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-------
EEF'OBE THE FUBLIC UTILITIES COHMISSION OF TeE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ii.CK BJ.PPAPOB.T, 

Compla,1lk'Ul t, 

vs. 

~P.E :?,ACIE'IC TELEPhONE J..ND TELEGPJ-.PH 
~or-!? .. "..NY, s. corpo::"s'c1on, 

Defendant. 
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) 
) 

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

Ca.se No. 6001 

Rose & Rose, attorneys, by Eernard Bose, for complainant. 

r.a ...... ler, F'e1ix Cl Hell, by G~ne Otsee 7 for defendcnt. 

Roger Arnebcrgh, City Attorney, by Patr1ck Coleman, 
Deputy Clty Attorney, for the Los Angeles Pollee 
Department, intervene~. 

o P I K ION ---------

In the complaint herein, filed on October 30, 1957, 

Jack ~appaport ~lleges that he 1s a subscriber and user of telephone 

service furnished by tho respondent at 1734 South Vermont Avenue, 

Los Angeles, California, under the number REpublic 2-16;6; that on 

or about October 11, 1957, the telephone f~c11itics of complainant 

were physically disconnected by the Pollce Department of the City of 

Los Angeles without permission of the compl~inant; that complai~t 

has requested the reinstallation of the telephone) but that the 

defend~t refuses to recon.~ect the same; tnat complainant has 

suffered and will continue to suffer irreparable injury to his 

bus1ness ~~d his reput~tlon and will suffer great hardship cs a 
1/ 
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resul t of th"" actlor.s of defendant 1n d:\. SC01'Ulf'Ct1ng said commun1ca­

tion facilities and in l·<::.rll~~'ne t.o roco~:rJcct the same; that com­

~lainant has no knowledge of the circumsta.~ces or facto upon which 

defendant purports to have based its action in dlsCOl'l."1ect1ng said 

~acillties; and that said telephone facilities were not used as an 

instr~enta.1ity to v101ate the law no~ in aieing or abetting such 

v1olation. 

On November 6, 19.571 by Decision rIo. 55794, 1n Coso 

No. 6001, the Commission issued ~.n order restoring soJ.d telephone 

service to the complainant pending a hearing on the complaint. 

On No· .... ember 18, 1957, the telephone company filed an 

answer, the principal allegation of which was that the telephone 

compa~~, pursu~~t to Decision No. 41415, dated April 6, 1948, in 

Case No. 4930 (47 Cal. F.U.C. 853), on or about October 11, 1957, 

had reasolw.b1e cause to believe that the telephone service furnished 

to complair~t tmder n~~bcr REpublic 2-1536 at 1734 South Vermont 

J.venuc l Los Angeles 1 California l was being or was to be used as an 

lnstrureentality directly or indlrect1y to violate or to aid and abet 

the Violation of the 1aw1 and that ~aving such reasonable cause it 

d1sconnected said telephone service on or about said date pursuant 

to said Decision No. ~1415. 

A public hearing was held in Los Angeles on December 13, 

1957, before Ex~~iner Kent C. Rogers~ 

Complainant test1fied that he 1s il'l business at 1734 Sou·th 

Vermont ~~venuel Los I.ngeles, C~\.lifornla; that approximately two 

months prior to the d~te of hearing telephone service furnished by 

the defendant as aforesaid was removed by the Los Angeles City 
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Police Vice Squad; that such removal was without his por.m1ss10n or 

consent; and that the telephone has never been used for illegal 

purposes. 

Exhibit No. 1 is a letter from the Police Department of the 

City of Los Angeles to the defendant, advising the defendant that on 

October 11, 19$7, the complainant's telephone services were being used 

to conspire to ~e ~nd also to distribute lewd movies; that the 

telephone had been removed, and requesting that the defendant discon­

nect the said telephone which had been removed by the police officers. 

It was stipulated that this letter was recoived by the defendant on 

or about October 29, 1957; that the complainant's service was d1scon­

nected on November 5, 1957, pursuant to said letter, Exhib1t No. 1;­

and that the service was reconnected on November 8, 1957, pursuant to 

the order of this Commission. The position of the telephone company 

was that it had acted with reasonable cause as that term 1s used in 

Decision No. 41415, referred to supra, in disconnecting telephone 

service, inasmuch as it had received the letter disignated as Exhib1t 

NO.1. Law enforcement officers were present at the hearing but 

offered no evidence to Show unlawful use of the telephone by 

complainant. 

Atter full consideration of this record we now find that 

the telephone company's action was based upon reasonable cause as that 

term is used ~n DeCision No. ~~S, rererrea to supra. we rur~her 

find that there is no evidence that eomplainant was engaged in, was 
Qlrectl1 connected with, or pe~tted the telephone rac111t1es to be 

used ror illegal purposes. Thero~ore~ the complainant is now entitled 

to the restoration of his telephone service. 
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o B D E R - - ~ ... -

The complaint of Jack Rappaport agz,inst The Pacific Tele­

phone and Telegraph COCPfllJ.Y, a corpora tlon, having bee:rl f1led J 0. 

public hearing l~ving been held t~ereon, the Commission being fully 

advised in the prec1ses and basing its dec1s1on on the ev1dence of 

record ~nd the f1nd1ngs here1n, 

IT IS ORDERSD th~t the order of the Cocmlssion in Decision 

No. 55794, da.ted Nover;loer 6, 1957, tempore,r11y restor1ng telephone 

service to the cocplalnar.t be made permanent, such restorat1on belng 

subject to ell duly authorized rules and regulations of the tele­

~hone company and to the existing app11cable law. 

The effective date of th1s order sr~ll be twenty days 

after the d~te hereof. 

th1s 

Dsted at __________ ~ ___ ~r_~ __ · __ Q __________ ___ 

/1f~0 day of _~......,....~~~~~ __ -
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