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Decision No .. 

:COMMIE HA'X'l'ER., 

Complainant, 

vs. 

'!HE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND 
TELEGRA?H COMPANY 'I a 
eorpor~t1on 'I 

Defendant .. 

Case No. 7874 

Arthur Lewis, for cO'.:1plainant. 
:cawier'l Felix & Hall, by A • .J. Krappm.;l1l, Jr. 'I 

for defendant. 
Roger Axnebergh, City A::: to rney , by Jat:leS Henry 

Kline, for the Los Angele~· City Pottee 
Department, intervenor. 

OPINION ................. - ---
Complainant seeks restoration of telephone service a~ 

4809~ West Adacs Boulevard, Los .Angeles, California. Inter'...m 

restoration ""as ordered pending further order (Decision No. 67105, 

dated April 21, 1964). 

DcfencL..o!tnt's answer alleges that on or about April 9'1 1964, 

it had reasonable cause to believe that se::vice to' Tot:mlie L. Hatter 

under nucber 734-6587 was being or was to be used as an instrumen­

tality directly or i~directly eo violate or aid and abet violation 

of la"", and therefore defendant ""as required to discotmect service 

purS'U.a%lt to' the decision in Re Telephone Disconnection, 47 Cal. 

P.u.c. 853. 
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The cattcr ~as beard and submitted before' Examiner DeWolf' 

at Los Angeles on May 22, 1964. 

By le-::ter of Aprll 4, 1964, 'the Chief of Police of the Cit:y 

of Los lmgclcs ~dvised defexldant that the t:elephone under 'tl\.'Imber 

RE 4 6587 was being used t:o disseminate horse-~aciDg information 

tlsed in connection with book:m.ald.ng in violation of Penal Code Section 

337a~ an~ requested ~seonnection (EXhibit l). 

CocplAinant testified that he is employed in the construc­

tion ind~try and has need for telephone service to' keep in touch 

with his employer and his job location. 

Co~plainant fu-~r testified that he has moved his 

residence to 2517 West Boulevard, Los Angeles, and he h:ls 

great need for telephone seA:Vice 4t tMt address, and he did not 

and will not use the telephone for any unlawful purpose. 

A deputy city attorney appeared and cross-exaQincd ~he 

eoaplainant, but nO' testimony ~as offered on behalf of ar;.y law 

enforcement agency. 

We find that defendant's action ~as based upon reasonable 

cause, and th.e cvidcllce fails to show that the telephone was used 

for any illegal purpose. Complainant: is entitled to service. 

ORDER ---,,-.-. 

IT IS ORDERED that Decision No. 67105, dated April 21, 

1964, temporarily rcs'COrixlg service to complain.;mt, is .ax:tCneed 
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to show that it i$ for the installation of new service and,. as such, 

that it be made pexmanent,. subjeet to defendant's tariff provisions 

and e:d.sting applica.'ble law. 

The effective date of th!s,oraer shall be twenty day8 af~ 

the date hereof. 

Dat~d at ___ ......;Sa_a.n~Frandaao...-...,;;_= _____ , California, 1:h1s ... .1__.3d_--_ 
day of ______ J_UN_t ____ ~ 1964. 

/. 
c' 

C0Illll'l1::S1o:aor W1l1!a:: lr': .. Bolltlott" be1ng 
nocess~r1ly c.bso~t. ~14 not :P.lrt:t.e1p.a'to 
.1:l 'tho c11Sp.o51t.1.oZl or 'th1s J)roce~ 
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