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Decision No. -.--.IS_Sw'~2""",O,,",,6Jt--_ 

:BEFORE '!HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

JOHN CANCn.LA ~ 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC TELE:E'HONZ Al."'\ff) '!ELEGRAPH 
COMPANY, a public corporation, 

DefendAnt. 

l 
~ 
) 
) 
) 

~ 
----------------------------~) 

Case No. 7474 
(Filed October 29', 1962) 

Jack Riordan, for complainant. 
hllsbury, llliadison <.nci Sutro by James F .. Kirki'l.am, 

for defenclane. 
~as M .. O'Connor, City Attorney~ and Orville I. 

Wright;, tor in~ervenor, City and COunty of 
S~n Francisco. 

A public hearing was held on January 28) 1963, in 

S:!'t'l. Fr:.meisco, California, before Exa::niner Rowe, on complainant's 

=equcst for an order t~t defendant reinstall a pUblic telephone at 

complainant's bar and restaurant at 2400 Harrison Street, 

Sat:. Fr.lncisco, Ca,lifornia. 

~nc City Attorney of the City and County of San Francisco 

intervened in ehe proceedings to oppose the request, to introduce 

testimony of police officers ehat the telepbone had, in fact, been 

used by persons other t~~ complainant to aid ~d abet the violation 

of lar..;, and to tO$ti£y that defer..cant had been so advised. 

Defendant's witnesses tes~i£ied ehat the telephone had been removed 

u?on the recoipt of tba,t advice purSU3nt eo Decision No. 4l415, 

Ca$c No. 4930, da:ed April 6, 194&, 47 P.U.C. 853. 
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The defendant's witnesses fureher testified, and 1:~ 

Commission so finds, that the subject public telephone was .a noll

listed, nonsubscriber exchange seation and that under the provisions 

of defendant's tariff contained in cal. ~.U.C. No. ll-T, First 

Revised Sheet 6, the location and installation of such a eelephon.e 

is left to the defendant's option. Complatcant did not challenge 

th~ reasonableness of this tariff. 

In view of the findings, 11: is apparent that, with respect 

to the type of telephone service requested by complainant, the 

complaint fails to state a cause of action, .and 'the matter should 

be dismissed. 

OR.DER ......... -- .... -

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint in Case No. 7474 is 

dismissed. 

The effect:ive date of this order shall be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at: __ z:lazl __ P'.m:l __ d800 ___ -', California, this _ ..... £_'d""' ...... _, __ 

day of _ ..... c;.~""'"""Aa.-J""""·-F-~----;, 1963. 


