
" ORIGINAL 
,I 

, 'DeCiSiOU.'NO., __ 7_0_9_7_4 

BEFORE, '!BE PtTBLIC lJ'l'ILITIES COMMISSION OF T.8E SIA'IE OF ~IFORNIA 

Ess1e:R~binson, 
~,: 

Complainant ,. 

, vs. case No.. 8362 

THE- PACIFIC lELEPHONE AND 
'IElEGRAPH COMPANY, a 
corporation; 

Defendant .. 

: Essie Robinson~ in propria persona. 
Lawlel: ~ Felix & Hall,. by Richard L .. 
Fru~ Jr .. ,. for defendant .. 

Rogere'bel:gh, City Attorney, by 
Allan V. Schwartz, for tbe Police 
Department, of die City of Los Angeles) 
intervener .. 

OPINION 
-.--'-'-~-

t, 

Complainant seeks restoration of telephone service 

at 944% East 42nd Street, Los Angeles, California. Interim 

restoration was ordered pending further order (Decision 

No.. 70444 ~ dated March 15, 1966) •. 

Defendant's answer alleges that on or about 

February 2&, 1966, it had reasonable cause to believe that 

service to S. E. Robinson, under number 235-2789, was being 

or was to- be used as an instrumentality directly or indirectly 

to violate or aid and abet violation of law) and therefore 

defendant was re<luired to discotmec-e service pu:suant to- the 

dec1s1on in Re Telephone Disconnection,. 47 cal .. 1,) .U.C. 853. 
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The matter was heard and submitteci before Examiner 

DeWolf at Los ~ele~ on Y~y 16, 1966. 

By letter of February 25, 1966, the Chief of Police 

of the City of Los ~cles advised defendant t4'l.at the tele.phone 

under number AD-52789 was being used to disseml.tul.te horse-racing 

fnformationused in connection with bookmaking in violation of 

Pennl Code Section 337307 and rcq,ucstecl disconnection (Exhibit 1). 

Complainant testifiecl that she isa domestic day worker 

. employed by various persons at different locations; that telephone 

service is necessary to eneblc her to make end l(cep· appointments; 

that she was away at work on P~lm Drive in Beverly Hillswben 

• ,;.' I 

her· telepl1one. WClS disconnected and bas no knowledge. 0:£ any 

ille.glll.: usc of her telephono; t1:1at she bas not authorized .any 

unla~l use. of her tele~hone and she did not and will not ose 

thetclcphone for tlny· unlawful purpose. 

A . deputy city .::.ttorncy appeared and cross-examined 

the complaina:it,. but no testimony was offered on behalf of 

a:o.y law enforcemen.t agency. 

We find that defendant'S action was based upon. reason­

able . cause, and: the- evidence fails to ShO~l th.:lt the telephone 

was used forany·illcsal :purpose: • 

. ~l.aiuant is"entitled to restoration of service • 
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- C,_ .8362 - BR 

IT IS ORDERED that Decision No. 70444,. dated Ma.'rch 15,. 

1966" temporarily 'restoring se'rVice to complainant,. is made 

permanent,.. sUbject to defendant's tariff provisions and existing 

. applicable law-. 

T.be effective date of thi$ order sball be ewenty days 

after the date bereof. 

Dated at San li"randsco ,. California" this-......;/""""f~~ ___ _ 

JULY day of. ______ " 1966. 

" , 

. -..' President . 

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

, ~,,: y ~J - ... _'" 

.! _, ~ ... .; 

cOtiiiiiissioners 

Commiss1onerPeter E .. 1(1 tchell .. be1ng 
necessar11yabsent. did not participate 
~ tho disposition ottbis proceed1:ag. 

-3-


