Decision No.

BEFORS TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

HILLIAM ALBERT RICHARDSON
HELEN E. RICEARDSON

Complainants,

VS

Case No. 565l

TELZ PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAFE
CONPANY, a corporation, :

Defeondant.

Willlem Albert Richardson and Helon E. Richardson,
in propria personz.

Pilllsbury, Madison and Sutro, and Lawler, Felix
and Hall, by L. B. Conant for defendant.

OPINION

Thoe complaint, filed on May'23,'l955, allegos that

Willlam Albert Richardson and Eelen S. Richardson reside at
6608 Loma Vista Avenue, Bell, California: that on March 17, 1955,
the pffice of the Sheriff, Los Angeles County, removed the tele-
phone installed on the premises of the above address when they
(sic) staged a raid based on suspicion of bookmaliing activities
boing carried on at the subject premises; that at the tﬁme of
the hearing held on March 2l., 1955 there was no complaint filed

due to the fact that there was no evidence to support the
suspicion; that the complairnants have two asthmatic cpildren

and need the telephone service for emergency use for doctors

and medication; and that complainant, Willism Albert Rlichardzson
is employed nights and his wife, complainant Helen =. Richardson,
is withoutﬂtranéportation at night.
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On Jﬁne 35 1955, the tolephone company filed an answer,
the principal allegation of which wes that the telephone company,
pursuant to Decision No. L1L15, dated April 6, 1948, in
Cace No. h§30.(h? Cal. P.U.Co 853)had reasonable cause to belleve
that the telephone service at 6608 Loma Vista Avenve, Bell,
California, was being, or was to be used as an instrumontality |
directly or indirectly to viola£e or to aid and abet the violation
of the law.

A public hearing was held 4n Los Angeles on July 29;'1955,

before Examiner Kent C. Rogors.

The complainant, William Albort Richardson, testiffed
that he and his wife, the complainant Holen E. Richardéon, reside .
at 6608 Loma Vista Avenue, Bell} California; that prior to
March 17, 1955 they were subscribers and users of tolepnone
aumber LA 7777 at that address; that on Mareh 17, 1955, he and his
wife were present at thoir home and several deputies of‘the
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department and police officers of
the City of Bell came to complainants' home at about S pam.,
that his wife was in the kitchon; that three of the officers
entered the front door and threc entered the back door; that
those who entered the back door entered without his consent;
that he asked the officers what was geing on and one of the |
officers said the complainant new what was going on and that
compiéinant was maliing book; that complainant’s wife was kept
Ain a separate room in the house; that the officers romained
in the house for about one hour; that the telephone rang on
several occa*iono and the officers answered geveral timee and

had his wife answer several times; that an officor told the
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witness that he believed the witness lmew what vwas going on,
but that the witness had no part in 4it; that his wifo was taken
to Jall and on March 2L, 1955 all ¢harges against her wore
dismlissed; that he has two astimatic ¢hildren and needs the ’
telepnone to ¢call a doector; and that he did not use and does not
intend to use tho telephone for boolanaking purposes.

Complainant Helen E£. Richardson testifiod that on
Nerch 17, 1955 six officers entered tho complainants' home; that
complalnants heve a telephone in the li#ing room with an exten~
sion in the hall; that whon the offficers entered some ol them
Zopt ner in the kitchen while other: Zept her husband in the
living room; that thé,officers asked hor who called on the
telephone and what the conversatioﬁs were about; that tho
officers were there about one nour; that part of tho.time they
had her answer the telephone while one listenocd on the extension;
that when she would pick up the volephone and say nello, there
would be no responge; that the officers removed the telephones and
some of tho officers took her to the police station in Bell and
then to the County‘Jail whore she wes releazed; that on
March 2L, 1955 she appeared In court and was released with no
charge filed against her; that she did not use the‘telepnone for
bookmaking and does not intend to do so.

On eross examination, Mrs. Richardson testifiéd that
at the time of the arrest she had beon receiving §60.00 per
weol Lfor receiving names and telephone numbers over +he telephone
and later transmitting such names and numbers to a man who would
callrher on the telepbone; that she did this for a man she had

met In a bar; that she suspected that what she was doing was

wrong, but did not lmow it was bookmaking.
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A Los Angelos County Deputy Shoriff testifioed that on

March 17, 1955 at about 5 p.m., he and threo other Deputios
Sherlff and two police officers from the City of Bell, California,
without 2 searchwarrant, enfered the complainants? home ét-ééoa
Loma Vista, Bell, Califoraia; that some of the officers went to
the front door and he and two other officers cntered the back
door; that on entering he saw Mrs. Richardson near the telephone
In the front room and Mr. Richardson at the front door; that he
took lrs: Richardson to the kitchen for questioning; that the
Tllcers were in the homo for about one hour; that the telephone
rang on several occaslons and he answered it; that the ¢alling
parties, at first, simply gave their names and telepbone numbers
und Zung up; that ho thon startod telling the callers that taere
was trouble on tho other ond and to give him thoir bets; tﬁat

several of thom gave him bets on horse reces; that irs. Richardson
told him she was paid 4,60.00 a week to take names and telephone
nunbers; that she knew 1t was wrong bdt she needed the money;
that at hiﬂ request irs. Richardson gave him a list of names and .
tolewnone numbers which list she took from the garbage disposal;
that heo arrested lMrs. Richardson on suspicion of bookmaking,

that she was bboked and released and thercalter the complaiht was

dismissed; ond that o boolmaking paraphornalia was found on the

promises.

The deputy testified as an oexpert that in his opinion

The place was what is !mown as a Teall back." In ~ucb an operation,

h0 sald, a person takes the names and telephone numbers of prospec~

tive bettors and at some later time a bookmaker calls in and gots
the names and telophono numbers

and calls the Prospective bettors.




That this was zo was substantiated, he said, by the fact that the
first callers gavo their names and numbers and that when these
callers were informed that there was trouble at the other end
they gave the witness tholr bets.

A supervisory special ageat for the telephone company
testilled that on March 21, 1955, the tolephone company received
a lotter from the office of the Shoriff of Los Angoles County,
walch letter was dated March 13, 1955 (Exhidit No. 1), advising
the telephone company that complainants!? telephene under the
number LA 7777, and the oxtension, wore being used for the purpose

L transmitting horse~racing information used in connection with
dookmaliting and that as & result of that information the tolephone
company made a contral or’ice disconnection of the telephone. The
Position of the telepbone comnany was that as a result of the
recelpt of this letter it zcted with reasonable cause, as that

term 1s defined in Decisfon No. L1L15, supra, in disconnecting and

relusing o recomnect the services until ordered to do so by the

Commission.

ATter consideration of this rocord, we now f£ind thet the
telephone company's action was based upon reasonable cause as such
texr 1s used In Decisfon No. LALLS supra. It further sppears from
the admisslons of iirs. Richardzom that the telophone was being used
by ber as an Instrumentelity directly or indirectly to violate
the law, and that, under tho ¢ircumstances herein described such
uze would warrant the suspension of telephone service forﬁateleast
thirty days. In viow of the circumstances herein described
howover, and the fact that the complainantst service has been dis~
connected since March 17, 1955, complainants will be permitted to

forthwith apply for a restoration of telepnone sorvice.
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The complaint of William Albert Richardson and Helen =.
Richardson agalnst The Pacific Telophone and Telegraph Company
having been filed, a public hearing having boon held thoreon, the
Commiszsion Yeing fully advised in the premises and basing 1ts

decision upon tho evidence of record,

IT IS ORDERED that the complainants' request fér restor-

ation of telephone service is denfed, and that the saici complaint
be and 1t hereby is dismissed.

IT IS FURTHIR ORDZRED that on the ei’fective date of ‘chis
order the complainant herein may file an applicati.on i‘or telepbane
service and if such £iling is mde, Tho Pacific Telephone and
Telegraph Company shall install Telephone service at complalnants!
residence at 6008 Loma Vista Avenue, Bell, California, such installa-
tion being subject to all duly authorized rules and 'régulations of
the Telophone Company and to the existing applicable law.

The effective date of this order chall be twenty days
r_azg‘»}_:_e,r;;-,ﬁ;he"'déte;.ﬁhg,x.e.of.

Dated at San Francisco ’ Calirornia,
/
this / é % day of ,4////&//}}’ » 1955,
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Wmis sioners.




