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Decision 98-04-012 April 9, 1998 'APR 9 1993 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Malbour L. \Vatson, M. D., 

Complainant, 

\'5. 

Pacific Bell, A Pacific Telesis Company, 

Defendant. 

ORDER OF DISMiSsAL 

Summary 

. Case 97-04-062 
(Fited April 28, 1997) 

In this order, we dismiss thccomplaint of Malbour L. \Vatson against Pacific Bell 

(Pacific) at the request of the complainant. We also commend Watson for identifying a 

potentially widespread problem regarding the rdiability of directory assistance 

databaS('S. 

Watson's Complaint 

Watson filed this complaint on April ~8, 1997. The comphiint alleges that late in 

1996 or early in 1997 he switched his business local telephone service from Pacific to 

Mel Te!fX6mmunications Corporation (Mel). The complaint further alleges tha't in late 

March or early April 1997, a patient informed \Vatson's secretary that his office was not 

listed in either of the newly distributed white- or }'cllow-page phone directories. The 

secretary, the complaint alleges, dialed directory assistance ("411") and found that the 

number was not list.ed there either. \Vatson's complaint sought reinstatement in the 

directory assistance database and "monetary compensation as allowed by PUC rules." 

On t-,tay 13, 1997, the Cornn\ission's Docket Office served Watson's (omplainl6n 

Pacific. On June 13, 1997, Pacifk filed an anS\\'er to the complaint asking thai the 

complaint be dismissed. Pacific argues that the complaint should be dismissed because 
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the Commission is without authority to award consequential damages and because 

\Vatson's business listing had been reinstated in the directory aSSistance database as of 

~fay 7, 1997. Pacific further answers that \Vatson is listed in both the San Diego while 

and renow pages distributed in April 1997. 

Thctassigned adrninistrative law judge (ALJ) conducted a telephonic prehearing 

conference and a subsequent informal hearing by telephone with the parties to 

defennine the status of Watson's telephone services and address procedural matters. 

Following a telephonic hearing on October 30,1997, \\fatson and Pacific each signed 

lellers to the Comn\ission, both of which statcd that the parties had resolved their 

di((erences in this proceeding. \Vatson's letter states he withdraws his complaint. \Ve 

di~miss the matter as he requests. 

Competitive Directory Assistance Databases 

Although we disfi'liss the complaint at the request of the complainant, we 

address a broader problen'l identified by the complainant and confirmed by the 

Commission staff in the process of resolving this complaint. In attempting to c6nfirrt\ 

that Pacific had included Watson in the database on May 7,1997, as pacific asserted it 

had, Commission stat( nlade several telephone calls to San Diego directory assistancc 

services. Based on those caUs, Commission staff found that until August 1997, Watson 

was not listed in the long distance directory assistance databases ot either GTE 

California Incorporated (GTE C) or AT&TCommunicalions of Califomia Inc. (AT&1).1 

\Vatson was apparently, therefore, unlisted in long distance databases for three months 

after he was listed in Pacific's local database. The cause for the delay in this case is 

unknown and we have no evidence to suggest impropriety on the part of any parly. 

The potential C,lUses for erroneous unlisted nunlbers in competitive databaS('s however 

arc several. 

I The Commission staff reMhed thl'se carriers depending upon how the staff chose to access 
San Diego directory assistance. The staff reached GlEe directory assistance because the 
Con\missiol\'s telephone service is routed through GlEC. The staff reached the AT&T service 
using a personal caHing card. 
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Historically, local directory assistance (411) and long distance directory 

assistance (XXX) 555-1212) have been provided by local exchange companies. More 

recently, state and federal policy have opened the service to competition. Current 

Commission rules and the Telecommunications Act of 1996 require local exchange 

cOI1\panies to include competitors' customers in local directory assistance da'tabascs and 

provide associated services. the Federal Communications Commissioll (FCC) has 

reqUired the local exchange companies to provide conlpelitors aCcess to those databases 

at cost. Competitors may then o((ertheir own direCtory assistance servkel generally as 

part of a larger package of telephone services.a Currently, competitive directory 

assistance providers purchase updates from local exchange carriers on a daily, weekly 

. or monthly basis to reflect changes in customers' Services and telephone numbers. 

Neither this Commission not the 'FCC, however, require competitors to subscribe to the 

updates or keep their databases current. A customer could be left out of a data base lor 

long periods or indefinitely if the carrier inadvertently fails to update the database or 

delays database updates in an effort to cut costs. The tin)eliness of database changes 

could be compromised if local exchange carrier updates are not (urrent. 

In this complaintl Watson informally asks that the Commissiori take steps to 

inform the public of the possibilily that competitive local exchange services, and long 

distance services, may no~ provide adequate dirc<tory assistance $('rvices. The 

competitive proVision of directory assistance is a matter we have addressed to some 

extent in our local competition procccdh\g. Dedsiol\ (D.) 96-02-072 (Rulemaking 

(R.) 9S-().t-043/In\,('stigation (I.) 95-04-044) established interim rules in that proceeding 

under which competitive directory assistance providers may receive customer 

information from local exchange companies. \Ve addressed various issues relating to 

the competitive provisioning of directory assistance services in 0.97·01·042. In 

I In this ("asc, AT&T was acting as a competitive directory assistanre provider, GTEC retains its 
local data. bases as part of its regulatory ooligatlon but prOVides long disM.nre directory 
assistance compctilh'cly as part of a package of tclccon\n\unitations services to the state. 
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0.97-05-091, the Comhlission granted the Petition (or Modification of 0.96--02-072, 

Conclusion of Law (COL) 29, as fired by the Association of Directory Publishers. In 

granting this modification, the Commission deleted language front COLi9 which had 

indicated that the provision of subscriber listings by the incun\ber'tt local exchange 

carriers is not an essential service. 0.97-05-091 further directed the assigned AL] in the 

local Competition Docket to issue a procedural ruling to determine what further action 

was necessary to provide parties with the opportunity ,to be heard on the issue of 

whether the provision of loeal exchange carriet sllbscriber listings is an essential service. 

The assigned ALJ in the LOcal Competition docket has taken comments on this issue 

and has yet to determine the further procedural steps for addressing this issue. 

Since Pacific uses one unified database lor both directory assistance and (or the 

publishingof directories, the Commission's further inquiry into the provision of its 

subscriber listings to third parties (or directory publishing may also have a bearing on 

. the competitive provisioning of directory assistance services. GlEe maintains separate 

databases (or directory publishing and directory assistal'tce. The Commission has 

already ordered GlEe to provide both competitive local carriers and third-party 

vendors equal access to each of its directory data bases in D.97·01-042. The rulemaking 

did not address the spedHc problems we identify here. \Ve are a'1so concemed that the 

general public is not aware that they may not be listed in competitive directory 

assistance databases or that their listings n\ay be delayed from the time they change 

('arriers or telephone r\ttn\bers. Accordingly, we will refer these matters to R.95-04-043 

(or the purpOse of considering these issues. \Ve will issue a ruling in that proceeding 

which directs the local exchange companies to file comments assrssing the concerns 

r.lised here and invIte other parties to respond to the local exchange compant'es' filings. 

\Ve wm also develop information on the topic (or release to the media and interested 

consumers. 
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Findings of Fact 

1. Complainant in this proceeding has informed the Commission by tetter dated 

October 31, 1997 that he has resolved his dispute with Pacific and withdraws this 

complaint. 

2. In the course of rC\tiewllig this (on'plaint, Commission staif have identified 

potential system problems with inlormation assistance databases. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. The Commission should dismiss the complaint. 

2 .. The Comrnission should consider whether cotnpe-titive direCtory assistance 

providers. !nduding incumbent local exchange carriers, Me I'roviding adequate service 

and related matters inR.95-04-043and I.95-04-044,thelocal competition dOcket. 

IT IS ORDERED thalCase 97-04-062 is dismissed at request of complainant and 

the proceeding~s dosed. 
. . 

This order is effective tOday. , 

Dated April 9, 1998, at San Francisco, Cali(ornia. 

RICHARD A. BlLAS 
President 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY M. DUQUE . 
JOSIAH L: NEEPER 

Con'missioners 


