
.,' , .. 

Dec1sion No. @~IT@:n:frJ,1 n,' 
~n ulijn·t~;~ib 

BJOORE THE PO:3LIC UTILITIES COM?-1ISSION OF T.:-JE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, . . ' 

Paul J. Santoro ~ 

Complainant # 

vs. 

Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
Co. ',:pany ~ a ~rporation" 

Def'ecc!ant. 

case No _ 9741 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

Tt"le complainant here1n alleges and :?.:-ayz. as i'ollov:s.: 

\:1.. T .. 'le defendant is Pacific Te1ep~oae and Telegraph. 
CompOlny" San Diego, cali~orn1a • 

. "2.. The Pacit1c Te1e~;'lOne and Telezra~~'l Coro.,any, 
vl:l.thou~c prior notification, d1d'cea:;e 11st1og the 
complal.nant.' s. cu.s.iness l1st1ng 1l'l ":'le 1~(3 San Diego 
'I'elep:'lone Directo~".. proba~ly causing loss of' l'"evenue. 
T~e Qctendant l'laS not ceased prin~1ng and listing their 
o~'rn eomp1c·tc ott1ee locations wh.ich inc':icat.es an aouse' or ?Ower and -;'1as. . 

II1>J3EREFORE.. t4'le cOClpla1nan~c;. reques'cs an order directing . 
the defendant to- relist Chula Vista bUSinesses in thcSan 
Diego Telephone D1reet.orJ, similar to. the dei'endant listings, 
, .. 1ithout addit1ol"l.:l1 costs." 

Informal service o~ the complaint was made :"..n defendant 

pursuan:'c to Rule 12 of the Comm1ssion1 s Rules. 0;, Practice and Procedure. 

In response, clcl"endant docz not deny that businezses, in comp1ainant"$ .. 

Chu.la Vista exchange are no longer listed in both the San Diego .. and' 
I , "," 

t~'le San Diego Suburban tele?hone directories. Detel:1Cla::l'c 'a,sserts that 

this char.ge was made pursuant 'CO Commission authOrizat1o-n 1n Reso'lut.ion 
.', ./ ," 

This ResoJ.ut1on .'~Ja$. in: 
': 



'. 

response to an Ad\"ice Letter filing by defendant (Adv:tee Letter 

No.. 10964). Advice Letter No.. 10964 and. Resolution No.. '1'-7945 were 

appended to detendant. T s. letter. as Attachments It Alt and nBn 
1 .resp.ee-

~ 

t:tvely. 

By letter ot June 71 1974 .from the Secretary' of the 'Commis­

sio.n) complainant was ad.vised o.f hi$ o.pportwnty· to amend or stand on 

hit. com-plaint. Thj,s letter 1ncluded the tolloWing. paragraph: 

"In View or the contention o.r derendant that it was. 
proeeed1ng pursuant to. author1zat10n. by the COtlllUssio.n". 
a response ncm you co. this point 1s strongly suggested." 

Complainant's response was a letter o.r June 24". '1974~ stating 

his desire to. stand co. h.1s complaint. 

The Comm1ssioc. takes o.:t:ric1a1 nct1ce or 1 ts, records. and 

confirms the existence and authenticity or Advice Letter No.. 10964 and 

Resoluticn No.. T-7945·., as attached to. defendant's lctt.er or June 3, 

1974. This Advice Letter lndl.cateS. derendant's request to. accompl1sh 

that which co.mpla1nant now co.ntests. 

The Comm1ssion finds. that detendant' s' act10n separating the 

listings in the San Diego. and san D1ego Suburban telephone directcries 

was taken 3.I."'"t.er pro.per compliance With tl'l1S Com:n1ssion's proeedures. 

and a~er authorizatio.n 'by the Commissio.n.. Compla1nant' has not alleged 

any act by defendant contrary to th1.s finding.. ThecompJ.a1nt must be·· 

d1s:n1ssed for. f'Ulure to state a cause o.f.' act1o.n.'£n~/ . 

tn./ At the Cocm1ssion f s requestJ' Pacific made anappra1s.al cf the 
telephone d1recto~J situatio.n in the San Diego· area. independent 
ot tlUs. proeeed1ng:. A:;. a result ot· this study I Pacific has. 
agreed to· include El cajon and ChUla Vista 11st1ngs.in both the 
San Diego. and San D1ego. Suburban directories starting Octo~er-, 
1974. . . 
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-, 

C 974l 

IT IS ORDERED that the eocpla1nt herein is d1sm1ssed. 

The ettect1 ve date of: this order 1:> the date hereof'. 

Dated at Sea Frandsen , caJ.1f:0rn1a, tlUs It" ~~ .of . 

~ JULY 1974 _____ J • 

l·/ 
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