Decleionlﬂo.‘
BEFORE THE PUBa..IC UI‘lLI'rIES COMM'.ISSION OF THE . S‘I‘A‘I’E OF CALIFORI\IA

PILOT’LIQUORS— a Co-Partnershlp,
consisting of SAUL HOLLAND and
"JULIUS HOLLAND,

-Coﬁplainents; :

‘ Case‘ﬂo;h6937¢*"

VS.
GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPAWY OF
' CALLFORNIA a Corporatlon,._,
Defendant.

Max Estefman' for complainant.
A. M. Hart and Donald J. Duckett, by
Donald. J Ducikett, for defendant-,

OPIN I ON-

By the complaint, fxled on October 4 1960 leot quuors o
requests an order of this Commxss;on that the defendant, ‘General -
Telephone Company of Caleorn;a, a corporatxon, be required to-rexn-'
stall telephone service at its ‘place of busxness at’ 11665 West
_Jetferson Boulevard Culver Cxty, Callfornla. ”‘

On - October 18, 1960 the telephoue—company flled .an
answer, the prxncxpal allegatxon Of‘WhLCh.WRS -that the telephone

company, pursuant to Decxsiou ‘No. 41415, dated Aprxl 6 1943 Ln

‘Case No. 4930 (47 Cal. P.U .C- 853), oo or about August 6 1960 had o

" reasonable. cause to believe that the telephone servxce furnlshed to_
Pilot Liquors under numbef"EXmont 7-8125, located at’ 11665-West

Jexl feruon Boulevard Culver Cxty, Caleornla was bexng or was to p'




be used as an instrumentality dtrectly or zndereotly to vxolate -ox
to aﬂd and abet the v1olatxon of the law and’ that havzng such
reasonable cause the defendant was.requlred to" dxsconnect the ser-‘
vice pursuant to thls Commlsszon s Decision’ mo. 41415, supra. |
Deferndant denied the other. allegatxons of tne complaxnt- |

A.publlc hearlng was held ia- Los Angeles on Novemoer 2o,
1569, oerore Examiner Robert D. oewolf. y‘

Saul Holland oue of the partner-owners of the compla_nant,'
testified that ao partner was booxed or charged wmth any offense ln
connection with the use of the dtsconnected telephone and that
telephone is absolutely essentlal to the . conduct: of the complaln-hl
ant's business; that nedtner the partners nor the partnersh;p wete_'

_znvo;ved in any bookma&zng actxvxties and had no-anowledge of tne
activities of their employees. | |

There was no appearance for any law enforcement agency.

A stlpulatton was made between defendant and compladnant'
that a letter dated Angust 6 1980, was reeexved by defendant fromf'
the Offxce of the Shertff of Los Angeles County as alleged 1n |
defendant s answer and Exhlblt A.attached thereto- that pursuant
thereto said telephone was dxsconnected | |

| After full cons;deratzon of" tn;s record the oommlsston
finds and concludes that the telephone company-s actxon was based
upon reasonable cause as that term Ls used in Deczsion No.‘41415, ,
supra, and we further fxnd that the evmdenoe fatls to ShOW‘that the -
complainant s telephone was used for any-mllegal purpose, and that

tnerefore tne compla;nant is entitled to-restoratxon of telephone

;eerv1ce.




The complamt of P:\.lot m.quors aga..nst General Telephone
Company of ual_forn_a, a coz:poratz.on, navmg, been flled a publ:.c
nearing naving veen held thereon, the Comssion ben.n~ mlly ,
adv*sed in tne p:em;ses and baslné_lts decmsmon upon,the evidence
: hereln, ; |
| IT 1S ORDEKE.) that coﬁxplaiﬁent“s" req\:xl'e;st. fbf teleplione
ser-ace is 5rant:ed and that, upon the £i ling oy the compla:.nant of
- an appl,catxon fox telephone servxce, General Ielepnone~Company or
Californza shall .nstall telephoae secvice at: t.ne complama.nt .
place of business at 11665 West .J’efferson Boulevard, uu..ver C...t:y,

such mst:allat:..on bemw subgect to- a.ll duly aut.honzed rules anct o

reoulat_ons of the- celephone company and to t:he exa.st ng appl:.caole

‘ law. '

'rne effectxve date of th:.s order szl:ml1 be fwe days after

the date hereof- | ) ) . -
Dated at Saa Frencisoo R Celife_rnia,g this /7. ,éﬁ _

~ Commissioners - -




