
Dec1s1on NOe _____ S_3 __ ~ __ 6 __ __ GanGliAL 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~,~"USSION OF THE STATE OF C.;..LIE'ORNI~~ 

RUFUS B e' LEvJIS, 

Compla1nant, 

vs. 

THE PACIFIC TELEPHC1~ .~ND !'ELEGRAPH 
COMPANY, a corporat10n, 

Defend.Emt e 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 5'742 

------------------------------) 
~fUS B. Lewis 1n ~ropr1a persona. 

P~llsbury, 'r-iad1son & Sutro, and Lawler, 
Fe11x &. Hall, by 1.... B. Cop.r:).nt, for 
defendant. 

The compla~t, f11ed on March 15, 1956, alleges that 

Rufus B. LeW1s, do1ng bus1ness as Beer Parlor and Cafe at 

2066 west ~~ehester, Los Angeles, Cal~forn1a, pr10r to June 2, 

1955, was a suoser1eer and user of telephone service furn1shed by 

derend~t company at that address under number PLeasant 2-0234; 

that on June 2, 1955, police off1cers removed the telephone in

struments; that complainant wa.s tried and 'oo:r..v1cted of bookmak1ng; 

tr.at compla1nant r~s ~de demand upon defendant to have sa1d tele

phone facllit1es restored, but defendant has r'efused; that com

plainant has sufferee irrep~rable injury to hls buslness and 

reputat10nj and that compla1nant does not 1ntend to use sa1d tele

phone facl11ties to v10late the law nor in a1d1ng and abett1ng 

sueh.vlolat1on. 
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On March 29, 1956, the telephone con;.pany filed an 

~swer, the pr~nc1pal allegat10n of which was that, pursuant to 

Declslon No .. 41415, dated Aprl1 6, 1948,.1n Case No. 49;3'0 (47 Cal. 

?U.C. 853), defendant, on or about June 7, 1955, had reason-. 
r ' 

able cause to believe that the telephone serv1ce furnished by 

defendant under n~ber PLeasant 2-0234 at 2066 West Manchester 

Avenue, Los A.~eles, Ca1lfornla, was be1ng or was to be used as 

an instrumentallty directly or ind1rectly to Violate or to ald 

and abet the v101at1on of the law. 

Po pub11c he&.rlng was held 1n Los Angeles before Exa.miner 

Kent C. Rogers or. 11B.y 22, 1956, and the matter was submitted. 

The eorn~lai~nt testlfied that he res1des at 8610 South 

Clmarrcn and has a beer parlor·' at 2066 \\)"est I-lanchester; that he 

had a wall telephone therein under· number Pleasant 2-0234 and an 

extens10n at the ba.:"; that on· June 2, 1955, he was ar:'ested there 

for bookI:lak1n.g and the ba.r telephone was remo'7ee.. and lD,te!' the 

wall phone was d1sconnected; that he was fo~d gu11ty of book

:lak1ng, pa1d a f1ne of ~r150 a.:ld was placed on two yea::'s I p!'obat1on.; 

t!'-..at he haC. b..~d no tele:;>hone Sel'"V1Ce s!nce the '':'11";).11 telepho::.e was 

dlocOIUl~ctec.; tl".z.-'; he need:: the telep~o!),e to order supp11es and 

to contact h1s fam11y; and that he w1ll not hereafter u,se the 

telephone fo!' 111eeal p'.lrposes. 

Exh~b~t No~ 1 !s a copy of a letter f~om the Ch1ef o~ 

?o11ee of the City of LO$ Angeles to the telephone company, ad

vls1ng the telepho~e company that the telepho~e fac111ties at 
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2066 "loJ'est l'lBllchester were being used for receiving and forward.ing 

bets, and that the extension telephone had been removed. An 

office supervisor of the telephone company testified that this 

letter was received by the defendant on June 7, 1955 , and that 

the telephone was thereupon removed. The position of the tele

phone company was that it had acted With reasonable cause in dis

connecting the telephone serv1ce inasmuch as it had received the 

letter deslgna:~ed as Exh1bi t No.1. 

After eonsidex'ation of this record we now find that 

the telephone company's action was based upon reasonable cause 

as that term is used in Decision lITo. 41415, referred to supra. 

"l.Je further find that the complainant is ent1 tIed to telephone 

service on the same basis as any other Similar subscriber 1n

asmuch as he has pa1d the penalty for any violation of law which 

he may have committed, and there is no indication that he Will in 

the future use the telephone facilities in an unlawful manner. 

The complaint of Rufus B. Lewis against The Pac1fic 

Telephone and Telegraph Company, a corporation, having been flIed, 

a public hearlng haVlng been held thereon, the Comm1ss1on belng 

fully advised in the prem1ses and basing 1ts decis10n upon the 

ev1dence of record and the f1nd1ngs here1n, 

IT IS OEDERED that the compla.inant I s request for restora

t10n of telephone service be granted, and that, upon the f1l1ng 

by the complainant of an app11cation for telephone service, The 

Pac1fic Telephone and ~elegraph Company shall install telephone 
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service at complainant's bar at 2066:1est Hanchester Avenue, 

Los Angeles, California, such installation being subject to all 

duly authorized rules and regulations of the telephone company 

and to the eXisting applicable law. 

The effective date of thiS order shall be twenty days 

afteT the date hereof. 

Dated at _______ ~..,--;~~--
/",::Z;U this ------,-..,.')'-,o'Z.."----- day of ___ :..-~;.::~=~;=::::::-_---

Commissioners 

Ccmm1~slon~r Rox Hnrd 
.t1ccessarlly absotlt dl<1 :r • b01ng 
1n the diSPOS1tion'or t~in~t p~rtlelp~te 

J.J. .. proCeeding. 
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