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Decision No ___ 6_9_9_8_4_·. _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC utILItIES COMMISSION OF TEE STAlE OF CALIFORNIA 

June S0311, 

Co:nplain3.nt, .. 

vs. 

TEE PACIFIC TEI..EPHONE 
.AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY~. 
a corpora.tion, 

Defendant. 

) 

Ca.se No. 8186 

Juna Sn:all, in propria pexsona. 
Lawler, Felix & HtUl, by Robe:rt C _ Coppo, 

for defenclant. 
Rogel: ... ~:r:nebergh, City Attorney, by Michael t. S.?ue-.r) 

for the Police Department of the City of 
Los Angeles, interv~ner. 

OPINION 
-~-- ........ -

. . 
Complainant seeks =estora.tion of telephone service at 

3621 Yorktown Aven\:e, ~s Angeles, C.:l11fornia. Interim restora­

tion was ordered pending ~tber order (Decision No. 69186 ~ 

dated J\me 8, 1965). 

Defendant's answer alleges that on or ~bout April 22, 

1965, it had 'reasonable cause to believe tha.t service to L.. A ... Sm-'lll, 

undex u-umbe:r 645-6840, was ·being or 'Was to be used ~. an 1'0-

struxnentality directly or indircetlyto·violate or aid and abet 

violation of·> law, and therefo're defendant was required to dis::' 

conn~t s~.rvice pursuant to the ~ision in Re Telephone Discon­

r.ection, 47 Cal. P .. u.c. 853 •. 
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The matter was heard and submitted before Examiner DeWolf 

at Los Angeles on October 7, 1965. 

By letter of April 20, 1965, the Chief of Police of 

the City of Los Angeles ad·"iscd defendant th.at the telephone 

~d¢4number 645-6840 was being used to disseminate'hvrse-~acing 

i'C.ior::llZtion used in ·contl.ection withbookma.king in violation of 

Penal Code See:ion 337a, end xequected disconnection (EXhibit 1). 

Complainant tes,tified that her full n&ne is J1.mc B. 

Small; thc.t she has a dependent da.ughter living with her end 

telephone'service is necessary for their safety .:rod'for. 

complainant's obtaining employment. 

Complainant further testified that she has great need 

!or telephcne se~v:tce" and she did not and will not·use the 

telephone for any unlawful purpose. 

A C:eputy.city attorney appeared and cross-examined;tbe 

complc.insnt, but no testimony'was o££ered on behalf of. any ,la-w 

enforcement· agency. 

v1efind that defendant' s action 't'j<lS based' upon .reasonable 

ce.,;,se) and the. evidence fails to show that the telephone w~ 

used fox any illegal pu=pose. 

ComplaiIl.;J.l'lt is entitled to restoration of s.eX"'"ice. 

ORDER .... ~---

IT IS ORDEF.ED that: Decision No. 69186, dated June 8, 

1965) tempo:c.:u:ily :restoring service eo complain.ont, is made 
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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· San Franc:i8Co . , C.olifornia, this 

day of ___ N_OV_E_M_SE_R_'_, ~96S. 
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., wi.' .-: --~"" -" ... ; ..... ,'''' ' . 

.... • ~ - .0" ..". 

Coiiiiiiisslonel:s 

. 
COlm:l1::::1oner Frodorick B.SOlobott'. b01%2g 
noec!is,,"r1ly o.bsent,. did. not ~o.rt1e1]:lat9 
in tllo cl1::po:::1 tion of W:; procec4:UlB. 
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