
Ian 
.. .:, 

Decision ,No •. 88400' JAN' 24 1978' 
BEFORE THE PO'BLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' 

ORk'iGE COUNTY SECURITY CONSULTMwrS~ 
INC., a California corporation, 

Complainant. 
vs. 

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH 
,COMPANY~ , 

Defendant. 

Case ,No. 10390, 
(Filed ~ugust 11;' 1977), 

ORDER OF' DISMISSAL 

Orange COmlty Secu:city Consultants, Inc., (Security) owned and 

operated two s'eparate establishments known as Anahe1m Lock and Key, , 
located in Anaheim; ,and Orax"::ge Lock and Key, located' in Orange'. In 

_June 1977, Security complet(.'<i the purchase of an existing:' lock and, key' 
business in Fullerton and started operating it under the name off'ullerton . 
lock and Key. Security adve:rtised its Anaheim and Orange facilit1es:1n . 
the, yellow pages of The Paci)fic Telephone and Telegraph.. Co.mpany (Pacific) 
directories for those cities with a quarter ,page display adf,or each ' 

~ . '..,' '. " ,.,: ! ", " 

location. Security sought to procure a third display ad for it's, Fullerton 
operation and was refused by Pacific on the grounds its multipled:tsPl~Y'. " 
advertising standard prohibited more than two dis:r;>lay ads per singl~: ' 

, ,," - . 
advertiser. Security sought a mandato~ injunction directing Pae~fic to 
accept the'third ad which was denied.Y Security appealed and soughea 
Writ of Mandamus f~om the Supreme Court which also was' denied. Z( A.: 

prehearing conference, was held ori September 21. 1977 in· Anah~im;~At the 

J/;I D.S7718 dated J\ugust 16,~ 1977. 
2/, SF 23764 dated. September 2, 1977. 
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direction of the Administrat~ve Law Juci'ge, the parties ~orked"outa, ' 
, " 

stipulation of facts at the prehearing. conference.. The Administrative 

law Judge ordered Security to reduce to writing the facts that, had ,been 
agreed upon, to submit them to 'PacifiC, by October, 3:, 1977, and to submit 
its request for discovery on the same date. Pacific was ,ordered. to,', 
respond to the discovery request by October ?Z, 1977. Securit.y was 
further ordered to advise the Administrative Law Judge 'by October 2'8-" 
1977 of the specific factual issues that might remain ,for trial. 

, ' 

Security did not submit the written stipula~ion or its 
discovery request on the date ordered.21, On November, IS, 1977 Pacific 

again sent. a letter to Security's attorney with a carbon.:copy to the , 
Administrative Law Judge. This, letter shows that Pacific prepared,a 
d<X.\lment entitled "Stipulation of Facts"; the original of which, plus 14 
copies, was sent special delivery to ,Security'S attorney with the request' 
that the document 'be signed and filed with the Commission. "It was,' also 

.. requested t.hat Security contact Pacific's attorney if', there were,' any" , 

., problems wi~h the document. The letter pOinted out that Security's" 

attorney had failed to return calls made to him on three different 
occasions in connection with the earlier correspondence, and, it' wa~ , 

requested tha-c some action be taken immediately,.' 

," 

~o eoeuments have been'-£11edwith the Commission inthls,:matter 
,,," 

in connection with the Administrative law Judge's rulings, nor has::::there 

been any communicati,on by Security with Pacific or the, Administrative Law' 

Judge.' 
Security has the responsibility of pursuing its"'el~imin.;"rgoOd 

faith, and abiding by the prehearing conference orders of the,' '. ,. 

Administrative Law Judge. (In re Apex Bulk C~~odlties (1977) D:.:e!Z8&, , 
. . " ~I' I "', • 

,I',r- I 

3/ Letter from Pacific to .the AU dated Oc'tober 4, 1977'~ ,carbO:.1/:CO~Y," 
to Security's attorney_ ,', ' , ," 
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C.9959 (mimeo. );; Rule lof the Commission's: Rules of Practice and, 
Procedure: 'Williams v Travelers Ins.' Co .. (1975)49 CA 3d'. SOs. .. ) 
Findings of Fact 

1. Security failed to submit a written stipulation of facts;' as 
>~ : 

agreed upon and ordered by the Admin.'!.strative Law Judge., 

2. Security failed to submit its discove:ryrequest as ordered by 
the Administrative Law Judge. 

S. Security failed to notify the Administrative Law', Judge" of the ' 
:'ecaining. factual issues, if any, that it ~lieved rem8.ined'to, be' 
adjudica~ed, as ordered by ~he Administrative Law Judge. 

4. Security failed to: commUnicate with Pacific with ,respect .·to a. 
stipulation prepared by Pacific, or to answer telephone,eallsmade',:by" 
Pacific for the purpose of complying with th.e Ad~inistrati'V'e'LaW':JUdg~~s . 
order. e 5. Security has not prosecuted its complaint with reasonable", 
diligence. 

Conclusion of law 
The complaint should be dismissed. 
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IT IS ORDERED that the eo,mplaint is" dismis:sed ~ 
The effective date:·-of· th:(s order shalh 'bet"';enty days after 

the date hereof. 
Dated a.t ~'U'l "fl'Io:tnMllIt{t , californi~,' this.:.2 c6t' 

JANUARY------;;.;.;.;...;,· ..;..;.;1;;.;.;,97--S.~-·,-· ----day of ________ ,. . 
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