
Decision No. ---I69~~9"-ii9~3~_-

BEFORE:IRE PUBLIC. UTILITIES COMMISSION OF.nm STAn: OF: CAlIFORNIA 

JOSEPH c. HAR'l'GRAVES~' 
Comp lainant, 

vs. 

C.oU.I~OP..N""-A WA...~ & n:t.EPHO~ 
COM?~1r~ a corporation, 

Defendant. 

case No~ 7048 

Joseph T. Fort'lo for complainant. 
~cigarup1, EikUs & Salinger, by Jame~ T. 

Naylor, for· defendant. 

OPINION ... ~.- -- -1- ~ 
By t::d.s complaint;, filed on ... Tar.uary 18, 1961, Joseph Co 

Hartgraves requests an order of. this Commission that: the defe'n­

dant, california Water & Telephone Company, a eorporation,.be 

re<t.n.red to :reinstall telephone service at his residence', under. 

n\l:Ilber ELliott 8-9422 located a~ 1303 Fairlee Avenue,Duarte, 

California. 

By Decision No. 61435, dated February 7, 19&1, in 'Case 

No. 7048, th~ Con:miss.ion o'rdered that the- defendant restore:ele­

phone service to the complainant pending a hearing on the matter. 

On March 3, 1961, the telephone company filed an answer, 

t~e principal allegation of which was that on or about January 6,. , 

1961, defendant receiveo.' advice by tel(..~hone from'thc Los Angeles 
. . 

, " 

Coun~ SheriffTs Office that the telephone instrument had been," 

-1-



,-
C.. 7048 -

, 

physically removed by the said Sheriff's Office £romthepremisec 

of compla.inant on January 4, 1961,. and was being held clS evidence •. 

~ complisnce with Decision No. 61435" dated FebrUary 7,1961, in 

Case No. 7048, defendant did on February 16-,. 1961,re;..cstablish 

and restore telephone service to complainant, and did· assign 

thereto the telephone n1.l1111>erELliott 7 -2691. Defendant 'denied . 

the other allegations of the complaint. 

A public hearing was held in Los Aageles on April 14, 

1961~ before Examiner Robert D. DeWolf. 

Complainant testified that he did not use and does not 

intend to use said telephone facilities as instrumentalities to 

violate the law. Complainant is \:'lder medical care and necds:a 

telephone to contact his physician for treatment:, of· -arthritis .. ' 
I ... 

aud psoriaSis. 

There was no appearance for any law cnforcement:agency _ . 

.A stipulation was made between defendant and co~l~i:l.ant 

that c.efendaxu: was no·:ified by the office of the Sheriff· of Los 

.Angeles County of the pbysicalremoval of the tele~hone from the 

premis~s, as alleged in defendant's ausw~r; that pursuant thereto 

s~.id telephone was disconnected. 

After full consideration of this record the Commission 

f~ds and concludes that the telephone company's action on 
• . I 

January 6, 19&1, ill refusing to reinstall telephone service with-

out authorization from the Public'Utilities Comnission·was based 

upon reasonable cause' as that term is used in DeeisionNo-.414!.S, 

and we further: find that the evidence fails ~o show tb..9.t the com­

plainant' $ telephone was used for e:o.y illegal purpose, and.that 
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c. 7048 - t • ...... 

1:1 

therefore the complainant is entitled to restoration of telephone 

service. 

ORDER - ... ---

The complaint of Joseph C .. Hartgraves against Californi.a 

Water & Telephone Company, a corporation, having been filed, a 

public hearing ha~ been held thereon, the Commission betcg 

fully advised in the premises and ::>as1ug its deeis'ion upon the 

evidence herein, . 

IT IS ORDERED that the order of the Commission in De­

cision No. 61435, dated February 7, 1961, in Case No. 7048,tem­

porarily restor~g telephone service to the complainant, be made 

permanent, such restoration being subject to all duly authorized" 

rules and regulations of the telephone company and to the existing 

applicable law. 
. 

!'he effective date of tMs order shall.be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Datee. at __ ..;.&:_n_:P'm~_:ndl_eeG ____ , California,. this' --1L~ 
day of ____ ~_AY __ 


