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Declsion No. 

BEFORE THE PU3LIC UTILITIES COZ,!NISSION OF THE STATE Oio' C.;LIFORNIA 

METLE COOK, 

Complalnant, 

vs. 

THE PACIBIC TELEPHONE AND 'rELE­
GRAPH COMPANY, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 6014 

----------------------------) 
Franklin D. Laven, attorney for complaln~nt. 

Lawler, Fe11x and Hall, by :rh9g~~s E, Workm8.l? \. J;;:., 
for defendant. 

Roger .~rnebergh, City Attorney, by Pet trlcls Colemi:+l?, 
De~uty Clty Attorney for the Los Angeles 
Pollee Department, intervener. 

o PIN ION 
-----~---

By the cooplalnt hereln filed on November 21, 1957, Myrtle 

Cook, co~plslnant, alleges that she resldes at 2669 South Harcourt 

Avenue, Los Angeles, Ca11fornia; that she requested that the defen­

dant reinsts.ll a telephone at said address which had been rem.oved by 

the Los Angeles Pollee Department, in the course of an lnvestigatlon 

in connection With bookmaking acti vi ty; that no complaint "las ever 

filed in the matter; that said telephone was being used by persons 

other than the complainant and without the permiss10n and consent of 

the complalnant; and that any illegal use of the telephone wss with­

out her consent, knowledge, or permission. 
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On December 6, 1957, the telephone company filed an answer, 

the principal allegation of which was that on or about August 23, 

1957, it had reasonable cause to believe that tho telephone service 

furnished to oomplainant under numbe~ REpublic 1-6074 at 2669 So~th 

Haroourt Avenue, Los Angeles, \,19S being or was to be used a.s an 

instrumentality directly or ind1rectly to violate or to aid and abet 

the violation of the law 1 ~d that having such reasonable oause, the 

defendant was required to disconnect t~e service pursuant to this 

Commlssion!s Decision No. 41415 dated April 6, 1948 in Case No. 4930 

(47 Cal. P.U.C. 853). 

A publi0 hearing was held in Los Angeles before Examiner 

Kent C. Rogers on Janu.::t.ry 22, 1958, and the matter was submitted. 

At the outset of the hearing the parties, 1ncluding the 

lntervener, stipulutcd t~t o~ or about August 22, 1957, the tele­

phone company hsd reasonable c~uce to believe that the telephone 

service of the compl:2'.lnant ""';.).c used for illegal purposes and the. t in 

nccordanoe with sald bellef ond ln conformance w1th Decision 

No. 41415, referred to supra, the telephone company did on August 27, 

1957) d1scontlnue and d1sconnect the sald tele,hone services of com­

plainant. (See EXhibit No.1.) It was further stipulated th2.t on 

or aoout August 22, 1957, a woman known as Doris Lagras, complainant's 

daughter, was arrested on the prcclses and that no complaint was ever 

filed against the oomplain:?nt or the daughter. 

The complainant, Myrtle Cook, testified that she is an a1r­

craft assembler employed by Douglas A1rcraft Company in Santa Mon1ca 

and that she needs a telephone 1n connection with said work; that she 

is active in church work and also. needs a telephone in connection 
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wlth sald actlvit1es; that she has never at &ny t1me had any 

knowledge that the telephone was belng used for illegal purposes; 

thst she was informed In August 1957 thet her daughter, Doris Lagras, 

who was 11 ving \,1i th her at the time) used the ~elephone for bookmak­

ing purposes; that she w111 not permit the daughter to 'use the 

telephone for suoh purposes in the future; and that she will not per­

mit the telephone to be used for any illegal purposes in the future. 

Exoept for the stipulation heretofore referred to, neither 

defend~r.t nor the intervener presented any evidence. It was the 

position of the telephone company that it had acted upon reasonable 

cause as th3t term is defined in Decision No. 414151 referred to 

supra, in d1sconnecting the telephone serv1ce inasmuch as lt had 

received the letter designated as Exhib1t No.1. 

After full consideration of thiS reoord, we find that the 

telephone company!s action w~s based upon reasonsble cause as that 

term 1s defined 111 Decislon No. 41415, referred to supra. We 

further find that there is no eVidence that the telephone was used 

for illegal purposes or the compla1n~nt knew that the telephone was 

used for 111egel purposes or permitted 1t to be used for illegal 

purposes. The::-efore the complaln;:.nt is entitled to the restorat1on 

of her telephone servloe. 

The complaint of Myrtle Cook against The Paoifi0 Telephone 

and Telegraph Compal':lY, a corporatlon, hEwing been filed, a publiC 

hearlng haVing been held thereon, the Commission being fully advised 

in the premises, and basing its deCision on the eVidence of record 

and the findings hereln, 

.. 
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IT IS ORDERED that complainant's request for restorat10n 

of telephone service be granted, and that upon the fi11ng by com­

plainant of an application for telephone service The Pacific 

Tele~hone and Telegraph Company shall 1nstall telephone service at 

the comp13inant's residence at 2669 South Harcourt Avenue, Los 

Angeles, such 1nstallation be1ng subject to all duly author1zed 

rules and regulat10ns of the telephone oompany and to the eXist1ng 

app11cable law. 

The effective date of this order sl~ll be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at >:4 tj 1-70 « '\ , California, this 


