
~O·'" 1"> De c 1 zion No. __ .,.""",(_-....~ ......... ~1", __ _ 

BE.'Fo:m THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COi.~.lISSION mi' THE STA.TE OF CALIFORNIA 

IELEEl'JE LUCY HALLINAN, ) 
) 

Complainant, ) 

v:::. 

TH2 PAC!F'IC TELE?Ho!~E .\ND Tl:LBG.{/l.PH 
COM.:),Uff, So corpora. t1on, 

Dc!'cndo.n t. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Co.ce No. 5577 

-------------------------------) 
Ieleene Lucy H~llin~n, in ,ro,r11l persona. 
l'11l!l bury, ;;.o.d.1 !lon ~'G SU t ro, by John A. Su tro , 

and Lawlor, Polix ~~ Roll, by L. 3~ Connnt, 
for dotondMt. 

The complaint o.llcge~ that prior to Septembor 28, 1954 
cornplniru:mt \'la:! 0. :lub !I cri ber o.nd U::lor of te1".)phone :orv1co fur-

niched by defendant telephone company under number SYcamore 7-8747 
at 870 Arw1n Street, ~aoadena. On or about September 28, 1954 
theco telephone fa.cilities were d1cconncctec. by the det'endrult 

telophone cOIll.:,?c.ny, after that com:Jllny had been adv1:::ed by the 

I'Cl.sadonn police that the com,lainant wac ucL"lg the telephone to 

Violate or aid and abot tho violation of the law. It is furthor 

Cl.lleg~d that the complainant hac ~de de~nd upon the defendant 

<:ornpnny to havo tho :l~iC! tole~honc facilities rO:ltorod a.nd fur-

1;her thnt the de fondant hn~ refuced such del:lUl.nd. Under dllt., of 

October 191 1954 tho defend~"lt filed an answor, the principal 
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o.11013llt ion of which Via: that it had roo.30nablo cttu:::o to believe 

tr~t the use ~cle or to be ~:.dc of the telephone facilrtios in 

queztion "'/fl::: prohibited by law and that having such roc.sonable 

cause it was required to and did di:::connect tho said facilities 

,ursuant to Decision !;o .. 41415, dated April 6, 1948, in Case 

No. 4930 (47 Cal. P.U.C. 853). 
A public hearing wa:: hold on ~:ovember 1S, 1954 in 

Los fmeclc: bcforlJ Examiner Grnr..t E. SYl'hers, at which time 

evidence 1/:0.::: a.dduced :lond tho r...:l t tor cubmi tted. 

At the hoaring the complainant testified that there 

had been a tele~hone at her residence, 870 Arwin Street in 

Pasadena, ~~der n~ber SYcamore 7-8747. This phone had been in 

tho name or her daughter, Alice Rowever, tho do.u~htcr 

had ~oved fro~ that residence in July of 19$4, and tho phone had 

remained in the dnuchtorTs name until the date of discor~ection. 

She further testified that a ::o-called r~?resent~tiv~ of a 

vacuum eleanor cornp.~ny called )10r on tho tolophone and offered 

to pay her :::;50.00 :lo weel<: fo::::- ::::-eccivL"lg a!'lo' reporting telephone 

calls fro~ alleged salesmen. She stated that she engo.ced in 

this activity for one dny, during which time :::ho receivod colle 

from the alleged salesmen, in which cc.lls they would transmit 

to her n. nU1':lbor. She v:euld then call a DUnkirk telephone num-

bor, identify her~clf by tho code name of Co1or~do, and transmit 

tho numbor which the nllogod ::1l1o::lmcn had given to her. 
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Te:t1mony by a ~o11ce orticor of the City of Paeadena 

further d~vc1o,ed that on or about September 21? 1954 ofr1cor~ 

ot the Pazadena ?olic() Depart::1ent entered tho ,remise sat 

870 Arwin Stroot and thero found Mrs. Hallina....,. a.lono in tho 

kitchen. Thoy ~oarch~ld the premise3 and found a bettinG !l'l.lrker 

and while thore tho ,hone rang on tour occa$10n~. Each time a 

policewo~n answered the ,hono and received a call ouch as 

com~lainant prev1ou~ly had described. Also whilo the polico 

were in the house they recoivod a tolo,hone call in which a 

voice stated "Colorado don't use DUnkirk number it's been hit.1! 

Tho ,011co ndvi3ed the com)lainunt t~t they suspected bool~k­

ing activities ~d she testified thnt from that time she did 

not contact the nlleged clean1ng company. L1Icow:t~o, tho com-

,lalnant te~tiried that ohe had used tho telephone to place 

persona.l bets on horses, but she did not now intend so to do, 

and further tho telephone WG.:J necossa:-y inasmuch as her husoand 

i~ a painting contractor and roceive~ c~ll: in connection with 

hi:) worl<:. 

Exh1bi t 1 i:; a letter da tod Soptembor 21.~, 19SJ+ 

received by the defendant telephone company from the Pasadena 

Police Department reque~ting that the telephone service in 

quo:tion bo disconnected ina~~uch a: it was being used ir. vio-

lation of the lnw. Tho ~o~1t1on ot the telephone company was 

that it had dioconnccted oorvice pursuant to this ro~uest ~d 

~ccord1ngly had acted u,on re~sonable cnuse as thct tore is 

defined in Docioion No. 41415, ~upra. 
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An an~lyzi~ of the evidence in this ~ccord discloses 

that tho comploinar.t herein wa~ not a subscriber to the tele-

phone ~orvico nnd Q.ccordingly thi:: complaint r.lu:::t '00 con::1dercd 

a: n roqu0~t for in~tnllation rather th~~ restoration of 

telephone :::ervice. U~on this record wo find that the telephone 

facilities in que:)tion were ~einG u:::ed for boolcn:lking"urposes. 

\'/0 further find. that the action of the tele,hone co:.rpany was 

ba:::ed u~on reasonable cou~o 0:: suc~ term is used in Decision 

~~ o. 4l~,15, :::Ul,ro.. Inasmuch a::: com,loino.nt ha::: boon denied 

tele,hone service zL~ce September 2l~ 1954, and inaomuch as she 

has testified she docs not now L~te~d to use the facilities 

illesnlly and cinco thore i::: no evidence to L~dicate any fur-

ther co~~ection with tho alleged cleaning compnny, ~e now find 

that tho complainant 1~ ~ntitlcd to t~lophono ~erv1ce on tho 

oo.~e basi::: a~ any other zireilar subscriber. 

o R D E R - - - --
The complaint of Ieleene Lucy Hallinan agaL~st 

The P[l.cif1c Telophone nnd Telogrn!)h Compnny- ho.ving boon .filed" 

,ublic heo.rin~ ha\~ir:.Z been held thereon~ the case :l0'l{ being 

rO.'ldy for deCision, the COlnmi::ion boing fully o.dviood in the 

~remioes and bazing it~ decizion u,on the evidence of record 

und tho findings horein, 

IT IS ORDERED that 7ho Pacific Telophono and Tologr~ph 

Company con~ider nn o~plicction for telephone oervico from the 
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COlil,?l:l~""l.o.nt hero~n on the sO' .. ·:10 bQ.s1~ as tho application of any 

other sub~criber for s1~ilnr servico. 

The effective d~te of this order sh~ll be twenty days 

after tho date hereof. 


