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ORIGINAL

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION' OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA™ . -

Decision No.

SAMUEL GRANT,
Complainant; _ o e S

vs. | Caselﬁo;f7q3l3‘;_lﬂ‘7_7t
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND "ELEGRAPH
COMPANY, a corporatxon, '

Defendant

Joseph T. Forno, Soxr complainant._. ‘ ‘

Cawiex, Felix & Hall, by A. J. Kragpman Jr-,”
for defendant.

Roger Arnebergh and Bernard Pa:ruq;z, for

the Los Angeles Polmce Depar*ment,
1ntervenor. _ o
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By the complalnt hereln, f;led on December 7 1960

Samuel Grant requests the resto*ation of telerhone servxce ar 2306

South Union Avenue, Los Angeles, Callfornze,‘where‘he 1s.enployed as_fl"
2 barbex. | o ‘“. ’ o p | ‘ .: ‘1__‘ ., _
| By Decision No. 61211, dated*Deeember’20~o19607 in"éesezb
No. 7031, the Commission ordered that the defendant restore tele-‘ﬂﬂ

poone «e-vice to the complainant pendzng a hearing,on the matter.‘-o -

o January 3, 1961, tke telephone company flled an answet,
the principal allegatzon of whmch was that the telephone cowpany,
pursuant to Deeislon No. 41415, dated Aprxl 6 1948 im Case Vot 4930"‘
(47 Cal. 2.U.C. 853), on or about December 1, 1960, had reasonable |
cause to believe thet the telephone serv1ce furnlshed to complann—'l

ant under number RIchmond 8-7676 at. 2306 South.Union Avenue, Los ;'
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Angeles, California, was being or was to be used as an 1nstrumen
tality directly or indirectly to violate or to &ld and ebet the K
vzolatmon of the law, and that having. such rcasonable cause. the |
defendant was required to disconnect_che&,ervice‘pu:suent,toithls '
COmm;ssion s Decision No.’ 41415. a | | ,

A public hearing'was bel& om. ‘the ccmplaint in Los Angeles
before Examiner Robert D. De Wblf on February 2, 19@1. |

The complelnant testxfxed that ne is employed as a berber |
at 2306 South Union Avenue, Los Angeles, Califoruia, and 1s the onlfe
barber working in said shoP, that he is not a co-owner, and thet thee
~allegation of the complaint is in error in so'statxng, ‘that ‘V;‘ |
compleinent' telcphonc is in a room back of the shop, and 1s solely‘~
for hzs pexsonal use; and than ‘the owner of the shop, who is not a
baeber has a. semxpublmc telephone at the frent with two extensmons
wh_ch are near the barber chair

Exhibit- No. 1 is & c0py of a letter dated November 30
1960, Zrom the Chief of Polmce of the City of Los Angeles to the
defendant, advising the defendant that the telephone servece under
numbex RIchmond 8-7676 at comple;nant s place of business at 2306
South Union Avenue, Los Ange;es, Cal;fornma, ;s being~used ‘or
recedving aad forwarding bets in violatieﬁ of the law. It was stip-
ulated that this letter was received by the defendunt on December 1‘
1950; that pursuant thexeto a central offxce dxuconnection was
eceected on December 6, 1960, and that pursuant to Decxsion
ho. 6;211 the service was reconnected om December 24, 1960. 'itwwesl
the pos ition of the telephone compeny that it had ected'with reason-
adle cause as that term is used in Decision No. 41415 in disconneet-j_‘

~ ing the telephone service 1nesmuch as 1t had recelved cne ;ettee
des:.gna:ed ss Exhibit Yo. 1. | -
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A polxce officer connected with the Universxty che vax- .
sion, Los Angeles Police Department test~f1ed that he arresteo ’
James Crockett in sa_d barbershop on Novcmber 23 1960 and on said
Cate found betting markers in the front of sald barbershop and a |
National Daily Reporter in the back room of sa*d shoP, that tae fronc
telephone in the barbershop, which number is Rlchmond 9-9060 rang |
two different times and he answered both t;mes, at whlch.a party on
the other end of the line requested the mak.ng of a bet on a race
borse. The officer further testified that at other txmes he had
bcen in the shop and answered the telephone of tnis complalnant in
the- vack room, which is ?Ichmond 8-7676 but at no time dxd anyone
make sny conversation with h...mj | | |

Aftex full consideration of. th£3'recordc-we?how'fin&‘tﬁet
the telephone company $ action was based upon reasonable causc as
that term is used in Dccmszon No.,41415. We further find' thet the
evidence does not establish that the comolamnant S telephone was

used as an 1nstrumentalmty to vxolate the 1aw. Complaznant s request

will be granted.

The complaint of Samuel‘Gtant against‘Thc~Pecific*Te1eohope‘
and Telegraph Company, a corporation, having. been fxleo, a puolmc L
heaang having been held thereon, the Commission being ftlly udv sed
iz the premises and basing 1ts decision on the evmdence of rccord

iT IS ORDERED that the order of the Comm;ssxon in Dcc;slon,
No. 61211, dated December 20, 1960, in Case No. 7031 Lemporarlly
restor;ng telephone sexvice to the complatnant be madc ocrmonent
such resto*etlon veing sub*ect to. all ouly autnormzed vules ard

regulatzons of *he telephone company and to- the exxstxng,appllcablc 3

law.
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The effective date of ‘this. order _sha\yl-l:" e twenty days
after the date hercof. o

Dated at San-P '\| R Califomig',,. this
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