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Docizion No. 5081.1 

BE?'O:lE THE P~LIC UTILITI3S COl,~:lISS!ON OF THE STATE OF CALIPO:~rIA 

ARTHUR B. CRIGLER, ) 
) 

Com,lcinont, ) 

v.::. 

THE PACIFIC TELEPHO~~ ~~ 
TELEC:-\APH CO~'!?ANY, a. corporD. tion, 

Del'endo.nt 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

---------------------------) 

Cuse No. 557l 

Arthur B_ Cri~ler, L~ propria per:ona. Pillsbury, 
~I!o.dison & Sutro, by John A. Sutro .. tl.."ld Lc.wler, Felix &: 
Hall, by L. B. Con~nt, for dctendnnt. 

o PIN ION - ...... -------

The complaint allegez that Arthur 3. Crigler, of 

12710 South \-je.:;tcrn Avenue, Lo 0 A..."lgc1es.. Californio. .. prior to 

October 1, 1951, w~s a cubscribcr and ucor of telephone ~erv1ce 

furniched by The Pacific Telephone a.nd Telesraph Compo.ny under 

number PLeasant 5-6262. On or about October 1, 1951 this tcle-

phone fc.cility was disco~"lected by officers of the Sheriff's 

Depart~ent of Los Angelos County, and despite de~nds upon 

defendant to have the 50.10. telephone fucility restored the 

defendant hc.= refused o.nd docs now refUse so to do. The com-

plaint also alleges that the complcin~"lt has suffered and will 

~uffer irre,urablo injury end creat h~rd~hip as a result ot 

beinc de~rived ot this telephone facility, and further th~t the 
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complainant did not use and does not now intend to use the tele-

pho~e facility ac a~ inctrurnentality to violate or to oi~ und 

abet the violation of the law. 

Under date of September 23~ 1954 the telephone company 

filod an an~wer in which it denied various portions of the com-

,laint and affirmctively alleged th~t pursu~~t to Decision 

1~ 1'1415 .,0. '-jo , dnted April 6, 1948, in Case No. 4930 (47 Cal. ?U.C. 

853), it hc~ reasonable cause to believe thot the said telephone 

facility wa.!: being uoecl o.s an instrumentality to violate or to 

aid end abet the violntion of the law. The answer further 

alleGed the. t this Cor~!'nission, by Decizion Ho. 50203, d:l ted 

J~~e 29, 1954, in Caoe No. 5528, i~sued un order dismis~ing 0. 

similar complaint previously filed by this ~ame complainant, and 

that said order of the Comcission has become final. 

A public hearing wa!',; held in Los Angeles on October 29, 
1954, betore Co~~issione~ Ray E. Untereiner ~~d Examiner Grant E. 
Syphers, o.t which ti:ne evidence Wo.s adduced and the matter sub-

mitted. 

At the hearing the co~?lo.L~o..nt testified that he has a 

c~ll buildinc i:l the front of his ,roperty which at the time 

the te1e~")hone fo.c1li ty was di scor ... ~ected was rented wi th the p:-o-

vision thot the tenant could use the tele,hone tacility. During 

thic teno.ncy he wo.~ advi::;ed by neighbors ot suspected bookr:laklng 

activitiec by tho tenant, \'lhorou::lon he reque::;ted the tenant to 

move. 'I/hen the ten~t did :lot cO~:'l,ly with this request the 

com,lainant advised a deputy sheriff of the situ~tion, and two 

dOoys later, when cOl'llplo.in~"lt co.me home from worl-c, he tound th£lt 
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the telephone hud been di~co~~ectcd by officers of tho Sheriff's 

Depurtment. The ten~~t had been arrested. 

Subsequently, on ~brch 2, 1954" complo.ino.nt filed a 

com~"laint wi th this C0I:Jn1i~:;10n and as ~ result thereof" by 

Dec:l:::ion No. 49765" do.ted r.fu.rch 9, 1954 .. in Case No. 5528 .. an 

order temporarily restoring telephone service was issued ,ending 

a hearing L~ the matter, and the telephone comp~~y installed 

telephone service under number PLea:::ant 4-903$.. The matter wa.s 

set for hear~~g on ~~y 27, 1954, but co=plu1nant, due to alleged 

inadvertence, did ~ot appoar at the hco.rL~g, whereupon his com-

plaint Wo.o d1:1mi~oed by Decision No. 50203, su,ro... Thereafter 

the instant compla.int wcs filed. The co~plainant further tost1-

fied thct he did not use ll.a~d does not now intend to use the 

tele,hone facility for bool~kin5 pu.~oses. He o.lso testified 

that the tenant no loneer hud access to the pre~ises atLd, as a. 

m.."'l. tter of fD.c t, cornplo.ina..~ t did not know of the tena."lt I' s where-

c.bouts. 

Exhibit No.1 1$ u letter from the Sheriffts Department 

receivod by the defendant telephone com?nny on Fobru~ry 14, 1951, 

requootL~g that the telephone fncility be di~connected. The 

position or the telephone company'was that as a result of the 

roceipt of thi~ lotter it acted with reasonable cause ;as that 

term ic definod in Decision Ho. 41415" supra, in d1sco:n..~octing 

and refusinc to reconnect the ~erv1ce. 

In the li~~t of this record we find that the action of 

the telephone company was bused u,/on rensonuble cD,use, as 3uch 

term is u~ed in Doci sion :Jo. 41415~ =:u,rc.". rio further find the. t 
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thore i~ no evidenco to indicnte thAt the complain~nt horoin 

enGo.2.;od in or wn~ dir~ctly con..""loctod with boolannkine activ1tloc • . 
Thorefore" the cOmplD.inMt ~ow 1: entitled to 0. re::toration of 

tele,hone sorvice. 

o R D E R -------
Tho como1oint of Arthur ~. Cri~ler ~sainst The P~cific 

.') 

Telephone ~d Telegraph Comp~ny, a cor90ration, having been 

filed, public hearing having been held thereon, the Commission 

being tully advised in the premi::es and basinc itp deeioion 

upon the evidonee of record and the findings heroin, 

IT IS ORDERED thnt the compl~1nantrs request for 

rost9ration of telephone sorvice be granted, ~nd that, upon tho ., 
" 

filine by the compla.inant of o.n npp1ica,tion for telephone serv-
{, '" 
" 

lce , The ?o.cific Telephone ~""ld 7elegro~h Comp~ny shall instu11 , 

tolo,hono servico nt comp1nir~ntt:: pro,crty at 12710 South 

'/lestern Avenuo, Los Angoles, Ctllifornia" such ins tcllo.tion beinG 

nubject to Ci.ll duly a.uthor1:od rule~ .~d rogulllt1ons ot the 

telophone com!'D.ny and to the eXist1ns applicable law. 

The effective dnte of this order shAll bo twonty days 

after the dctc hcr~or. 

thic 

$~, l;'r:l!l~Q Da,ted at _________________________________ " California, 
,~, () iJ..v 
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