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Decision wo.:. Q2005
SCZF0RE TSE PUSLIC UfIhITIES COMMISSION O 'IHBE 3TATE 0F CulIlfOZNT.

ROZE SONWENSCAZIN,
Coumplainant,
vs. Case NO. 5634

THE ZACIAIC. DELEPHONS 4ND IuL SCRArHE
CONFANY, a .corporation,

Defendant.

Bose Somnenschein, in propria persona.

Pillsbury,.Madison & Sutro and Lawler,. :elix
& Hall, by L. 8. Conaent, for defendunt.

QEINIQON

The complaint, filed on march 16, 1955, alleges -that

Lose Sonmnenschein of: 4240 nandalay Lrive, Los sngeles, Califormia,
prior to January 14,1955, was a subscriber and user of telephone
service fuénishedvby'defendanz company &t that address under
nuaber aNgelus '5789: that on or aoout Janvary 14, 1955, 'the tele-
phone facllitlies were disconnected by members of the vice squad,
and were disconmected at the time tais complaint was fLIed;.that
conplalinint. has. nade demands upon the defendant for restofation

of the telephone ‘facilities, but Sald demands nave-been refused;
that complainant~has:suffered and will suffer irreparable injury
Lo her reputation. and:- great hardsaip as a result of beling deprived

of s21d telephone facilitles:-and that complainant did not-use
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and does not now Antend to use sald teleonone facilities as an |
instrumentality to vioclate the law or in aiding or abdbetting such
violation.

On Maren 29, 1955, by Deciston No. 51261, in Case
No. 5634, this Commission issued an order directing fhe telepuone
company To restore service to complainant pending a hearing on
the natter.

On april 6, 1955, the telephone company filed an answer,
the principal allegations of whlch were that the comrlainant was
no% a subscriber to the telephone service furnished by defendént
at 4240 Mandalay Drive, Los angeles, California, and that pursuant
to Decision No. 41415, dated april 6, 1948, in Case No. 4930
(47 Cal. P.U.C. 853) defendant, on or about kebruary 2, 1955, had
reasonable cause to bellieve that the telephone service furnished
by defendant under number Allgelus 5789 at 4240 iMandalay Drive,

Los ~ngeles, Califormia, was befng,or was to be used as an
instrumentality directly or indibectly to vio}ate or to aid and
abet the violation of the law,

A public hearing was held in Los ~nzeles before Lxaminer
Kent C. Rogers on Septeaber 6, 1955, and the matter wasisubmlttea.

The complainant testified taat she resides alone at
nexr home at 4240 Mandalay Drive, which 1s near Los -ngeles in the
County of Los angeles; that prior to January 14, 1955, she had
telephone service at taat address under number aAlgelus 5789; that
on January 14, 1955, she weﬁt to work end on returning home found
the Qoors broken and the telephone nmissing. She further testified
that two or three days prior to the sald incident she had rented

a room %O a ur. Zilchard Cross and given ulm & key so he could
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~move his clothes into the house, Dut had instructed #in not to
take possession wntil Saturday which would have been the day
following the sald telephone removal. She statcd:that she never
intended that the telephone should be used for an 1IYegal pirpose.
The telephone hes been reinstalled, she said.

A deputy sheriff sttached to the vice detail of the
Los sngeles County Sneriff's office testifled that on January 28,
1955, hne and two other deputies sheriff went to the complalvant's
residence about 3:10 p.m.; that they knocked but received no
response so they forced the doors and entered; that they observed
thereln a ur. Rlchard Cross who attempted to run but was caught
and foréibly detained; that they £irst saw Mr. Cross by the dining
room table on which was o telephone, a scratch sheet and a ‘betting
marker showing bets on horses rimning that day at various race
tracks; that while the off'{ders ‘were in the house the telephone
rang on several occasions and the callers gave the officers bets
on horse races; that the telephone was removed and iur. Cross taken
‘into custody; and that he subsequently pleﬁde& guilty to ome
count of bookmaking.

Exhitit No. 1 1s a copy of a‘letter from the Sheriff
‘of Los angeles County to the telephone company requesting that the
‘telephone facilities be discomnected. & Supervising special agent
"of the telephone company testified that this letter was received on
February 2, 1955, and a central office discomnection was effected
on Ffebruary 4, 1955, pursuant to that request. The position of the
telephone company was that At had acted with reasonable cause in
‘disconnecting the telephone service 'imasmuch as it had received

the letter designated as Exhidbit No. 'l.
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after a consideration of this record we now rind that*the"
e

‘telephone company's action was based upon reasonable cause as that
term 12 used in Decision No. 41415, referred to supra. e further
find thet there 1s no evidence that complainant was engaged in, was
directly comnected with, or permitted the telephone faclilities to b;ﬂ
used for bookmaking activities. Therefore, the ccmplainant is now
eatitled to restoration of telephone service.
QRDER

The complaint of Rose Sonnenschein against The racific flele-
phome and Telegraph Company, & corpoeration, naving been filed, a o
public hearing having been heid thereon, the Commission being fully“A
advised 1in the premises and basing 1tsldecision upon the evidence: of
record and the findings nerein, )

IT I35 CORLOEERED that the order of the Commission in Decision
No. 51261, deted iMarch 29, 1955, temporarily restoring telephone
service o the complainant, be made permeanent, such restoration bo;ng
subject to all duly authorized rules and regulations of the telgphone
company and to the existing applicable law.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after

+he date rnereof. '

Dated at San Franclisco , California,

this s day of S~ N0, ZMA& , 1955.

R edy )

B NFpesident
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