the Los Angeles Extended Area substantially as set· forth in 

Exhibit 29 ••• and sb311 coordi~~te the same with those of· Genercl 

telephone Company of california." In Decision No. 7S324~ the 

Commission commented on this authorization as follows: 
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"'!'he Commission is aware that during. the' development 
of the program conditions will change and new con. ... 
siderations will arise. !be authorization granted by 
Decision No. 74917 should not be interpreted as" 
conclusive :tnd fin31. Each new directory divi.sion 
will be authori~ed only .after a convincing showing 
that proposed directories meet the requirements of 
public convenience and necessity. As in the 
p~oposal herein being considered, the Commi~sion 
expects the proposals set forth in Exhibit·No .. lOS 
(Exhibit No. 29) to be modified as app:opr1ate 4t 
the tio.e of actual issue of divided directories." 

In givi:c.g such euthorizatiou, the Commission was hopeful that 

stand~rds and procedures requested in this proceeding would be 

?roduced and approved so that the remaining directory divisions 

could be implemented with S miuitnUOl of controversy and the' maximum 

satisfaction of public needs. Such have not been fortbeoad:tlg~ 

Such statements of standards as have been made by applicants' 

wi~esses are appropriate only as ge~eral statements without 

estab11shoent of any specifie ~alues. 

It appears from this proceeding that applicants do not 

wish to objectively determine what direetory service is desire: 

by its subscribers. In response to the examiner's request for 

guidauce to that part of thl.s reeord which i.nd'ie~ tes ".:any further 

evaluation of what the public desires other than they h~ve not 

protested and they, perhaps, haven't asked for as many directoriec 

as ~hey have iu the past"> a representative of Ge:l~ra1 replied, 

''What they (the public) want may "Cot always be' good for the public." 

Unfortunately in this proeeed"i1lg, the Commission has not 

been .a~forded the data on which a determination could be made of 

~hat t!le public wants. It follows that a detexcninationcould 'Cot 

be made by the Commission of what is' "good for the public tl s;!,nee 

uci·~b.e4 the pablie nor the Cocm:i.ssio'c has been presen::ed w:tt:h 

alternatives to applicant's proposals. The situation here, in 

esseuce) is that of tsking the directory forcn.at proposed by applicants 

without choice. 
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Findings and Conclusion 

We find-that: 

e. 

1. This record is deficient inasmuch as applicants have not 

supplied basic information as to the desired purpose, functions and 

specifications of telephone directories. Such information
t 

together 

'With data on how the proposal meets. s.uch objective standards,_ is 

basic to sound decisions on. directory proposals.. 

2. Applicants have not complied with ordering paragraph No.; 4 

of Decision No. 75324. 

3. This record does not contain information suff:Ccientto' " 

determine if applicants' proposals best serve the directory needs 

and convenience of subscribers. 

4. It is reasonable for General to deliver the Long Beach 

alphabetieal directories to its subscribers in the community of 

Bellflower along 'With the 1971 Mid-Cities Directory. Such delivery 

does not require COmmission authorization. 

S. It is reasonable to permit applicants to- continue the 

present four alphabetical directories for the Southern Section of 

the Los Angeles Extended Area in 1971 pending complia~ce with 

ordering paragraph No. 4 of Decision No., 75324. 

We eOlc.clude that authority granted' applicants to' pub-lish 

and issue four alphabetical sections of the Southern directory 

should be extended to the year 1971, as hereafter ordered .. 

ORDER 
--~~-. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company and the 

General Telephone Company may continue to publish and issue in 1971 

four alphabetical sections for the Southern Seet;ton of the 
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Los Angeles Extended Area directories. Without Commission authoriza-' 

eion to the contrary being obtained, applicants shall revert to-, 

publish and issue a single alphabetical section for the Southern 

Section of the Los A1lge1es Extended Area directories for issue sub­

sequent to October 1971. 

2. The time of compliance with ordering paragraph No .. 4 of 

Decision No. 75324 is extended to 3anuary 1, 1972. 

The effective date of this order shall be. twenty days 

after the date hereof .. 

Dated at ___ San .... ..;,;F're.n ....... _d!l_!C_:C>' __ , Califorma, this £Al-4 daY 
. MARCH ' of _______ ~ '1971. 

, .... 
'" .. ""'. ,':" " 
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