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70:120 Decision No .. , ____ _ 

WII.LIAM GLENN DARROW;, ) 

vs. 
Compla:lnant, I 

THE PACIFIC TEI..EPHONE 
ANDn.:r.mRAPH COHPAm, 
a coxporation, 

Defendant. 

. case No. 82S4 

W1.1l1.am Glerm Darrow ~ in propria. persona.~ 
Lawler, FeliX & Hall, by Robert C. Coppo~ . 

for defendant. 

OPINION .... ,... .... - ....... -

. -. 

Complainant seeks restoration oftelepbone service at ," 

809 w. Anaheim. Street, Wi]mt:'lgton~ California. Interim restoration 

was.ordP...red pend1tlg further order (Decision No,. 6S640, da.t:ed 

September 8', 1965). 

Defenc!ant' s answer alleges that on or about August 9 ~ 

l%S~ it had reasonable cause to belie"'J'e that service to 

Y11liam Glenn Darrow, under ntlDlber 830-9169', was beiDg or was to 

be used as .an instrumentality directly or :I.nd1rectly to viol4te 
. , 

or aid .and abet v1olat1.onof law, and therefore defendant was 

requ1red to d:Lscomleet service pursuant to· the, decision in 

R.e Telephone Disconnection, 47 cal. P .tr.e. 853. 
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The matte= was heard and submitted before Examiner Dewolf 

at Los Angeles on November 4, 1965. 

By letter of August 6, 1965" the Chief of Po1ieeof the 

City of Los Angeles adv;~sed- dcfendaut that the telephone under 

n\lDlber IE 0-9169 was being used to disseminate horse-racing 
, -

information used in eonnection with bookmaking in violation of 

?cncl Code Section 337.:1., and requested diseonnection (Exhibit 1.). 

C~lainant testified that he is the owner and.: operator 

of a variety stor~; that he MS no- knowledge of any illegal use-of 

the telephone; that, if per:nitted, he will have ::r. priva.te.telephone' 

installed instead of the present semipublic coin telephone, so that 

he may more easily control the use of the telephone by his 
, .. 

customers; that telephone service is required in the business and, 

also~ for use by his'Wi£e 1I.Tho is in .a wheel ehair recoyering from 

a brol<:en hip. 

Complainant stated that he has gre~t need for telephone 

service, and tl'l.at' he did not and will not use the telephone fori 

any unlawful purpose. 

'!here. was no appearance by or testimony from any law 

e~forcement agency. 

We find th.lt: defendant's action was based upon reasonable I 

cause, and the evidence'failsto show that the telephone was used 

for any illegal purpose. Complainant is entitled to' rcs:toration 

of service .. 
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OR.DER. -----
.I 

IT IS ORDElUD that Dec1sion No... 69640., ~ 'SeptembAr 8, 

1965~ tempoX'm:1J.y :resto~ suvice to compWnaot, 18 made 

pm::manent, subject to defendant' s tar.l.ff provisioM and exl.&t1Dg 

applicable law. 

the· effe.ed.ve elate· of tb1s order shall be twenty days· 

uter the date hereof. 

Dated at 'Sll:l F:-:::.:lcl$cC) , CalJ.fo2:rlia., this' 0</ ,;fJ~~ 

day of DECZMSER' '1. Ire ~ ' ___________ , 9010..;;:::..< 
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