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BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILl'tIES COMMISSION OF TEE'STAtE OF CALIFORNIA 

SONIA McFARLAND, ~ 
Complainant, 

CALIFORNIA WATER & IElEPBONE ! Case No. 8380 
w. 

COMPANY, a corporation, ) 

Defenda:nt~ ~ 
---> 

Dan 0 'Neill, for complainant. 
Paur A. Raymond, for defendant. 

OPINION -----.---
Comp1aiDant seeks restoration of telephone 1 service 

at 15511 Chatsworth Street, Granada Hills" california. InteriiU 

restoration was ordered pending further order (Decision 

No. 70486, dated March 29,. 1966). 

Defendant I s answer alleges that on or about March 15, 

1966, it had reasonable cause to believe that service to- Sonia 

MeFaxland, under number 365-8853, was being. or was to be used -

as an instrrnnexrt:a' ity directly or indirectly to. violate or aid 

and abet violation of law, and therefore defendant was requued , 

to disconnect service pursuant to the decision in ReTeleehone 

Disconnection, 47 Cal. P.U.C., 853;. 
-' 
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The m£ltter was h~d and submittad baforc Exam;ncr 

DeWolf .:1t Los p.:cgelcs on July 14, 1966. 

By letter of Mcrch 15, 1966,. the. Cb.ief of Police of 

the City of Los Angeles advised defendant t:ilat the 'telephone 

under number 355-8853 w.=:s being 'Used to disscm;nate horse-racing 

informatio:l. used in COtl:lcction with bookmaking. in violation of 

, ,r. 
, "," 

I .• t 

Penel Code Section 337a, and requested disc~ctio:l. (Exhibits 1 ~.) 

.:.nd 2). Defendant notified the subscriber of cUscOtmcction 

(Exhibit 3). 

Complc~t testified that. s~ is the sole support of 

her fou: children and works at a doughnut sbop from. trdc1n1gbt to 

10:00 c..m., and .:1lso has ocer work; th.::.t telephone service 

is neeclcd for her to ~o for her f.amily end keep acr job} that . 
she was c.equitted of all eb.crges of ut1lawful usc of the telephone, 

and tl1.:.t sb.c did not: and will not use the telephone for any 

unlnwful purpose. 

!here ~s no c.ppcar."!l:1CC by or testimony from cmy law 

cnfo:i:cetnent agency. 

We find that dcfcnct;mt' s action was based upon 

reaso~ble (:<luse,."l:ld the evidence fails to show that the tele-

phone was u~ed for any i1legnl purpose. 

to restoration of service. 

ORDER 
------~ 

ConlT>la:i:na:lt . is euti tlcG .. 

IT IS O:?DERED 1:hc.t Decision No. 70486-, dated 

Marc~ 29, 1966, tcmpOr~ily restoring serviCe to complainant, is made 
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permaneut,subje<:t to de£eru1me's tariff provisions' and exist:l.ng 

applicable law,_ 

The effective date of this order sballbe' twenty days 

aft~'r the date hexeof. 

Dated at 
this __ b_,',_W_' _., _ 
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, C01iiiiiSSioners ' " 
.. ~~. 

Co=!.~:::1onE':-, ,~~e:"1eit'B. Rolc'!X>:!!'. bo1ng, 
nece:::sa.-1l,:ro.~5C:lt. <!!~ :lot j)~~!.e!.p:1te 
1Zl t.b.e d1::})o:!.t.!.on o:! C!.sP:o:'oeeG~ 
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