
I~IEM Y. CLENENT, 

vs. 

THE PACIFIC TELE?HONE JU~D TELEORA?H 
COHPANY, a corpora.tion, 

Defendant. 

) 
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

----------------------------) 
Don Shearer for compl~inant. 

Case !'lO. 5674 

Pillsbury, l·1adison & Sutro and Lawler, Selix 
& Hall, by L. 0. Conant, for defendant. 

The complaint herein, filed on i·~ugust 24, 1955, alleges 

that l·.i.eriem 'Y. Clement of 60; l~. Ramona. Avenue 1 Hawthorne, 

Californ1a, prior to June 3, 1955, was a subseriber and user of 

telephone service furnished by defendant under telephone number 

OSborne 6-8189; that said telephone was listed in the name of 

compl.s.ina.nt's ex-husband, E.f. Clementi that on or about June 3, 

1955, the Sher1ff t s Cffice of ~os Angeles County removed the tele

phone from the premises and arrested one Evelyn Stainbrook on a 

charge of bookmaking; that complainant has made demand upon the 

telephone company to restore service and it has refused to do 

so; that complain&nt has suffere~ and Will suffer great embarrass

ment, humiliation and hardship as ~ result of the removal of the 

telephone services; and that if said telephone services were used 

for illegal or immoral purposes it was without her knowledge or 

consent. 
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• C .. 5674 _ !YiP e 

On September 2, 1955, the telephone comp~~ filed an answer, 

the principal allegation of which was tl1at it had re~sonable c~use 

to believe that the telephone service furnished to complainant under 

numoer OSborne 6-8l89 at 60) ~. Ramona rlvenue, Hawthorne, CalifOrnia, 

was being or was to be used as an instrumentality directly or in

directly to violate or to aid and abet the violation of the luw, and 

that, having such reasonable cause, the defendant was requ1red to . 
disconnect the service pursuant to Dec1s1on Wo. 41415, dated Apr1l 6, 

1948, in Case NO. 4930 (47 Cal. ?U.C. 853). 

;,. pub11c hearing was held 'before i:.xaminer ~\'ent C. Rogers on 

October 21, 1955, at ~s ~~eles, at which time eVidence was adduced 

and the matter was submitted. 

The complainant testified that she resides at 603 ~ .. Ramona 

Avenue, Hawthorne, Col1torn1a, w1th her lS-year-old son; th~t she 1s 

divorced from her husb&nd, E. T. Clement; that she 1s employed at 

Douglas ;~1rcraft; that she has never been arrested and has never 

done any bookmak1ng; that on June 3, 1955, 1n her absence, the tele

phone was removed; th~t for two or three months prior to t~t day a 

i1irs. Stainbrook hnd been d01ng her housework and that she' has not 

seen !·irs. Stainbrook since the telephone was removed. 

A deputy sheriff of Los .~geles County test1fied that on 

June 3, 19.5.5, he arrived ~t the v1cinity of complainant's house at 

5:30 a.m.; that at 9:55 a.m. ~~s. St~1nbrook arrived at complainant's 

house; that at 11:00 a.m. two other deputies arrived near the prem

ises; that the officers secured a search warrant; that at 12:50 p.m. 

one of the officers called complainant's house from across the street 

and placed a bet on a horse runn1ng that day at Hollywood ?ark in 

Ca11fornia; that at that time the witness and another off1cer l(nocked 

on the door of eomplainant's house and adVised the occupants that 
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they had a search warrant; that there was no ~nswer so they forced 

the door; that they found brs. Sta,1norook on a couch by the tele

phone with eqUlpment whlch could be used for record1ng bets; and 

that wh1le the officers were on the premises they received bets 

over the telephone. The off1cer further stated that rirs. Sta1n

brook stated that she had been there for several weeks forward1ng 

bets; and that 1n his op1nion the loc~t1on was a relay telephone 

spot where bets are taken and relayed to a bookmaker. rhe off1cer 

stated that ~~s. Sta1nbrook was arrested ~d the telephone removed. 

Subsequently, he said, she was tried and convicted of bookmak1ng. 

A SUperviSi~ speCial agent of the telephone company 

test1fied that on 'June 6, 1955, the telephone com~any received a 

letter, EXhibit ~o. 1, from the office of the Sheriff of Los 

Angeles County, which letter requested that the telephone services 

at 60:3 N. Ramona ~ .. venue, Hawthorne J C ... llforl?-13, be d1sconnected 

for the reason that they were being used for 1llegal purposes. 

The peSl tion of the telephone company was that it had dlscon:.'lectt~d 

the service pursuant to the request and accordingly had acted upon 

"reasonable cause II as that term 1s defined in Dec1s1on i~o. 41415 J 

referred to supra. 

After a consideration of this record we now find t~t the 

telephone company's action was base~ upon reasonable cause as that 

term 1s used 1n Decls10n l~o .. 41415, referred to supra. ~Je further 

find that there is no eV1dence t~t compla1nant was eng~ged in, was 

direetly eonnected with, or ~ermltteQ the telephone ~ael1lties to 

,oe uzed tor bOOkmaKlng actlvltles. Therefore, the complainant is 
now entitled to restoratlon ot telephone serVice .. 
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The comple.int of i~er1em Y. Clement aga1nst 'rhe iac1fic 

'I'elephone end 'I'elegraph Compo.ny, a corporat1on, haV1ng been t1led, a 

public hearing having been held thereon, the Commission ceing fully 

adv1sed in the prem1ses and baSing 1ts decis10n upon the ev1dence 

of record and the findings herein, 

IT IS ORDEBED that the complainant's request for restora

t10n of telephone serv1ce be granted, and that, u~on the fi11ng by 

the complainant of an application for telephone service, The iacific 

'I'elephone and Telegraph Company shall install telephone service at 

compla1nant's property at 60; N. Ramona Avenue, ~wthorne, Cali

for.n1a, such inst~11at1on being subject to all duly authorized 

rules and regulations of the telephone company and to the ex1sting 

app11~ble law. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated'at __________ Loe ___ ~ ___ ~ ________________ , C~11fornla, 

this ../.zL:a£ day of -......,."""....6::;111:~~~~~~ ____ , 1955. 

~1ss1oners 


