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Decision No. 
70817 .DR.IOIIAt. ----------------

BEFORE nm PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF tHE S1:Att OF CALIFORNIA 
• I, 

DAVID AR.nltlR 'WOLFE~ 

Complainant, 

VS. case NOr. :,834S' ' 

'!BE PACIFIC 'IELEPHONE 
.AND TELEGRAPH. COMPANY, 
a corporation. 

Defendant. 

Forno & Lewis, by Arthur Lewis, for 
complainant. ' 

Lawler,. Felix & Hall, by Richard, L. ' 
Fruin, Jr., for defendaJit. 

Roger .Arnebergh, City Attorney, by 
James H. 1O.ine, for the Police 
Department of, the 'City of tos , 
Angeles,' intervener. 

OPINION 
~~-----

ComplaiDant seeks restoration of' t-elephone' service at 
, . ' 

758 So. Ardmore Street, Ap~tment 404, Los Angeles,. california. 
. ~ . . 

Interim restoration was ord~r~ pending further ?rder CDecision 

No. 70318, dated February 8,' .l966) ~. 
" : .. 

Defendant's ~ ,alleges that· on or about January 2&, 
, ' 

1966, it had reasonable I'!aUse to believe tbat service to' David A. . . ' 

Wolfe,. under number 38"2-5542, was. being or was to be used as an .. : . . . 

instrumentality directly or indirectly to violate or aid· an.d~ abet 

violation of law, and thereforedef~d.ant was required to discon-
, '-,. 

neet service pursuant to, the decision ill Re 'Telephone" Disconr.ec- , 
, :1,' . . . I ': • I. " ~', ' 

tion" 47Cal~ P.U.C~ 853~' ' ": -. . 

-1- " 
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e, 
c. 834~/hh/ds, ** 

,,' . " 
..... ,'p 

\~I, .' :';,;7;'" ",:'-

The matter was heard and submitted before Examiner 

DeWolf at Los Angeles on March 2S .. 1966. 

By let~ of January 26:. 1966, the Chief of Police 

." ... ::~. , ..... 
.. -,' 

of the City of Los Angeles advised defendant that' the telephone 

under number 382-5542 was- being used to d1ssem1natehorse-rac1ng 
,\ 

:tnformation use<l in connection with bookmaking in, violation of 

Penal Code Section 337s:.' and requested' disconnection (Exhibit· 1). 
I ' , ,', 

, I'" , ' 

Complainant testified that be wilJ.~ be 72 years old on 

his neX1: birthday:. :[s in poorhealth~ 15 vei7 nervous~ has' low blOod 

pressure and byperten.s:t01l.:.. and is greatly in need' of telepbone 
" ' 

service. Complaiuanc testified that when pol1ceen.tered his' 

aPartment be was engaged in telephone conversation with bis. doctor; 

that he was arrested Il11d that the charge against him was dismissed'~ 

Complainant further testified tbat he d:ld not and 

will not use the telephone for ;my onlawful purpose .. 

A deputy city attorney appeared -B,nd' cross-examined the' 

complainant» but no testimony was offered on behalf of'any law 

enforcement agency. 
, ' 

We find that defendaut's action was" based upon reasonable 

cause:. and the evidence fails to sh:OW that the t~lephone 'was used 
. . ,. 

for any illegal purpose~ . Complainant is en~tledto-res.toration of 

service. 
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c. 8345 - " 

ORDER 
.-.~~--

IT IS ORDERED that Decision No. 70318,. dated '"February '8. 

1966~ temporarily restoring service to comp.la.inant~ is made per

manent,. subj ect to defendant' s tariff provisiolls'and,existiug: ' 

applicable law:. 

The effective date of this order shall be' twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated a.t San Frand!eo , California~ this _"",J);..-.W_, _"'_"_ 
day of ____ J_U_NE __ -'. 1966. 


