
659S,3 Decision No ___________ __ 

BEFORE IRE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISS ION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIP .. 

MATTIE LEE BRASS, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND 
TELEG""~H CONPANY, a 
corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 7793 

Mattie Lee Brass, in propria persona. 
Lawler, Felix & Hall, by A. J. Krappman, Jr., 

for defendant. 

o PIN rON -------
Complainant seel(s installation of·, telephone service at 

iOl:, South Barclay Avenue, Compton, California, which when discon- /' 

nccted W.;J5 in the nam~i~ of David McCullough.. Interim restoratiol'l ~ 

wes ordered December l7, 1963, pending 'further order (Decision 

No. 66l:.67). 

Defendant I S anS~>1er alleges that on or about Septerr.bcr 18, 

1953, September 24, 15163) and November 27, 1963, it had reasonable 

cause to believe that service to David McCullough under number 

t-."E 8-39l:1 was being o:z:~ was to be used as an instrumentality direc'l:ly 

or iodirectly to violate or aid and abet violation of law; and 

th~j:,e£ore defendant was required to disconnect service pursucnt to 

tho decision in Rc Telephone Disconnec'l:ion, /.:.7 Cal. P. U.C. 853. 

TI"1e matter "Wac heard and submit,ted before Examiner DeWolf 

at Los Angeles on Febx-usry 19, 1961~. 
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c. 7793 - HT/JIt * 

By leteers, dated September 17, 1963, from the Sheriff of 

the County of Los Angeles, and September 20, 1963 and November 22, 

1963, from the Chief of Police of the City of Los Angeles, defendant 

was advised that the telephone under number ME 8-3941 was being used 

or would be used to disseminate horse-racing information used in con­

ne~t~on w~th bookm4k~ng ~n violation 0: Penal Code Section 337a, and 

requested disconnection (Exhibits 1, 2, and 3). 

Complainant testified that she ne~ds telephone service to 
obtain \-."Ork .:lS a baby s:Ltter and for other purposes and to keep in 

touch with he: mother who is ill, and that she has other great need 

for telephone service, and she did not and will not use the telephone 

for any unlawful purpose. 

There was no appearance by or testimony from any law 

enforcement 3gency. 

We find that defendant's action was based upon reasonable 

c~use, ~d the evidence fails to show that the telephone was used or 

would be used for any illegal purpose. Complainolnt: is entitlec. 

to service. 

OR.DER. ............ _ ... 

IT IS ORDERED that DeciSion No. 66l:·67, temporarily 

restoring service to complainant, is amended to show that it is 

f.orthc installation of ne~.; service and, as such, that it be made 
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permanent" subject to·defendant's tariff provisions ~nd existing 

applicable la.w. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at ____ :sa_' _o..,b_'r:l. ... n...;..Cl:tC.-,;;..;.o ___ , California, this !1~ 
day of _____ M.;.;.oA_.R .. CH ________ , 1964. 

coiiiiiissioners 

Co:nmiz:.ioner Evc!:"Qtt C. McKoage, boing 
nocessarily ~bscnt. did not p~rtic1patc 
in the d1~pozit1on ot th1~ proceeding. 
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