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Decision No. 8B768 MAY ··2-19-78-' . 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES 
FR&'nC CROW ~ 

Compla1na.."lt ~ 

v 

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND 
TELEGRAPH cOMPANY~ 

Defendant. 

COMMISSION 
) 

~ 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

----------------------------) 
o ? I N ION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Case No.. 10470 
(Filed Decem'ber1; 1971) 

The compla.1nt:. makes the t'ollow:t."lg allegations: Co:rn~la1nant' 

located 1."l the Bay' ~ea during the fall or 1975. On May 10" 1911 . 
he requested telephone service a.."ld the listing had b.1mas "Frank Crown", 

in error. A correction was made on or about July 7" 1977. Shortly 
therea!'ter, he sta:ted to receive "ju.."lk ma!.l'" addressed to "Fra."'lk· 
Crown" • He complUned to the telephoneco:m.pa.."lY ...r.1. thout success .. 

Defenda."lt's representat!ves i.."ld1catea. that the Crown name had 'been 

obtained :rom defendant's reverse directory, although the Consu:mer' 
.... Relations of!'ice o!' the California P. U.C. indicated tbatt-"'le ,name 

-Crown never was published. He has been 1."li"ormed by P .U.C~ represen
tatives that the reverse directory is the only author1zedway that 

tbe telephone ,compa..w ca..."'l release the names of its custome~s and 
1nformation !'ro:::. a."lY other source would 'be unlawt'ully d1$.Sem1nated~· . , ' 

He asks that the telephone company expla1.."l wl"..y he is'receiving th1,s 

unwa.."lted"~ mail; that they withdraw his na:m.e from the senders. or. the . 
mail; a.."ld that they (the telephone compa..~) stop :"I\'hatever-theywere . 
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e Defenda.."lt T s a.."lswer was filed on Janua:-y 10 .. 1978. It 
admits that compla1na."lt was originally l1sted incorrectly'and that 
an adjustment was made for the period dur1ngwhich the err OJ:" existed. 
Defendant notes that ar.. investigation is being conducted to deter.n!ne 
if conf1de:lt13.1 L"lfor:nation has been released by a."'lY o~ the detendant's 

1'\1 • 

employees. Tb.~~ answer also requests that the complaint be dismissed." 
L . . 

since no v101a,t1on is charged and no cause ot' action is stated. A 
,'.jl' " " 

let";er trom de,t;,enda.."lt to complainant dated. January 18" '1978 is in the 
',: ,; i " 4 

formal file. Th1s lette::-expla1nS how det"endantsafeguards information 
fromcustomers:a."'ld also describes the investiga.tion made on the 
apparent release of complaina.."lt TS name a..-'l.d address. The latter's 
complaint rere~ed to letters from Blue Cross and to recent. c:orres-

~.l . . . 

pondence trO:::l',:!:;iiewsweek magazine. The former adv!sed defendant that 

,-

Fra."lk Crow 1S::rI1l'l its regula: co:-respondence tile a.nd:~:~hat· the 
1.1" .' ' ~ ,":~';~:~"~" " :: '- . . ~ 

s!.gnature .... "1th' the,':lame looks like Crown. Det'end.a!'lt":"$~,~~epres.entat!ve,,, ': 
'~as advised tt.lat Blu~::::Cross 1~ntA'::.3reted the CrowJ:~gn~~'b~":S.s~ cro~;;.::';~'~;; 

I: . '" ".I. ',:,<':::';,i~.,. '~',~_~ .. :" fooI,'~ .t'" ".,," " . ,-' ':,"" '.' .:Ij 

since Blue Cross' has ri~'t:v.er=ece::..oved n.?'.i:Iie:s,~:e:--~:addresses .!rom· detendant. 
" -',:> '". ",' "dO,: ".0., ,.' . 

The latter contacted the Newsweek oft1ce in New York and was told 
that tracing is di~f1cult because otcompu.~er l:tstingsand informa.tion 
com1ng from many sO~l::-ces. Detenda..."lt ::-equestedthat' complainant 

, . .""I".I¥:."f' .. ' " "" . . 

provide a copy ot the Newsweek lette:- rece1vec. by Crow.andany.other-
.,<, '" "" 

information that coti1d be used in the :1nvest1gation.Compl,a1nant 
ii . 

wrote to defenda."lton January 22~ 1978" a."'ld attached a copy ~t the 
letter from Newsweek. 

Defendant has done eve~,~ .. 1ng ?6~Sible to correct its 
error and deter=1ne why complainant"s name" asm.!.sspelled 'by 
defendant, '".as used by others. The explanation may' be 1nconc'lus1ve~ 

'but .. little else can be done. Slue C~oss has p:::"ovided 1tsexp.1a.."lation 
and 'it is u.."'l.li!>cely,' that a New York magazine office will exert' 

itself to determi."le the or1g~n of a."l address on a s1.."'lgle page form 

letter ma.:tled by a.."'l agen'C. Defenda.."'lt's last letter to complainant 

notes there have been no other co:npla.!.nts. regarding the rece,11't· ot 
ju."lkmail from de!'e:lda..."'lt's custome::-s~ The. relietdue compla1nant has 
already been provided. Scnedul1ng:a' hearing :"o'11llmerelyprov1de the· 
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e opportunity to renew at considel"a'l:>le cost 1ntormat1onwh1ch is 
already 1n the formal tile. 

We theref'ore i'1nd that t...'S.e relief requested has already 
been proVid.ed a.."ld a pub11c hea:-1ng "·..r111 serve no purpos.e. We 
conclude that the compla1nt should 'be dismissed. .. 

ORDER -- ... --
!T IS ORDER....'I:J) that Case No. 10470 15 d1s:n1ssed •. 

The effective date of' this order shall 'be thirty days 
after the date hereof~ 

Dated at __ ..-:;;:Sa.n=...:lI: ... 'r,aanW/ocz .... s:llAOc""o ____ ~ California, th.1s 2.at.d .. 
day or ___ M_AY ____ , 1978. 


