Decision No. Y8388
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE O?iCALIFORNIA‘M :

Application of the GENERAL TELE- ) Abpli . _
« . pplication No. 48693

- |  TELE- Petitions filed August 29,

GRAPH COMPANY, for authority to 1968, September 4, 1968,
make ¢certain changes in the October 31. 1969 and
present Los Angeles Southexn A ri1'30?'19707)-* n
Section Telephome Directories. P o I

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

A. M. Hart and Donald J. Duckett, for General

L Telephone Company of Califbrﬁia,cpetit%oner.

Alex Googooian, City Attormey, for City o
Belltlowex; Louis Possner, for the City of
Long Beach; Graham A. Witchie, Sor City of
Eawaiian Gardens; Toshiro Hiraide, for
Gardend Chamber of Commerce and Gardena
Citizens Group; 2nd Douglas Goldie, for
Wilmiagton Chambex of CommeZce, protestants.

Harry R, Peacock, for City of Gardena; R. W.
Russell, by K. D. Walvert, for City of
Los Angeles; and Lioyd ce Llamas, for the
City of Torraace, intérested parties.

Andrew Tokmekoff, for the Commission staff.

OPINION

The request om April 30, 1970 of'Gene:alfTelephdﬁe'Cqmpényr.
of California and The Pacific Telephome ard Telegraph Combaﬁyfthat
the Commission approve revision of the Bellflower-Long:Bééchldirec-
toxy service, and to continue to study objective staﬁdardS’for
cdirectory design‘was heaxd before Examinex Coffeyin'L§ngBeachon'
September 24, 1970. The matter was submitted on October 22; 1976;‘
Applicants presented the testf&nny of twdgwitncssés;aﬁd
four exhibits in support of their request. RepiesennativesJof_théjf]"
Cities of Long Beach, Bellflqwer, Los AngeleS‘andﬂGardena‘a;d :hgy“
Coxmission staff participated in the-prdceeding.‘ No pubiiéjwitneSS"

appeéred; notice of&hearing having been sent'only to appearénces‘7
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History of Proceeding .

On August 8, 1966, applicants requéstediauthority~toqissue

four alphabetical directories in lieu of the then existing single
alphabetical directory for the Southern Section of the Los Aﬁgeles
Ixtended Azea telephone directory. No changes were sough;‘in\:he
six classified sections then being published forthe'Southern;areo.

Representativeé of the Cities of Gardena, Bellfiower;; |
Long Beach, ano Wilmington Chamber "of Commerze and from_:ﬁe{corson-
Doninguez area vigorously protested the 1966 proposal of'apéiioants; 

After five days of hearing this'CommiSSion, in'Deoision‘
No. 72130, dated Maxch 7, 1967, found it approprmate to afford
applicants further opportunity to study its exchange structure and
directory design before finally approviang applicants' dlrectory pro~-
posals. After indicating that applicants had not demonstréce&<thati |
theix proposals best served the public convenience and interest che
Commission permitted applicaats, for the directories publmohed in ,
October 1967 and 1968, to divide the single alphabetical sectxon
into four parts. The order required the alphabetlcal d1rectory to
revert to a single section for the October 1969 issue unless\theg
Commission ordered otherwise. -

Since the residents of Gardena had vigorouslyprotested
the proposed inclusion of the Gardema classified directory listings .
with those from the City of Compton, having a community of imterest
with the Redondo-Lomita-Torrance-San Pedro area, the Commission
required applicants to list residents of Gardena in the alphabe cical

section for the so-called South Bayl and'the Comptonhbowney areas.

« J1be South Bay area directory encompasses tne communities oL
Redgndo Beach, Torrance, Lomita and Sar Pedro in addition to
Gardena.. ' ' S
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Applicants were further required to study the feasibiiity and désir-'

ability of moving the Gardema classified liétihgs £rom the Compton
classified section to the Torrance-Lomita-San Pedro classiffed

section.

On August 29, 1968, applicants requested that the division
of the Southefn Section of the Los Angeles Extendéd‘Area telé#hpnéz
directories be made permament. On September 4, 1968, Pacific
requested authorization to include Gardena ateécléésifiéd~listihgs
in the Torrance-Lomita=-San Pedro-area‘classified:directory;iandrto
exclude said listings from the Cowpton area classified diréctof?.

After three days of hearing, this Commission, in Decision
No. 75324, dated February 18, 1969, made the following findings:

1. Exhibits Nos. 10l arnd 116 do not convincingly
demonstrate the best directory division for
the Southexm area of Los Angeles County.

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

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

Exhibit No. 103 clearly indicates that applicants'
directory proposals may be unfavorably received
by meny subseribers. : '

The large variation in requests for secondary
directories from Pacific and General shown in
Exhibit No. 104, respectively 16.33 perxcemt 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.l02.

Exhibit No. 105 shows that actual revenues from
foreign directory listings exceeded those esti~
rated by applicants in Exhibit 16 of this pro-
ceeding by approximately 107 percent, -
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1f applicants apply the survey procedures delin-
eated in Exhibit No. 115 they can accurately
determine the community of interest areas and
classified advertising market areas.

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-Cities
area. '

This record does not contain information suffi-
cient to determine if applicants' proposals best
serve the directory needs and convenience of

subscribers.

It is reasomable to permit applicants to con-

tinue to issue the present four alphabetic areas

for the Southern Section of the Los Angeles

Extended Area directories in 1969 and 1970 to

afford applicants time for neceded further studies.

Decision No. 75324 permitted Pacific to exclude Gardema
classified listing from the Compton (Mid-Cities) directory and to
include 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 omly in the years
1969 and 1970. Without Commission authorization to‘the'coﬁtrary
being obtained applicants were required to revert to, publish and

issue a single alphabetical section for the Southerm Seétion‘offthe‘

Los Angeles Extended Area directories for-issues,subsequéﬁtyto‘
October 1970. S -
Ordering paragraph 4 of Decision No. 75324 required as

foliows:

4. Applicants shall conduct a study of the Southern
Section of the Los Angeles Extended Area designed
to determine what classified advertising market
areas the community of interest areas exist there-
in. Based on procedures similar to those set
forth in Exhibit No. 115 of this proceeding and
other appropriate data, applicants shall submit
to this Commission their recommendation and rea-
sonable alternates thereto for realigmment of
alphabetical and classified directories in sgid
area, with sufficient supporting data so that
the Commission may make a determination of which
of the various reasonable directory configura-
tions best serve the need and convenience of
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calling subscribers. The Commission shall also
be informed of the reveanue and cost effects of
alternate proposals. Presentation of this
required material shall be made in writing on
or before January 1, 1970 or at such time as
applicants request further authorization relate
ing to realzgnment of said directories.

On October 31, 1969, applicants requested an extension.of
time to Jaouwaxy 1, 1971 within which to comply with the provisiotsl
of the foregoing oxdering paragraph. Declszon No. 76495 dated
December 2, 1969, granted the requested extension of time.

Applicants state that the petition for extension was based

on new facts developed as a resultyof two years' exporience in
offexring directory service in the Southern Section of‘thedlos~Angeles
Extended Area, and petitioners desired to comntinue consideration of
theretofore unexplored use of various directory productxon p0351-
bilities, to research and validate these potentxals by utmlmzxng
updated internal and external data, and to discuss dxrectory\designi
with interested parties. Petitioners proposed to report to th;s
Commission on or pxior to May 1, 1970 the results of such studies
and discussions and to eithexr file a neW'directory desxgn proposal
or, if unsuccessful, to proceed promptly to make the study-ordered
by Decision No. 75324. o

Applicants allege herein that further studies and'distus-
sions prove the existence of a high degree of calling from the
Bellflower community to certain commmities in the greater Long.Beach
area and the necessity to provide wider scope alphabetical l;stmngs
to reflect this calling pattern, that such studies and dlscussmots
have further convinced petit:f.onere of the_necessity for obgeotive

design criteria whlch will tdtqaa cely reflect,commtnities'of

interest in all other areas.
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Applicants propose as the solution to the”Bellflower—l‘

Loug Beach directory service a revised diréctary‘design.as‘follcws:

1. General will deliver the Long Beach alphabetical
directory to its subsexribers in the comhunity'ofiBellflower along
with the 1970 snd 1971 Mid-Cities Directory; |

2. For subsequent years and coincident with General's
canacity for mechanization, General willllistrall‘cf‘the Long Beach
area, except Alawitos, in the Mid-éities Directory deiivered in
the community of Bellflowex; | |

3. The solution arrived at xresults in each subscriber
recelving in the directory delivered to him alphabetical amd |
classified listings for at least 85 percent of‘tﬁé‘calls'within*his
current free calling area.

Applicants allege that the proposals és‘to the Bellfiower |
and Long Beach communities have beén discussed with and arg-cndOrScdu‘ 
by the representatives of the City of Bellflower and the City of
Long Beach who have previously appeared in ﬁhese prdceediﬁgs.

Applicants specifically requested in the current petition “‘
that the Coumission:

1. Authorize applicénns to implement the préposed\solution
to the Long Beach-Bellflower proBlemvarrived at By appliéanﬁs'
study and discussion with interested part fes and endorsed by’
interested parties, and |

2. Perumit applicants to continue to study the\matter of
objective standards £for clrectory design in relation to unew
zechanization capabilities and to file petitioners‘ applicatiors
for lmplemeuting such objective from time‘to‘tiﬁe as touspecifié

directories when such fmplementation becomes feasible;

'
ol




A. 48693 hijh

Applicants' counsel stated that it was the 1ntent'of‘the
petition requesting an extenslon of time on October 31, 1969; to
ask for relief frow the procedure required by oédéring;pérégréph‘Q'
of Decision No. 75324 due to two new factors, namely mechanization
ard the agreement relative to Bellflower. Itﬂis‘appiiﬁant's position
that the suxvey and techniques requested e ordéring.pgrcgraph 4
are no louger mecessary because of interhal data and the ﬁQW'-
capabilities resulﬁing‘from directory mechanization and because of
the solution of sexrving the neceds of Bellflower. |

The City of Long Beach stated that it has no obgection
to applicant's proposal as a tewmporary weasure, but that a final
oxder should mot be issued herein sioce the basic problem of5"
determining how to design a telephome directory fdr'maximumiusage
has not been resolved, since no design criteri# haS‘beenipresentéd
berein. Loug Beach urges that no other directory‘splits«be:
permitted by applicants until applicants dEmonstréfe thaﬁ they can
develop criteria. Long Beach would explore the whole question of
directory economics since it appears from applicants' Exhibit No. 21
in this proceeding that in the Southern Area the alphabetical list-
ing is the source of only 5% of the numbers calledfby'reéidentiai
subscribers, and would obtain true public reaction tb-varioﬁs]

proposals after criteria have been established.

The City of Bellflower agrees with applicaunts' proposed

solution herein ouly as an interim measure. Bellflower expected
that out of these proceedings would come criteria byzwhich;not'only
the Southerun Directory, but various other difecto:ies‘cquld:be*
divided snd poicted out that this record doeS'not‘contaia'anyf~
testimony that the promises and assexrtiouns of a'ppl1’.Vc.remts‘r initial

presentation have come true, Bellflower would have alternate
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recommendations comsidered in this proceeding, such as the
Southern Directory being split inte two parts rather than-fbur;‘or
having the directory correspoﬁd to the subscriber's freé‘calliﬁg;
area. Belelower objects to the termimation of this proceeding.

The City of Gardena has obtained in this proceeding the
dixectory coverage it desires and does mot wish any chaunge therein.

The staff representative stated he bhad no objection to
the proposed Bellflower adjustment and that the‘s¢a£f=doesjnqt
wont a simgle directory for the whole Southern Area.
Discussion | | | |

Durivg the initial hearings Ia October 1966 public -
opposition to applicants' pr0posalésiﬁ the form of_vbluminous
petitions, chartered bus loads of protestants and téstimony and
exhibits clearly indicated that the desires,‘need and convenience
of the public had not adequately-been‘anticipated'by appiicants
despite two suxveys of public opinion regarding an initial_énd
2 revised division of the Southerxm Section direétory area, and
many contacts by applicants' local represen:atives'withiéommunity
leaders and various intermal comsiderations. As a result of sﬁrong
protests at the initial heérings, applicants, between'hearihgs;
Teviewed their proposals, based largely on the calling pattern of

exchange areas, and cons‘dured the calliog pattexm of central

office areas.

Pacific has had three independent directbry;surveys madej‘

for this proceeding. In each imstance after deciding;upon»é
tentative directory arrangewent by undi sclosed considerations,

an independent survey xeseaxch o:gan zation was engaged to‘dgtermire
vwhether applicants' tentative arrangements would be acceptable‘to.

the residence and business telephoune subscribers Iﬁ an areg.
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In cach instance the basic purpose of the sﬁrvey'was‘to‘determiné.'

either public acceptance or lack of objection to a definité;
proposal., Obviously this has been an unsuccessful methodology.
Exhibit No. 115 reports om the results ofytheflast'directory'
realignment proposal which was largely rejected by the public
surveyed and for which Pacific subsequently has not'reéuééted
authorization, However, Pacific's Exhibit No. 115-demonstrate$
the basic tool which can be utilized to clear1y~delineate
coummities of interest by interview surveys.

Since applicants’ wethods andvprocedures had not been
effective gemerally in adequately defiﬁing and reflecting local
coumunities of interest, the Commission has :wicelimitéd cbe period
of authorization of the division of the Southemm Section.direétory,
anticipating the applicants could, aund would, develop déf£nitivev
criteria and standards for the division of telephone_directories~.
and wmethods and procedures of delineating areas of‘commﬁniéy-
interest. | | l

In an effort to be specific, the Commission:tn’beciéion
No. 75324 pointed out In Finding No. 7 chat(applicants had
developed survey procedures, as demonstrated by theif.Exhibit
No. 115, by which_cap be asccurately decermined’the‘communi;y:of
interest and claséified é&vertisihgvma:ket areas. Tb»implémen:
the finding and to motivate applicants, the Coumission intlﬁdcd;v
ozdering paragraph 4 fin Decision No. 75324-whichfwould have p:odﬁced
data so that the Commission could make its own determination of the
directory counfiguration which would best serve the needs and

convenience of calling subsexibers,
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Applicants substantially request herein the suthorization
of the 4-way directory division as it preseuntly exists and that It
be permitted "to study the matter of objective standards for
directory design in relation to new mechaniza:ion,capgbilities."f'
From the description of the mechauizat@on prbéess'contained fn
this record we are unable to see ahy‘way that méchanisﬁpaffects
the basic problews we are'consideringAhere,‘the néed”of‘standar&s
and the need to determine subscriber~coﬁmnnity of inté:ést\snd
zarketing areas. It may be true that’mechaﬁismnwill result in
such flexibility that directories can be tailored and custom~
fitted to the needs of communities.with'ease; ‘Hawevér, i: appears
that the immediatemess of mechanism of directoryrcompilatibnvWith
the use of computers makes wore necessary thexprompt_solﬁtion'of

the problems hereln being considered.

Applicaunts also request that they be permitted to £ile

the results of their studies of standards at such time as they nay
file applications for specific directories. Applicants'havé pXo-
posed to imcrease the number of Los Angeles extended area
alphabetical directories from the five that existedriﬁ‘1966 to 17
and the number of glassified‘directories ffom 23 to 28, The
division of ome of these alphabetical-directorieé is herein being
considered. In Decisfion No. 74917, dated November 6, 1968, the
Coumission found the proposal for Splitting directoriésrto~berféir
and reasonable and authorized Pacific "to proceed'witﬁ its 1opg—
texrm prograw to split the alphabetical and classified directories fn
the Los Angeles Extended Area substantially as set forth im |
Exhibit 2% ... and shell coordinate the same ﬁith‘thése of ¢ene:a1
Telephone Company of Califormia.” In Deciston No. 75324, the

Coumission commented on this authorization as follows:
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"The Commission Ls aware that during the development

of the program conditions will change and new conre-

siderations will arise. The authorization granted by

Decision No. 74917 should not be interpreted as

conclusive and final. Ezch new directory division

will be authorized only 2fter a convinecing showing

that proposed directories meet the requirements of

public convenience and necessity. As in the

proposal herein belng counsidered, the Commission

expects the proposals set forth im Exhibit No. 108

(Exhibit No. 29) to be wodified as appropriate at

the time of actual issue of divided directories,"”

In giving such authorizatioﬁ, the Commission was hopéfdl that
standaxds and procedures requested in this procee&ing:would“be
produced and approved so that the remaining,directory‘divisionsu
could be implemented with & minfmum of controversy and the maximum
satisfaction of public needs. Such have not been forthecomiug.
Such statements of standards as have beén\made‘by applicantsf
witnesses are appropriate only as general statements without
establishment of any specific values.

It appears from this proceceding that applicants do mot
wish to objectively determime what directoxy service is desired
by its subscribers. 1In respomse to the examiner's xrequest for
guidance to that part of this record which indicates ''any further
evaluation of what the public desires other than they‘have not
protested aud they, perhaps, haven't asked for as many directories
as they have in the past”, a representative of General replied,
"What they (the public) want may rot always be good for the public.”

Unfortumately in this proceeding, the Commissionlhas~nbt“
teen 2Zforded the data om which a detexrmination cquldfbe-ﬁade of
what the public wants. It follows that a'de:ermination-éould"no:
be m2de by the Commission of what is "'good for the pubiic”‘sincc
neither the public nor the Commission 2as been presented with

alternatives to applicant's ﬁroposals.‘ The situation here, in

essence, is that of taking the directory format prbﬁosed‘by applicants:.
without choice. ' ' S
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Findings and Conclusion '

We fiod'that:

1. This record is deficient inasmuch as applicontsvhaoe*ﬁot -
supplied basic information as to the desired burpose, fupc:ions and‘o
specifications of telephome directories. Sﬁcﬁ informacion; toéether
with data on how the proposal meets such objective standards, is
basic to sound decisions on directory proposals.

2. Applicants have not complied with ordering paragraph~NoQ 4
of Decision No. 7532. |

3. This recoxd does not contain information suffic;ent to~\
determine if applicants' proposals best serve the dixectory~needs
and convenience of subscribers.

4. It is reasonable for Gemeral to deliver the Long_Beach
alphabetzcal directories to its subscribers in the communlty of
Bellflower slong with the 1971 Mid-Cities Directory. Such,delmvery‘
does aot require Commission authorization.

5. It is reasonmable to permit applicants toAcontinué the
present four alphabetical directories for the Southerm Seo;ion of
the Los Angeles Extended Area in 1971 pending compliance with
oxdering paragraph No. 4 of Decision No. 75324.

We conclude that authority granted applicaﬁcs to publish
and issue four alphabetical sections of the Southern directory

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

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 Section of the“
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Los Angeles Extended Area directories. Without Commission authoriza-'

tion to the contrary being obtained, applicants shall revert to,
publiéh and issue a single alphabetical section for the Southern
Section of the Los Angeles Extended Ares directories for issuéfsub—
sequent to Qctober 1971. ,
2. The time of compliance with ordering paragraph No. & of7
~Decision No. 75324 is extended to January 1, 1972.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty déys'
after the date hereof. | N IR

Dated at ____ Sen Frencio , California, this z"”""J day
of " WROH  iom. R

Ssioners

Commiszioner William Svﬁéns@iirl;ubez R
ﬂ°¢°3$ﬂ’ilv'&b9°=$¥‘didwnot”partzéfpateﬂ‘ S
in the disposition of this proceeding, "
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