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Deei.s1.on No-_~68..Q",.1,18~67~_ 
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'BEFORE TEE PUB1.IC UTILITIES COMMISS ION OF TBE STATE ,OF CALIF,ORNIA:',:, ,.'.' • 

LEON GAS?ARRO l> doing business 
as LEON 's MA..~:J' 

Co:o.plainant:J 

PACn"IC 'IELEPHONE:J a 
Co%poration:J 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No ~ ,.' 808> 

Max Solomon:J for complainant. 
Law1ex:J Felix & Hall, by Robert C. 

Copp?, for defendant. 

OP I.N ION - .......... - -. _.- . 
, " 

Complai-c.an.t seeksresto%ation of telephone service at 

4992 Hunti-agton Drive South, Loe Angeles 32, California. : Interim, 

restoration was order~d pending further order (Decision No. 68421; 

Gated January 5, 1965):~:~: 
'~,~ 

~efe:lda:o.t I s 8l'~wer alleges that on or abo'.1t, December 14,.: 

1964, it bad reasonable cause to believe 'that service to Leon' 
. . 

Gaspaxxo \moder number 222 .. 5890 was being or was to' be u:.ed:'risan 

insttumentality dixectly or indirec'Cly to violate or ,aid a.n~ abe~ 

violation of law) and the'reforc defendant was required 'to' discon-'" 

. i " 

. ,". '.', . '" 

nect service pursuant to the- decision in, Re' T~lephone 'Discon.n~c::ion), , .. ' ' 
" :,':. 

47 Cal. P.U .. C. 85~., 

.-1-·, 
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The matter was heaxd and submitted 'befor~' Ex.eminerDeWolf 

at !..os Angeles on Febl:Uary 25~ 1965. 

Ry1etter of December 11, 1964,. the Sberiff of the CO\"'1lty .' 

of los Anzeles advised defendant that the telephone urider u\lmbcr' 

CA 2 5890 ~ plus one eX1:ension,.was being used, to dissetllinate ho:rsc- .' 

J::lcing info:rma.tion used in connection with bookm.a.ld,ng.in,".riO~:l.tion 
, 

of Penal Code Section 337a~ and requested disconnection (Ey.hib!.t::l),.' ' 

Complainant testified that he is theoW'Ocr and operD.tor of' 

a Ul3.xket for imported foods and requires telephone scrvicc'ins~!d 
, ," .. ,. . ., ' 

business which is his only·me.tt.n& of livelihOOd', and tha~"the 

telephone was never used forbool~ng. 

Complaiuant:'fuxtbe:r testifi2d that· he has'neverbecr.. in 

t=ouble and he has great. need fo= telepbonese::vice, andbe"did 

not and will not use the telephone' for any unlawful '. purpose •. '. 

Tbe:re was no appearance by or testimony from: any law 

e:fo=cemeut agency •. 
" ' • .', I " • 

We fino-that defendant's actionwaSba$ed'up~nreascnable 

cause) and the evidence fails to show that the teleph~ne. was~sed:' 
fo: any illegal ;?urp¢$e.. Complainant is entitled: t~i'restorati~::.' 

II" 

of service. 

,,'; , 

~ ... ' .'." 

. ',J.:' . 

,',<: ' . ,'~ . 
. ' , 
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ORDER --..--.-, 

IT IS ORDERED ~at Decision t~o" 68421, dated,Janum:yS, 

1965, temporarily xestoring service to complainant ~ 1.s· -made per-> . " 

manent, subj eet to defendant IS ·tariff pxov1sions and'existing" 

applicable law. 

!be effective date oftbis oxder shall be twenty .days· .. 

after the date bexeof.' 

Dated at ::MIA .l''r8JldaOO 

.... '.;£" 

, California~ this p,-'" 
..2... f AjJRIL 1965 yay 0 . ________ , .. 


