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Decision No. 67302 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILItIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

EELENA L. LANCRY, dba 
'tHE COLONIAL, 

Complainant, 

VS. 

'I'HE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND 
TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a 
CorporJltion, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 7814 

Helena Lee Lancy'l, in propria persona. 
Lawler, relix 6' Hall, 'by John M. MalleY,. 

for de£enQant. .. 
Roger Arnebergb, City Attorney, br 

.James Henry; Kline, for:the Po ice 
Department of the City of Los Angeles, 
intervenor. 

OPINION _ ........ ------

Complainant seeks restoration of telephone service at 

3423 W. Eighth Street, Los Angeles, California. Intertm restora­

tion was ordered pending further order (Decision No. 66646, dated 

January 21, 1964). 

Defendant's answer alleges that on or about November 11, 

1963, it had yeasonable cause to believe that service to Helena L. 

Lanc:ry, under number DUnkirk 2 -4585 was being or was to be used 

as an instrumentality directly or indirectly to violate or aid 

and abet violation of law, ana. therefore defendant was required 

to disconnect service pursuant to the decision in Re TeleEbone 

Disconnection, 47 Cal. P.U.C. 853. 
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The matter was hcarQ and subcitted before Examiner DeWolf 

at Los I~geles, califorcia, on Ap=il li, 1964. 

By letter of November 1, 1963, the Chief of Police of 

the City of Los P~geles advised dcfen~ant tl~t ~he telephone under. 

number DU 2-4585 w~s being useG to disseminate horse-racing 

info~tion used in connection with bookmak!ng in violation of 

?en~l Cod~ Section 3~7a? an~ requested cl~sconnection (Exhibit No.1). 

Complainant tcstifi~d that chc has great need for tele­

phone service ~: her cocktail lounge j~ order to secure s~pplies 

and for the lawful ope~~tion of said busi~ess; that she has no 

knowledge of ~y unla~ul usc of ber telephone; that the employee 

who was arrested end charged with bool~king is no lo~ger employed 

by her. 

Complainant further testified that she has not been 

c~gcd with any violation of the law; she has great need for tele­

phone service, and she did not and will not use the telephone for 

any unlawful purpose. 

A deputy city attorney appc~rcd and cross-examined the 

complainant, but no testimony was offered on behalf of ~y law 

enforcement agency. 

We find t~t defendant's action Was based upon reasonable 

cause, and the evidence fails to show that the telephone was used 

for any illegal purpose. 

Complainant is entitled to restoration of service. 
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ORDER _ ........ ---
IT IS ORDERED thae Decision No~ 66646, dated Janua%y 21) 

1964, temporarily restoring service to complainant, is made 

permanent, subject to defendant's tariff provisions and existing 

applicable law. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

~ Dated at SIt!). Ernpci~<:Q .. ' California, this __ ...;~~ __ _ 

day of JUNE '", ,1964. 
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