mmmm

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STASE OF‘CALIFO&NIA

Lexoy C. Douglas,

Coumplainant,

vs. Case No. 7051

Pacific Telephone Company, a Corporation,
Defendant.

Leroy C. Douglas, in proprla persona.
Lawlez, Felix & Hall, by David A. Workman,
' for the defendant. |
Roger Axrmebergh, by Bermard Patrusky, for
City of Los Angeles, 1ntervener.

OPINION

By the complaint hexrein, f£iled January 233_1961;
Leroy C. Douglas requests an oxder of this Comm13sion that‘the
Cefendant, Pacific Telephone Company, a corporatlon, be requzred
Tto install heiephone servmce at his new address at 3908 Montclalr

treet, Los Angeles, Caleornxa. L

On February 2, 1961 the telephone company leed an
acswer, the primeipal allegation of wh:ch was that the telephone  J
company, pursuant to Decision No. 41415, dated Aprxl 6 1948 in
Case No. 4930 (47 Cal. P.U.C. 853), on or about May 26, 1960 had
reasonzble cause to believe that: the telephone qerv1ce furnxshed

to Leroy C. Douglus wnder number AXm;nSter 3-0920 ut 1’07 Wc¢t :




42nd Street, Los Angeles, was being or was foAbe_used‘aaﬂan‘
instrumeﬁ%ality directly or indirectly to violate or to aid
and abet che violation offthe law, and that havingxsuch*feaaon-‘
able cause tke defendant @as required to disconnect thefsé:vice

pursvant to tois Commission's Decision No. 41415.

A public hearxag‘was keld in Los Angeles on. March 17 :

1961, before Examiner Robert D. Dewolf

A police officer testified that he conducted a raid
on the premises at 1307 West 42zd Street, Los Angeles, Calzfornwa
on May 19, 1960, and arrested a suspect there who flled a plea
of guilty to bookmaking undexr Section 337a of the Penal Code,
and that he removed six' telephomes fromvthe'premisés; 'The
officer stated that complainant was,notdon thcvorcmises‘at“‘
the time; that he did not 1dentify the complainant'S‘telephonef
mmber or his telephone with the unlawful activities and did
not know that complainant s poone was. belng used for bookmaklnga‘,
or any unlawful purpose, and that the evmdencc of bookmakmng_‘ |
was obta;nedﬂ;n other rooms in the buxld;ng.

The complainant testified that at the time of said
raid he was cmployed as a technician by Hoffman Elcc:ronicsiand
also was attending night school pursuing pest graduate studies.
He was renting two rooms at 1307 West 42nd Street and learned :
of the removal of the telephone late at nmght upon his return
from night school. He had no knowledge of the bookmakmng ac-
tivities conducted in said building‘andghad'nocconnectioa‘with

them; that he moved from said premises to his new address at‘_'
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13908 Montelair Street upon learning of said i11¢331 actiﬁitics.j‘
He has since been laid off ffbm bis work and ha§ neéd‘6f a
telephone to secure employmeant, and he will hdt use theASame
for any unlawful activities. The telephone company has refused
to iamstall telepbone service at his new~address. N

| After full considération of this record we find that
Lthe telephone compaﬁy's action was based upon-reasonablefcause'
ac that term is used in Decisionm No. 41415 and we further
find that the evidence falls to show that the comp;aznant s
telephone was used for any illegal purpose and that therefore,
the complainant is entitled to telephone servmcetat~3908

Montelair Street, Los Amgeles, Califormia.

The complaint of Leroy C. Douglas against The Pacific

Telephone 2nd Telegraph Companmy, a coxporation, having'béen‘
filed, a publlc hearing hav:ng been held thereon, the Commls-
ilozn bezmg ‘ully advised in the premises and baslng Lts de—

cision upon the evidence herein,

IT 1S ORDERED that complainant'é request fdrxtele-
phore sexvice is granted, and that upon the filihg‘by the
cozplainant of an application for ‘ﬁiephoné service; Ihe |
Pacific Telephore and Telegraph Company shall antall telephone
service at the complgxnant s place o- residence at’ 9908 Mbntclalr

Street, Los Angeles, Cglzfornxa such lnstallatxon be;ng Sucgcﬁt :
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to all duly authorized rules and regdiationé of the téléi:honé o
company and to the existing applicable law. - ‘

The effective date of this order shall be five: days N
after the date hereof.

Dated at San Francisco , California,
this % day of ' . - ‘,'1961.




