BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE _os CALIFQRNIA‘

OTIS WILLIAMS and =
LOIS T. BERTRAND,

Complainants, o
vs. Case No. 8389
PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND |
TELEGRAPH COMPANY,

Defendant.

Ivan J. Johnson III, fo: complaina.nts. |
Lowiexr. Felix & Hatl, by Richerd L. Frudn, Jr.,

for defondemt.
Roger Armebergh, City Attorney, by Allen U. Schwartz,

for the Police Department of the City oI
Los Angeles, intervener.

OPINION

Complainants seek restoration of télephone service at
1126 East Vernon Avenue, Los Angeles, California. Interim ::estora-
tion was oxdexed pending f.u::ther oxdex (Decision No. 70571. dated
April 13, 1966). o

Defendant's answer alleges that on oxr about February 1,
1966, it had reasonable cause to believe that se:w'iice to Otis
Williams, under numbexr 232-9125, was being or was ‘; to be used as
an Instrumentality directly or indirectly to violate or a:Ld and
abet viclation of law, and therefore defendant was requ:!.réd to a

disconnect service pursuant to the decision in Re’ Telgphone

Disconnection 47 Cal. P.U.C. 853.

/- r
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The ‘matter was heard and submitted before Exaniner'DeWolf
at Los Angeles on June 16, 1966. , | |

By letter of January 25, 1966, the Chief of Police of the
City of Los Angeles advised defendant that the telephone under
aumber 232-9125 was being used to disseminate hotée;racingginforma-
tion used in comnection with bookmaking in viclation of Penal Code
Section 3372, and requested disconnection (Exh;bit 1).

Complaxnant Otis Wzlliams testified that: he is the
owvner of a combined recreation facility, shoe‘shine parlor and
barber shop; he has had telephone setvice for 35 years, including
5 years at his present address; telephone servzce is. necessary for
him and his customers to make appo;ntments and for their general
convenience; complainant, Lois T. Bertrand, is not & telephone ‘
subscribexr at this address but works in the shop; and‘he, Wifliams,
" did not and will not use the telephone for any unlawfui’purpose.

" Complainants requested that the complamnt of Lois T. Bertrand be

,: dismissed. |

| A deputy city attorney appeared and c:oss-examinedﬂcom-

. Plainant Williams, but no testimony was offered on betalf-of&any
law enforcement agency. | o

We fxnd that defendant's action was based upon reasonable |
. cause, and the evidence falls to show-that the telephone was used
for any illegal purpose. |

We conclude that complainant, Otis Willians,‘isfentitled*

to restoration of service.

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint of Lois T; Bertrand is
dismissed, and Decision No. 70571, dated- Apr;l 13, 1966 temporarily




restoring service to complainants, is amended to show that it is
for restoration of service to Otis Williams and, as such, is made
permanent, subject to defendant's tariff provisions and"‘ex:'.s-\tiﬁgﬁ
applicable law. o
The effecciée date of this ordex shallf$é twenty’days_
after the date hereof. _ _ ‘
Dated at ~San Francisco . California,,;his-é?;ic«KLs _
day of  + AUGUST , 1966,

Coumissioners

Cozziscioner F:-ode‘r:f.cka.,,Ho'z.o&érr.““boing .
Becessarily absest, die not participate |
13 tne eisposition of ‘thiz procceding.




