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Dec1sion No. 65076. 
BEFORE THE POBLICUTILITIES COMMtSSION OP:'THESTATEOF'cALIFOooA· 

. .' 

W. L .. WATSON & SON" INC~, a. 
cal1torn1a., eorporation 'dba ,. 
JOHN. COBB SANITAnON SERVICE .... 

•• '. .' , ~ r '..' '. 

Compla;1oant ... , . 

vs.:, 

PACIFIC TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH 
. COMPANY .. a cOrpOrat10n, 

Deterldant. 

" '","., ' 

\:., 

.. . Case No.. 9989:":": . . 
(Filed' Oetober, 9, , 1.975:) 

Q..RDER DENYING REQUEST FOR . INTERIM RELIEF' 

W. L. watson & Son, Inc., do1Dg 'business as John Co'l)1). 
Sam tat:1.on Sernce ( complainant) :riled 1ts complaint aga1nst Pac1fic 
Telephone & Telegraph. Company (Pl'&T) alleg1ngthat Pl'&T' has. wrong

:f'Ully refused eompla'oantfs. applicat10n to place its. yellow page 
advert1s1:cg :1.n Pl'&T" $. Newhall and 3aug\.ls d1rec~or1es.' PX&T 1 s denial 
0'£ compla.1nantl s applj,eat1on was based upon Pl'~'t So ~lt1ple D1splay 

Advert~1ngrule, which proV1des that any orSanizat10n occupying a 
continuous. bus1ness locat1on sbaJ.l be ent1tled. to only' one double 
one-halt column ad under ~ s1ngle yellow page heading_ Compla1nan~ 

oCCtlp1es the same cont1nUous business location as. Watson-Rooter 
Corporation of' .A:ler1ca. (Watson-Rooter). 

S1xlce Watson-Rooter already advert1ses underthe.head1t!gs 
wMeb. eompla1nant seeks to use, a:ocl since compla1nant and Watson:" 
Rooter occupy tbe same business prem:tses., Pl'&T has ·treated them .;:z a 
single bUS1nes3 orgao.1zat10n tor the purposes or 1ts..Mult:1.ple D1splay 
Advertising rule and has re1'used complainant's. advertis1Dg. 

Compla1 nant alleges that While 1t occu~1es the" same 
phys1eal bus1ness locat1on and the same d.1spatehjng of't:tces.3.$ 
\llat.son-ROoter, :1.t :La aaepara:te ent1ty in· the folloWing·, ~s:Peet~: 

, . 

1. 



bp " 

~I ,I 
/1 t ,f ~ • 

CompJa:1 nant+~ 'Watson-Rooter are, separate 
~.' , 

lo. 

and d1st1nct,corporat~ona. 

2. Complainant 1$ not owned 'byWatson-Root.er. 

3. Complainant. has a separate: (a) bus1nesa. license" 
(0) ~:f'o~ State Sellert 3 l'erm1t" (c) employer's.1dent:U'1cat:1oo 
numbers for t'eclcraJ. tax .W1.tllhold1ng and employee contnbut1oDS" 
(d) books" payrolls and ~ank accounts" and (e) separate assets. aI!d . ' 

l1,ab1J.j.t1es. .. !:rom Watson-Rooter. 
4. Compla"nant and Ws.tson;"Rooter, own' anc1 operate 

scpsrate trucks.. Compla:tnantts trucks ~e 1dent1fiedb~a <U.st:tnc
't1ve ITJo]:m Cob})" logo. 

5. Compla' nant otters complete plumb1Dg. serv!.ce 
in ad~t1on to sewer l1:e clean1ng", w~eWatson-Rooterotrers only 
sewer l1ne clean't:.g and ~t1c tank serv1ces., 

6. Compla.1nant and Watson-Rooter have separate, 
te~ephone nuQbe~. 

By Dec1z1on No. 84068 dated February ll~ 1975", in Case 

No. 9605" wedem.ed the compJ.aj,nt 0'£ Ad Visor" Inc. (stan. Berko~, ~eal 
pa...-ty :t.n interest) versua n&T' in a case ra:..ts1ng 5:1 m1 Jar issues. of 
tact and law. In that dee1.Sion we found that PI'&Tts MuJ.tiplc Display 
Adve~1s1:lg standards. were not unjust" unreasonable or ,ar'b.:ttrary" , 
either on their race or as. applied to Berko. 

~he compla'nant herein has alleged 1ns~1c1ent '£acts to 
jus-:iiY ex parte iIljunct1 ve rel1ef" _ Wb:1.1e the' complaint states 
ce~alll facts concerlUllg the operat1.ons. o£ compJ.aj,nant. 8lld; Watso:).

Rooter .. other matter$ remain unclear. For 1ns.tance ... eornpla1D3.nt does., 
:lot state whether or not Watson-Rooier is' a subS1d1ary o,£"comp~nan.t.7 
whether or not.both corporat1ons are owned by the same parent corp¢
raz1.on" whether or not the same $tockholde~ own stock 1n botb.co~ 
ra:1o~.. whether or not there :1.30 ;my torm ot common o~ersb:1.P# !ll2llage
ment" or eontrol"whether or not the two corporatiOns use' tne Same 
employees" or wheth.e:" or no1; the two corporations are' actually 
compet1tors. 

Even ~ these quest:t.ons coul.d, "De, answered in a, manner' 
cost t'avorab:'e to compla1 nant" we ca:mot say as-a matter or" J.a.w thst 
eom:pla1nant would necessarUy be entitled' ·to- e.."<:empt1on from'the 
~'!J:t1ple Display Ac!ve-~iS1Dg rul.e,1n Vi~wo,£"the :f'indUlg. ~c~de 
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:1.r.l Dee1s1on No. 84068" supra, that PI'&T'.s,rules are consonant mtll .. 

state and national po~c1ea o~ tcster~ compet1tion. 
!n adcU.t1on, there 18 m> .tactual allegation in tne 

co:np~~~ :from wh1ch we can conclude that· time 1$ ot the essence 
and tbet o!l2y an ex parte j,njunc-:ive order .Will· preserve 
co~!e1nan~Ts r1ghts. 

Finally" L~parable damage and injury is. allezed.or"::.:r 
in e. . eonelusory :r.aIl.'ler, Without support1Dg eV1dentiarytact's ~ 
Conclusions or taw 

1. Cocpla'lnent has al!eged inSufficient facta to 
s~ate a cause or action tor interim, .. ex parte 1njunct1ve rel1e:t. 

2. Compla1nant f s reques.t tor an ex parte, 1nter1.:Ii 
~unct!ve order requ1r1ng l?T&:T to prov:1de to' compla.1nant 3.rty double 
Ol:e-~ eo:lumn "isplay ac!s 1n any appl1cablecJ.ass1f'1cat1on and1n 

any or Pr&,Tts yellow page tl1=ector1estor wll1ch comp1a1 nant has, 
appl1ed or may in the future 3.pply, pend1l:lg final' deciSion. ot' the 
Cot:lm1ss1on, is Dot Just!!'1ed by the allega.tions., or the comple1nt. 
ane. should be den:1ed'. 

IT IS ORDERED tt.a.t therequeat 01" eompla1nant.W. L., Watson.~ 

Inc. tor an 1nter1m,. ex parte 1llJunet1ve order is, deXl1ed.W1thout 
preju<'.1ee to' complai!lant' s riZht to' ~ne .... : :1. ts request tor' .1lljunet1v~ 
:-e::!.1p.f dur1Dg pm>l1e hez.r1Dg:J. to be held herearter :tn. tb1a:.matte~ •... 

'Dated. at Sm F.ra.udN» ., Cal!.form.a". thiS'.~~~·· 
dey of OCTOBER , 1975. 
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