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Decision No. __ 6.;;;".-0,.;;;1;;.,4-.3,;;.-._ 

BEFORE .'I'HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ERNEST RUSSELL, 

Complainant, 

VB. 

'!'HE PACIFIC TELEPHONZ AND tELEGRAPH 
COMPANY, a corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 6433 

Walter L. Gordon, Jr., attorney, for complainant. 
Lawler, FeliX & HaIl, by A. J. Krappman, Jr., for 

defetldant. 
Roger Arnebergh, City Attorney, by William E. Doran, 

Deputy City Attorney, for 1:be Los Angeles iSoX:rce 
:DeparUletl.t:, intervener. 

OPINION ..... -.- .... ~-- .... -.. 

By the complaint herein, filed with the Commission on 

March 14, 1960, Ernest Russell requests an order that the defend.ant 

be re~ired to restore his telephone service to his place of business 

at: 4074 South Central Avenue, Los Angeles, c.aJ.ifornia. 

On M3:rcb 28, 1960, the telepbone company filed an answer, 

the principal allegation of which was that the telephone company, 

pursuant to Decision No. 41415" dated April 6, 1948, in Case No. 4930 

(47 Cal. P.U.C. 853), on or about March 8, 1960, bad reasonable cause 

to believe 1:bat the telephone service furnished to complainant under 

number ADams 2-9281 was being or was to be used as an instrumentality 

directly or inclirectly to violate or to aid and abet the v:tolationof 

the law and 'that having such reasonable cause, the de£end:ant was re .. ·. 

quired to clisconnect the service pursuant to 1:his Colllmission IS 

Decision No. 41415, supra.· 
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A public be3%'ing was held on the complaint in Los Angeles 

before Examiner Kent C. Rogers on April 29 ~ 1960. 

The complainant testified that be bas a place of business 

at 4074 South Central Avenue~Los Angeles, California.; that therein 

be had a telepbone furnished by the defendant; that he bas had tbat ~ -
place of business for 28 years; that approximately two months prior 

to tile hearing, 1:he telephone was removed by police office:rs; that 

he bas re~ested the restoration thereof but ~at,the telephone 

company has refused to restore it; that he needs the telephone ttL 

his. business; and that he bas not at any time used the telepbone for 

illegal pu:rposes. 

No evidence was presented' on: behalf of ~y law enforcement 

agency. 

Exhibit No. 1 is a copy of a letter from .the Chief of Police 

of the City of Los Angeles to the defendant~ advising dle defendant 

that the complainant's telephone service was being used for receiving 

and forwarding bets. It was stipulated that this letter was received 

ou'February 29, 1960, and that a central of£:Lcedisconnection was 

effected by the defendant on March 8, 1960, and has. not been recon­

nected. The position of the telephone company was that it bad acted 

with reasonable ca.use as that term is used in Deeision No. 4l415, 

'. supra., in disconnecting the telephone service inasmuch as it ba.d 

received the letter designated as· Exhibit No.1. 

After full consideration of this record we now find that 

the telepbone co::npany f s action was, based upon re,asonable eau.GC as 

that term is used in Deeisio:1 No,. 41415, supra.· We further find that 

the evidence fails to show that complainant's. telephone was used as 

an instrumeneality to· viola,1:e ,or to aid and abet the .violation of the 
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law and that 'the complainant, therefore, is entitled to restoration 

of telephone service. 

ORDER ........ _-----

the complaint of Ernest iua8ell ag&in8t~Tbe Pacific -telephone and' Telegraph Company, a corporation, having been filed, a 

public hearing having' been held. thereon, the Commission being fully 
\ 

advised in the premises and basing ies decision upon the evi~ence of 

record, 

IT IS ORDERED that the complainant's request for eelephotle 

service 1$ granted, and that upon the filing by complainant of-.an 

application for telephone service, The Pacific Telepbone and Tele­

graph Company shall install telephone service at the complainant's 

place of business at 4074 South Central Avenue, Los Angeles, Califor­

nia, such installation. being subject to all duly authorized rules and. 

regulations of the telephone company and to the existfng applicable 

law. 

The effective date of this order sball be five days after 

the date hereof. 
~ :Fr:3:D.ciBcd ~ Dated at ________ , California, this _Z--,Y __ _ 

day of -.....:7)1---.,;.;,7+----' 1960. 

&i'Jiii1ssloners 


