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Decision 89-01-016, January 11, 1989 

BEFORE 'I'HE PUBLIC 'O'rILI'rIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

PARIO:.ANE SERVICES CORPO~ION, ) 
) 

Complainont,' )., 
) 

®~n~nmJ&~ 
ve. ) 

) . 
PACIFIC BELL, ) 

Case- e1~10-032 
,(F.ile<l Oetober 23 ". 1.~a:7) 

) 
eefenclAnt. .' ) . 

--------------~. 
). 

And. Related Matter·. ) 
Case 88-04-007 

(F.iled. April 4, 1988) 
) 

-----------------------------) 
Dani~l R. I;zing, Attorney at Law, for 

Parklane serviees CQrporation, eomp1ain4nt. 
pavid P. PilcM., Attorney At Law, for 

Pacific Bell, d.efendant. 
JobnW. Witt, City Attorney, by Sinnt Richard 

~lfer, Deputy City Attorney, for the 
City of San Di890, interested. party. 

QPIJJIOlf. 

Parklane Services COJ:pOration (parklane), a California 
corporation c:loinq business under various names·, requests. 
restoration of 't.elephone services for nine telephone numbers

l 

disconnected· on September 2l, 1981 (the september: dJ.sconneetion), 

",." 

"1, .. 

.,i .. · ... '''.'':'. '" 
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and for four telephone:numbers2 disconnected on March 23, 1988 
, ' 

(the March disconnection), based upon a finding of the San Diego-

Municipal Court. 
That document found probable cause to believe that the 

sUbject telephone numbers were being used as an instrument to 
commit acts wbJ.ch violated and. assisted in the v:Lolation of the 
penal laws of california, and. that the character of' the acts in 

question was such that, absent .immediate and ~mmmary action in the 
premises, significant dange:s to the public health, safety" or 
welfare would result. The police department of the City of San 
Diego (City) served. the finding on Pacific Bell (pacific), which 
c1.isconnectecl the numbers according to- Tariff Rule 31 (Rule 31), 
established in its present form :by our Dec:is10n 91188: (1980) 3 cal. 

PUC 2d 87. 
Parklane' 8 request was made in two separate complaints. 

The first, C.81-10-032, was filed on Oetobe~ 23, 198:7 in response 
to the September disconnection.. Hearings were held on Noveml:)er 10, 

• 

1987 and on April 14, 19$3.. These four telephone numbers were • 
disconnected. on March 23" 1988, prior to the second hearing in 
C.87-10-032, and the second-complaint, C.88-04-007, was filed. on 
Ap;-il 24, 1988. The matters were consolidated. for a 'thiId' hearing 
on April 26. All hearings were held in San Diego- before 
A,dministrative Law Judge (ALJ) Orville I. Wright. 

Px2S=edural stm'nlA 
Parklane's complAints request interim ,relief from :both 

disconnections under the rule set forth :by the califo:nia supreme 
Court in Sjoldin v. Public Utilities Commission (1979) 23 CAl. 3d 
638, implemented by the Commission in D.91l88"5 ~endment of 
Rule 3l. Neither complaint asks for pexmanent restoration of 

'2 ,:' '~~ese w.;r~ "2,,~~ii'; '~~&1~~dz:";66~85~3:, -~d,,~~Z~'8:S;4£,~411,'''-!n': ,:. 
the (&l9') area code.. ' . ' .. . i" ' , 

/. ,,' , .~. ' , .1'" 
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service, althouqh the parties at hearinq occa5ionally treated 'the 
question as. one,' Qf, pe:r:manent relief. 

The Goldin court made it clear that, in applying- Rule 31 
to a request fQr inter~ relief, we must detexmine whether the 
findinq Qf prebaJ)le C4use is adequately supported.. We need qo nO' 
farther in ourdeterm;nAtien of whether interi:m. re11ef 1s justified. 
than to examine the face of the affidavit for adequacy, i.e., 
whether it contains a sufficiently objective and credible basis for 
the magistrate's findinq_ (23 Cal. 3d. at 668'-669.) However, the 
affidavit must id.entify all the numbers to be disconnected and 
state their locations.. Golgin alsO' :equired that a hearing en a 
request fer new service under Rule 31 be held., and a decisien 
iSsuec1, promptly_ (lsl:.. at 666 (footnote 15).) 

In D.91188:, we adopted the eur.rent version of Rule 31 to 
encompass the requirements specified in S'ioldin. The rule now 
provides that a hearing is to' be held. within 20 clays Qf the filing 
O'f a complaint, and that the Commission is to' prov1de notice Qf the 
hearing to' the law enforcement agency which presented the findinq 
O'f probaJ)le cause and request fer disconnection to the telephone 
utility. Rule II gives the law enfercement ~,qency responsible fer 
a disconnectien the burden ef (1) shewing that the use O'f the 
service is unlawful per se, or is used directly or' in~e<:tly to' 
vielate or assist in the viO'lation of the law; (2) sbowing that the 
character Qf the viO'latiens is such that significant danqers to 
public health, safety, or welfare would result if immediate and 
su:mma:r:y action were not taken; and el) persuading us that the 
service should not be restored... On a question 0'.£ interim. relief, 
the first two requirements will be met by a facially adequate 
affidavit, since, under Gold1n, the finding O'f probable cause 
itself must specify these .elements, and'an affidavit- which supports 
such' a finding'· will· necessarily * sufficient::to' sUpPort' these-
requ..ired sh~~~-'-,.":'" - .',' """, - . ,. " 

" '- •. .• ,., ~ ,t-'..' , '.,' :. . ~ 
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Park1ane, prior to the September. disconnection, was. 
licensed ~y the City of San Diego to provide outcall services in 
the areas of escort serv-ice, model1nq, nude entertainment, and 
massage. 3 Parklane used' se~eral ~usiness'names andn1ne 

telephone n1llllbers,. any of which when dj;aled: would. connect the 
caller to Pa.rklane's. o:f:U.ee :by means of a'rotating system. 
Accord1ng to the test.1.mony of the City's vice det.active,. Mark 
Foremom, the City investigated Parklane beq1nn1nq 1nJanuary, 1987 
tor possil:>le prostitution on the part of Po.:klane's employees.. ':the 
investigation was. prompted by an arrest of a Parklane employee in 

Octo~r of 1986 on prostitution charges. 
Foreman testified: that the method. used in the 

investigation of Parklane was the same as that us~ to investigate 
other similar services. 'Onder that methodology , two- cletectives 
would obtain a hotel room and call the' ageney under 1nvestiqation 
to request that A model, nud.e enterta1ner, or masseuse be sent to 
the room. When the agency employee arrived; one detective would. 
engage her in conversAtion to determine whether or not she 
practiced. prostitution, ,. while the otherd.etect!ve monitored the 
conversation ~;~onlCAllY from another room.:, , 

3 Parklane did. ~usiness under various names. At the hearings, 
the City brought testimony to show 't.h4t the use of. ficti1:ious 
name~ for such businesses was a ~iolation of the City's Municipal 
Cod.e. HO'oNVer, 4S the City did. not even Attempt::to- show that the 
violation of s.uch an orc1inan ce constitutes Ad4n.qer tot:he'publ:ie 
heAlth, safety or welfare, 't.he question of f:tcti.tious,bu.'1lleas'. "':', 
names is not relevAnt to the compla1nt: under ,Rule:. ,3'1.' ' . 

1'.". '" ,',I""',,,>' ,'", " '.-" '" 'I . .'" 
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In the course of these investiqations, five such calls 
were made, three of which resu!ted in arrests tor prostitution.4 

One of the women arrested· was convicted on a quil ty plea and. 
another barqA1ned,her quilty plea to the lesser offenae of earryinq 
a swi tchblad.e knife. ~he outcome of the th1rd arrest was not 
stated at .the hearinq. 

Foreman presented an affidavit to, a Judge of the San 
Oie<Jo Municipal Court on Sapteml:ler 17, 198,7, and obtained a find.inq 
of probable cause, whieh the City then seni to' Pacific. In 
compli41lce with Rule .31, Pacific disconnected: the numbers on 
September 21 •.. .Me41lwhi~e, on September .18, Parklane~s p:esident, 
OOnald Millsberq (Millsberq). ~~ferred the owne:sl'iip of the 
corporation to C~~al Pritchett (P%-itchett.).S . PritCh~tt fil~ 

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

4 With respect to one of the other two calls, the City brouqht 
evidencet~ show that the Parklane employee allowed detective 
Foreman t~ photograph her while she was nude, and 1n the process 
violated. a municipal.ord.inance by allowinq the "customer" to 
approach her to a distance ot less than siX feet. Aqain, there 
is no evidence to show that any such violation would, of itself, 
pose a significant danqe: to the public. 

5 Although the ownership did not settle clearly for some time 
after that date, we are satisfied. that Pritchett'is now the owner 
and president of pa:dclane, anel -ehAt the tempora:ry i.n.st4bll.ity o£ 
the eo:cporauon's ownerslUp is irrelevant. to-the issuesbetore .. 
us.,' In. any, _ case '" th~re was manaqementin., common ,before a.ncl atter 
Pritchett~s . purchase; . Alan wylie (Wylie) was·'Secret4ry'of,"the. 
corporation' under· Millsberq , and>'cont1:D,ues:./under:Pritehett ... : .. . .' .. 

"' :," ' .' ", . ~,,: ,,:" '. '~~{/.. ',' ': , :,., ,,''' 
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C.87-10-032 on OCtober 23, 1987, and the f1rSt hearing wa3 held 
eighteen d4ys late~, in accordance with Rule 31.6 

At the first hearinq, the City attacked;· P.u-klo.ne's 
standinq to complain under Rule 31 on grounds that, due to. certain 
technical deficiencies in licensinq, Parklane was not a ·viable 
corporation" at the time the complaint was filed.. 'rhe City also 
brought wi tness8s to show that the clisconnected. numbers Md been 
used to assist in the violation of the law in such a way as tOo pose 
a danger to the public health, safety and welfare. Althouqh the·. 
City submitted the finciinq of probable cause at this hearing', it 
did not submit the supporting affidavit into evidence. Because the 
ALJ had sustained l?arlclane's objection to admission of a City 
witness' prior testimony, and because the City'S fa!lure to produce 
the witness WM a result of the late notice to the City combined 
with the City"s readinq of our own Rules of Practice anel Procedure 
to allow admission of all hearsay eVidence, the ALJ continued the 
matter to a second hearinq at a later date. 7 

Before the hearinqs, Parklane's licenses expired. (30 days 
after the change Oof ownership, pursuant to a provision of the 
City's code). When Pritchett applied for new licenses, he was 

6 Although Rule 31 provides that we are tOo give notice of such 
hea.rinqs to the relevant law enfOorcement aqeney, the City 
received notice by telephone only five days prior to· the hearing, 
and written notice did not reach the City until the day before 
hearing- Certainly the City cannot claim ignorance of Rule 31, 
having' invoked it to. cU.sconnect Parklane' s telephones, nor can it 
claim unfair timinq, $ince timinq was in the'City's control as 
the .inl.tiator of this series. of events. Nevertheless, we 
consieler our failure· to qive prompt notice 'Unfortunate, and. will 
dl.reet· our 1tLJ~Oivision to. tAJce. steps top::e..,en.t the· rectu:X'ence 
'of' such a:d.elay •. ~:: ... '. ",.,..... . .' ' ... ' '.. '. . 

" ',_ ", :c, '.. • '.::' :.~ I: ,,_~ :'", ._.:-' ,ole • L " . :.,' ;, '. '_' ."" '" "Y':. -'\ ,'.' ",. ',. "," .".. " ' . 
. 7" Th&:ALJ' ..... int.nde<l t<>~set.h8a.r1nq :·for.a:rlyDec:ember.. Aait ,,' 

turneci" out:,' ·the,;.,~second-hea:rillq:'.could.:not··'~"arrangec1' .. earlier than', 
AprU 14, 19sa.. . .... ~"'" . "" ... ,:.i.··>,. ':-,;" ..... ; .. ',';-. 
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deniec., due to the fact thAt arrests had been made and an 
investiqation was pendJ.nq aqainst the corporation. Pa.:rklane then 
bought a few similar businesses, and applied for and received 
licenses under the new names, operatinq with the four telephone 
numbers which are the subject of the second complaint, C.aS-04-007. 
The City investigated these numbers by the methodology previously 
used. three calls were made by the detectives. Of these, one of 
the women refused all requests for prostitution; the other two were 
ar.restec1 for violation of Penal Code S 647(»), which mAkes it a, ' 
misdemeanor to a(jl:ee to enqa9'e in prostitution. 'l:he case aqainst 
one of the arrested women was still pendinq at the time of the 
hearinq. The other WODWl failed to appear for her arraignment and. 
has failed to comply with a subpoena to appear and testify in this 
proceed.inq; the C~ty characterizes her as a fuqitive from' justice .. 

Followl.nq this investigation, the C£ty obtained another 
findinq of probable cause and served it on Pacifie, oeeas10ning the 
MArch disconnection. Parklane filed C.88-04-007 on April 4, 19S8, 
and hearinq was held on April 2&. S In this hearing" the City 
subm:i.tted neither the finding of prol:lable CAuse nor its supporting 
affidav:Lt in evidence. Instead, it presented test1mony as it had 
done in the prior hearings. The City's closinq :brief was received 
on July s., 1988, and. Parklane' s six days later .. 
DiS£g§§iop. 

This ease presents several issues under' Rule' 31 for our 
cons1cleration. The. City, in hearing and brief,~Arques thAt 
Parklane is not entitled. to complain under'Rule 31:beco.use it was 

8 We note that this date does not fall ~thin·the ZO-day 
d.ead.line set by ,·Rule ' 31. April, ·24 was. aSWlcta.y and not ava.ila.l:>le 
for hearings,; thus ,the latest proper date for hearinq was April 
25. However, as'the parties .ha.d.'l:>een"present'at"the"Apr.il 14-
hearing' when, this' datewaa set" and!, u· they dld·. not,,;obj'ect, we 
see thAt no harm was clone :by the delay~ ....... , ',.",:,' ",' ,,', ., 

. . . ., . '. ,.... , 
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not a "viable co~ration" due to licensing deficiencies,. and that • 
Pritchett does not 'have StAnciil:J.g to complain on PArklane's' behalf 
~ause his ownership waa 1n doubt at the time- of the filinq of the 
fiX'st complaint. 

We are unconvinced.. Rule 31 gives the right to complain 
to .. any person agqrieved." by the disconnection or refusal of 
service, and specifies :that "Ct]he tem"person,' as used herein,. 
includes a subscriber to communications service, an applicant for 
such service, a corporation, a company, a copartnership, an .' 
Msceiation, a political subd:1vision, a public offieer, a 
qovermnental ageney~ and an individual." Both Parklane and 
Pritchett faJ.l within th~se definitions. '.the Rule does not specify 
that only viable corporations are included., but even if it did and 
Parklane were found nonviable, the corporation was clearly a 
subscriber, .and. could possibly fit other categories. Pritchett is, 
clearly an individual. Both were "aggrieved" by the diseonnections-
in that ne.ither was able to conduct the bus.iness of the corporatio~· ,. 
without telephone sel:Viee. We f~d that both Pa:r:klane and L. 
Pritchett' as .its pres1dent hc.ve StAndinqto pursue remedies under • 
Rule 31. 

As we have noted, Goldin and. Rule 31 requ.ire· us' to go. no. 
farther than the face of the affid4vi t supporting the findinq of 
probable cause, in order to mAke our determination on the question 
of interim relief. However, neither afficlavit' was submitted. by the 
City or by parklane in these cases; therefore, we must look to, the 
testimony and other evidence submitted' at the heArings. With 
respect to C.S1-10-032, as there has been a conviction on one of 
the Arrests, it is established that Parklane's numbers were used as 
an instrumentality in violating the laws of this state aqainst 
prostitution. 

. . 

:.'At· the·hearinqs., Parklane attemptecl;,'tO:eStabllsh th4t its 

corporate.~pOlic:Y .. i8;di:c~i7,o.pposed,;,tO:prOStitutiO%1:·or4l1Y illeqal '. 
acts . (:·'~'WE{·:f.iiid; it>Unnecessa.ry,~·to· d.t~rmixle~.Parki~;~;IJ:,coflu~ion, or', . 

' .. '.:. '.: .... ' " ~'" I'.~' ;.(;",,,,:-,:',,,,.,:.'.'.,:;, '.{" ,\',,'''(1, '~~"('~,.,~'" ".r':'I,·'·J .. . , "/1 .. '" " " . 
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lack of it, in acts of prostitution, having' determined that such 
acts d..id talce place. We Are not a cr;minal. court; our concern j,n a 
RUle 31 case is not with qu.1lt or innocence, but with whether the 
telephone lines in question were being used, directly or 
incU.:rectly, to ASs1st in the violation of the law. If their use 
for this purpose is. indirect (without management knowledge. or 
approval.) rather than clirect (on management's orders or with its 
blessing), it still forms a basis for disconnection under Rule 31. 

The testimony of the City'S witness ForemAn indicates 
that the one conviction obtained by the City in the cases 
underlying the September disconnection was not an isolated. 
instance. None of the ar:rested women appeared at any of the 
hearings to- contradict Foreman's testimony. concerning their own. 
behavior during the investigation. We find that the City haiS met 
its burden· 0-£'. showing that the lines d1sconn~ted in September were 
being used, at. least inCUo:eetly, to aesist in the commission of 
acts of prostitution • 

We, note th4t Parklane ia the same kina of business 
involved in the Goldin case, and that the 111eqa1 acts committed 
here are identical in nature to those in Goldin. The Goldin court 
mAde it clear that under these circumstances prompt action is 
called for to promote the important public interest of "preventing 
the continued use of public utility facilities for the purpose of 
implementinq the violation of crim1nal statutes affecting public 
welfare, health, ana decency." (23 Cal. 3d 638, 6,63.) Thus we 
find that the City has also met its burden of showing that 
immediate and 8~ action was needed to prevent signifiCAnt 
dangers to- the public health or welfare. 

With respect to the March di,sconnection, the City brought 
testimony to· show that Pritchett inc:licated to- the City, when he 
took over. the corporation, th4t .he Wished. to run :the COmp4%).y using 
thesmne personnel~and in. th~'sCe :manner~:_.:.;parkiane brouqht no 
evidenc&~' t~- c6':D.d~aic::t'·~this ~~ ind!c:at1on •. ," :Xt:<1s. 'irrelevant for our ., 

~'_ .' >,.,',,_ ''', • : .. ~ , ••. ' ..... ' '" ., ..... " •.• .ir,'r"'.~:·~.. . .... , , , '-.,' , " 
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purpo~e~ whether Pritchett intended t~ cArryon a tradition of 
condoning prostitution, 4S the City would' ,have it, or :Lntended to 
keep the business fully legal, as Parklane contends. The September 
disconnection was the result of acts of, prostitution committed DY 
Parklane personnel with the help of Parklane's telepbone service. 
Given the facts leading to the March termination, it is clear that 
reqarcUess of Pritchett's intent, Parklane"s telephones continued 
to be usec1 for soliciting acts of prostitution. 

In adclition, there were two arrests made in connection 
with these numbers also. At hearing, Parklane made much of the 
fact that no convictions have resulted. from those arrests. We are 
not convinced. by this arqument, given the facts that one of the 
cases was still pend.1nq at the time of the hearing, and that the 
other Wo.s oborted. due to the defencl4nt' s disappearance following 
her failure to appeu at ber arraiqnment. Moreover, we do not 
require convictions to make our determ1n4tion of, whether probable 
cause existed to turn off the telephone lines. Again, none of, the 
women arrested. appeared. at the bearinq to contraci1ct the 
d.etective's evidence. The City has Met its burd.en of showing th41: 
the four lines subject to the MArch disconnection were used to 
assist in the violation of the law, and that these' violations were 
of the S&'lle character as those committed. prior'to the September 
disconneetion~ 

Pin4l.1y, we are persuaded. that, r89'ardless of ParklanePs 
manaqement policy or intent, its operating methods- ar& such that, 
if service is restored, similar use of the telephone lines will 
result. In Goldin, the Court upheld. our ord.er that all future 
business service to the compl~1nant, or to any entity in which he 
had financial or manager~al control, at any location in C411fornia, 
be refused untll our fw:-ther order ~ The Court s&4: 

"'.rh;L:s inte%pretation (of Rnle 31 J was ;tn'., ocr 
view~cor.rect,. for any"other interpretation, . 
would, have the effect: of , rencler1nq .,an. ,order:of 
the ComIIU.asion ~'refusinq ·xeatorat.101i':of'sert71ce;:: :, " 
wholly' ineffective, .. in, .that it, ,coald-: be.quickly " 

'. ~." ,:~. .' ,. : ,,"'\ :- ',," ":.; ;<.,. ; 
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av~ided by the simple expedient of applyinq for 
new service. Moreover, we think that no 
1nfrinqement of, constitutional rights results 
from the use of such a provision in a case 
which like this one involves purely commercial 
speech in the form of 'business service •. '" 
(Goldin, supG,. footnote 15, p'" 665 .. ) 

The complai.nant in. the ~ldin case was operating his 
business as a s~le proprietorship and' under his- own name.. In this 
case, however, the complainan:e is a corporat~on" not an. ind.ividual. 
Given thi.s fact, the ci:l:C\1:IIIS-tances of changing' management, and the 
lack of dixeet evidence as t~ the level ,of .involvement of 
Pritchett, Millsberq, or Wylie, we hesitate-to make thi.s.order 
concerning any of them, based. only on the ev.idenc& before us. 
However, we have no- such reservations with respect, to' parklane., We 
will order that the, corporat.ion be refused all business service in 

California until our further order. 
P1pstfpss of Pa£t. 

1. Pa:r:klane, Pritchett, Millsberg and Wylie have been 
engaged in providinq outcall services in the areas . of escort 
service, modeling, nud.e entert"inment, and' massaqe. 

2. Pa:r:klane"8 bus.iness operated by the use of nine telephone 
numbers until September, 1987, when all of them were terminAted by 

Pacific in compli411ce with Rule 31. Pa:r:klane then obtained other 
businesses and. operated through the use of their four telephone 
lines until Pacific similarly terminated them, in March, 1988. 

3. All of the lines used by Parklane have been used, 
directly or indirectly, to assist in· the violat1onof the laws of 
california against prost.i~ution_ 

4. Acts of prost1tution are such as to... pose a siqnif.icant 
danqer to the publie health, welfue, and safety. 
eonelvions -2{ Law· ' 

1. In- a·: hearing-, for interim ,:,r&lief.1.'md4n', ,our "tariff Rule .31, '. 
Goldin 'and~'Rul& 3-1 require": us , toexamine .. ,:the face o(~the- ,affidavit 

'I'. t,: •. "., .• ~'. 
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supporting the finding of probable cause on which the te:cn.ination 
of serviee' is based., in order t~ deteXllLine its adequacy. • 

2. In a hearing for interim relief under Rule 31, a :finding 
that the supporting atfid.avit is 1n4dequate rill requ1x'e us to 

grant interim relief; a finding that the affidavit is Adequate will 
requ.tre us to- d.eny 1nter;J.m relief. 

3. In a· hear:Ll1g for interim: relief under, Rule 31, an 
adequate supportin~affidavit must identify,the telephone lines to 
be d.isco:rmect~' by nUlllber, and mtl8t specify their lOCAtions, and: it 
must contAin a sufficiently objective and credible basis for the 
maqistrat&'s finding. 

4. Hearings and. decisions for interim and pe~entrelief 
under Rule 31' should De prompt. A question of' interim relief, as 
it requires only an 'examination of the affidaVit, must :be, :z:esolved 
more promptly than a question of permanent relief, which may 
requi%e d.etailed show1ngs. 

5-.- Rule 31qives the law enforcement agency responsible for 
A d.iseonnec:tion the burden of (1) showing' that the use of the ,;,""" 
service is unlAwful per se, oris used. dJ.rectlyor inc:lireetly to ...., 

violate or assist in. the violation of the law; (2) showing that the 

charac:terof theviolatiOll5 is. such that, significant ci4nqers to 
public, health, safety, or welfare would., result if 1mmediAte and 

s1lmmary Action were not talcen; and (3) persuading the Commission 
that the service ,should not be resto:z:ed.. 

6. On the question of interim, relief, a facially adequate 
affidavit will be sufficient to meet the law enforeement agency's 
burden of proof as to the illeqal use of the telephone lines and as 
to the need for immediate and summa ryact10n to prevent danger to 
the public. 

7. Pacific executed both the 5epteml:>er clisconneet..ion and. the 
March disconnection ,ill compliAnce' with ',Rule.,ll. ~ 

: 8. Both Parkl:ane,and<Pr1tchett::45 1u'prea1dent, have, 
stand..1nq to pursue remedies under Rule 31.> " ,.;,: ' ,'" '," ' 

" 

.",. ,," ,1' I J "', 'j' 

" ' "'/ 

. '" , ~ ", ' ".~.' 
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9. When no affidavit is submitted for our review on a 
question of interim relief under Rule 31, we must look to- the 
testimony and other evidence subm1 tted at the hearings to make our 
detex:mination. 

10. It is unnecessaxy to dete:mine Parklane"s management's 
collusion, or lack of it,. in acts of proatitution, for even if the 
acts took place without management knowledge or approval, the use 
of the telephone lines to assist in illegal acts is indirect and 
still falls wi.thi.n. Rule 31. 

11. Acts of prostitution are such as to pose a significant 
danger to the public health, welfare, and safety, and where it is 
discovered that telephone lines are being used to- assist in their 
commission, immediate and summAry action in the premises is 
required to prevent further such danger to- the' pub~ic. 

12. Cr:fminal convictions are not required for us to- make our 
determination of whether probable cause existed to ter.minate 
service .' to· telephone lines under Rule 31 • 

13. The City has met its burden of shOwing that P~klane"s 
telephone service was used, directly or indirectly, to assist in 
the violation of the law, prior to both the SepteDlber and March 
disconnectiOns. 

14. The City has met its burden of shOwing thAt the character 

of the violations for which Parklane's telephone lines were used. is 
such that significant dangers to public health, safety, or welfare 
would have resulted if immediate and. smnmary action had not been 
taken in both the September and March disconnections. 

15. We are persuaded that, regardless of ParklAne's 
management policy or intent, its operating methods are such that, 
if service is restored, s1m.i.lar use of the telephone lines will 
result, and that service should therefore not be restored.. 

16. The procedural er.z:ors and delays in thi:$ <2Se ·0Ilere 

h4rmless under the circumstances, but. we shoulc:t taJcesteps to· 
I' ,'. 

prevent their occurrence in' the futur.~ 

I', 
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QRDts 

r.r IS ORDBRBD that: 
1. Pacific Bell shall not restore service to Parklan6' 

Services corporation at any of the followinq telephone numbers in 
the, (619) area code: 275-2984, 275-5599, '280-7200, 29'5-4&94, 295-
82&6, 5&3-0056, 563-&000, 583-8452, 584-4800, 266-85,2'1,. 2&6-8522, 

266-8523, or 266-8524. 
2. Pacific Bell shall deny future business telephone 

service to ParlclAne se.rvic&S Corporation, and to Any entity in 
which it has financial or manaqerial con~ol without our further 
order. 

This order is effective today. 
Dat~ Jan~~ 11, 19"89, at ~ Francisco, California. 

...... 
.. " . 

.. -' "'" 

G.' KITCHELL; WILX 
President 

P'REDERICX R. DODA 
JOHN :8. OHANUN 

Comm1ssioners 

Commissioner StAnley W. HUlett, 
beinq necess~ily absent, did not 
participate. ' 

. - 104 -
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vul.iuLnj . ..~ Decision 89 01 016 JAN 11 1989 

,f 

, " 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC OTILI'l'XES COMMISSION O~ nm-"STATE OF CAL 

) 
PAlUCLANE SERVICES CORPORATION~ ) 

) 
Complainant, ) 

) 
vs. ) 

) 
PACIFIC BELL, ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

-------------------------) 

Case Ne>. 87-10-
(Filed October 2 ~ 1987) 

case'Ne>. 88-0 -007 
(Filed April ,. 1988) 

Daniel R. Irving, Attorney at Law for Parklane Services 
corporation, complain t. 

Dayid P. ~i~~t, Attorney at h' for Pacific Bell, 
clefenclant. 

John w. witt~ City Attorney, b ~ant Bichard Telfex:, 
Deputy City Attorn4f.{ ~ for the City of San Diego, 
interested party. 

O'-.rIio-..~.-...:,c..~ 

Parklane Serviees Corpora on (Parklane), a, California 
corporation cloinq business under v ious names, requests 
restoration of telephone services/tor nine telephone numbers[l) 
d.isconnected on September 21, 19}/7 (the September disconnection) , 
and for four telephone numberS?) disconnected on March 23, 1988 
(the March disconnection), based upon a finclin9' of the San Diego 
Municipal Court.. i. 

That document to' probable cause te> believe that the 
subject telephone numbers ere being used as an instrument'te> . 
commit acts which violatec{ and. assisted in the violation e>f the 

J. These were 275- 984, 275-5599; 280-7200 ~29S-4694"295-8266: ... 
563-0056, 563-600Ys' S.~-S45Z, and-SS4-4aOO,.all',in. , .. \':.'th. e. '(61. ~.), :a.rea,; 
code. , . . .. ' ,"'. .,' " .. , , 

2' These were 2 -8521,. 266-8522,. 266-8523; and:' ;66~~~~:;~1 . in: 
the (619) area codk. . ' 

/ 
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Decision __________ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC 'O"l'ILITIES COMMISSION OF '1_ 

Parklane SerVices Corporation, 

Complainant, 

va. case 87-10-03.2 

Pacific Bell. 
(F. led Oetober23, 1987) 

Defendant .. 

And Related Matter. 
case 88-04-007' 

(Filed April 4, 19S8) 

I 
paniel R. Ixxing, A'ttorney at Law, for 

Parklane ~rviees Corporation, complainant • 
.Qavid ~. Diseh~,/ Attorney at Law, tor 

Pacific Bell,/defendant .. 
John W. Witt, Ci'ty Attorney, by Grant Riebat,d 

:telfer, Oepu'l:y City Attorney, :for the 
City of 5an;'OieQO, interested party .. 

/Q..P I H X 0 N 
I 

. / . kl i Parklane Serv~ees Corporat1on (Par ane), a cal fornia 
corporation doing ~usin'ss under various names, requests 
restoration of telephoJe services tor nine telephone numbers1 

I 

disconnected on 5eJ?Tr 21, 1987 (the September disconnectio!1), 

I 
/ 

/ 
I 
i 

/ 
1 These were 2;5-2984, 275-5599, 28,0-7200, 29'5-4694,,'295:-8266',;' " " 

563-0056, 563-600:0, 583-8452, and 584-4800, all ,in the. (6:L9)' ar~,<"" 
c~e. t , ' 

/ 

l 
- 1 -



I 

• 

• 

C.87-10-032, C.88-04-007 ALJ/OIW/vdl "ALT-COM-JBO, 

and for four telephone numbers2 disconnected on MArch 2 , 1988 
(the March disconnection), based upon a ti~ding of theiSan Diego 
MUnicipal Court. ;I 

That document found probable cause to be;tieve that the 
subject telephone numbers were being used as an 1~trument to 
commit acts which violated and assisted in the/~iolation of the 
penal laws of California, and that the character ot the acts in 
question was such that, absent immediate and/summary action in the 
premises, significant dangers to the public/health, safety, or 
welfare would result. The police departme~t of the City of San 
Diego (City.) served the finding on pacitjc Bell (Pacific), which 
disconnected the numbers according to Tariff Rule 3l (Rule 31), 

established in its present form by iDeCiSion (D.) 91188 (1980) 3 
Cal. P.u.c. 2d 87. 

Parklane's request was ma in two separate complaints. 
The first, case (C.) 87-l0-032, waslfiled on October 23, 1987 in 
response to the September disconnefction. Hearings were held on 
November 10, 1987 and on April 1~ 1988. These four telephone 
nUl1lbers were disconnected on Maich. 23, 1988, prior to- the second. 
hearing in C.87-10-032, and the/second co~plaint, C.88-04-007, was 

I 
filed on April 24, l.988.. The ratters were consolidated for a third 
hearing on April 26. All he~ings were held in San Diego before 

I 
Administrative Law Judge (AUT) Orville I. Wright. 
Pr2,CedQral standards I 

Parklane's complaints request interim reliet from both 
disconnections unaer the ~le set forth by the california Supreme 
Court in Goldin v. PYblidPlilities Comndssion (1979") 23 cal. 3d , 
638, implelDentea 'by the Commission in D .. 91183's amendment of 

2 
the 

These were 266-sr21, 266-8522, 266-852'3, and" 2~852'4',allin 
(619) area code. " 

",p 

,,'C 

- 2 -

~" 



I 

• 

C.87-10-032, C.88-04-007 ALJ/OIW/vdl AL'X-COM-JBO 

penal laws of california, and that the character of the acts ~ 
question was such that, absent immediate and summary aetion~ the 
premises, significant dangers to the public health, safet~ or 
welfare would result. The police department of the CitY;Cf San 
Diego (City) served the finding on Pacific Bell (paeif~e), which 
disconnected the numbers according to Tariff Rule 31 ~le 31), 
established in its present form by our Decision 911Sa' (l9S0) 3 cal. 
P.'O'.C.2d 87. / 

Parklane's request was made in two sepa~te complaints. 
The first, C.87-l0-032, was filed on October 23~1987 in response 
to the September disconnection. Hearings we~e eld on November'lO, 
1987 and on April 14, 1988. These four telep one numbers were 
disconnected on March 23, 198.8, prior to the second hearing, in 
C.87-10-032, and the second complaint, C.8¥'04-007, was filed on 
April 24, 1988. The matters were consoli~ted for a third hearing 
on April 26. All hearings were held in ~. Diego, befor~ 

I 

Procedural standards 

Administrative Law Judge CALJ) orvi17e .. Wright • 

Parklane's complaints reqnest interim relief from both 
disconnections under the rule set~orth by the California Supreme 
Court in Goldin v, Public utilit:i:es Commission (1979) 23 cal. 3d 
638, implemented by the commis?,on in 0 .. 91188's amendment of Rule 
31.. Neither complaint asks for permanent restoration of service, 

I 
although the parties at hear~ng occasionally treated the question 
as one of permanent relief .. / ' 

The ~oldin courtJ'made it clear that, in applying Rule 3l 
to a request for interim felief, we must determine whether the 
finding of probable cause is adequately supported. We needg~ no 
farther in our determi~tion of whether interim relief is justified 
than to examine the fice of the affidavit tor adequaey,.1.&..,.", ' 
whether it contains , su:fticiently objective' and ~ed.ible·basis "tor' '. 
the magistrate's- fin'ding... 23· cal. 3d at 66S-6,69.:However,.:the: 

,. '. 
" 

• I~. , 
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Rule 31. Neither complaint asks tor permanent restorati~ 
service, althou~h the p~rties at hearing occasionally treated the 
~\estion as one'of permanent relief. ~ 

The Goldin court made it clear that, in ~pplyin~ Rule 31 
to a request for interim relief, we must determine(whether the 
!inain~ of probable cause is adequately supportua. We need go no
farther in our determin~tion of whether inter:L£ relief is j usti!ied 
than to examine the face of the affidavit fo! adequacy, i.e., 
whether it contains ~ sufficiently objective and credible ~~sis for 
the magistrate's finding. (23 cal. 3d~t 668-669.) However, the 
affidavit must identify all the numbers 9 be disconnected and 
state their locations. Goldin also re ired that a hearing on a 
request for new service under Rul~3 be held, and a decision 
issued, promptly. (Id. at 666 (too ote 15).) 

In D.91188, we adopted e current version of Rule 31 to 
encompass the requirements speeidecl in Golsain. 'l'he rule now 
provides that a hearing is to beiheld within 20 days of the filing 
of a complaint, and that the c~ssion is to provide notice of the 
hearing to the law enforceme~/. agency which presented the finding 
of probable cause and requ~est for disconnection to the telephone 
utility. Rule 31 gives the law enforcement agency responsible tor 
a disconnection the burde of (1) showing that the use of the 
service is unlawful per §4, or is used directly or indirectly to· 
violate or assist in ~ViOlation of the law; (Z) showing that the 
character of the violat ons is such that significant dangers to 
public health, safety, or welfare would result if immediate and 
su:m:mary action were not taken; and (3) persuading us that the 
service should not ~.restored. On a question of interim relief, 
the first two requitements will be met by a facially adequate· 
affidavit, since, 4der Goldin, the finding of probable cause . 
itself must specif these elements, and an atfid~vit which supports 

necessarily:be sufficient,to: suPPort· these , 
required showing _ 

- 3 -
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affidavit must identify all the numbers to be disconnected and 
state their locations. GolSll,D also required that a hearing on a 
request for new service under Rule 31 be held, and a 4eeision 
issued, promptly. 1£. at 666 (footnote 15). 

In D.911S8, we adopted the current version to 
encompass the requirements specified in ~21diD. The ru1e;now 
provides that a hearinq is to be held within 20 days of· ~e tiling 
of a complaint, and that the Commission is to provide utticeof the 
hearinq to the law enforcement aqeney which presente~the finding 
of probable cause and request tor disconnection to~e telephone 
utility. Rule 31 qives the law enforcement agen~responsible for 
a disconnection the burden of (1) showing that tae use of the 
service is unlawful per se, or is used directly/or indirectly to 
violate or assist in the violation of the;Eaw.,' (2) ShoWi.ng that the 
character of the violations is such that 5i ificant dangers to 
public health, safety, or welfare would r ult it immediate and 
summary action were not taken; and (3) &uading us that the 
service should not be restored. estion of interim relief, 
the first two requirements will be me by a facially adequate 
affidavit, since, under Goldin, the inding of probable cause 
itsel:r must specify tho&e element7 and. an affidavit which supports 
such a finding will necessarily ~ sufficient to support these 
required showings. 

Facts 

Parklane, prior;t0 the september disconnection, was. 
licensed by the city Of~ Diego to provide outcall servi~es in 
the areas of escort service, lD.odelin9', nude entertainment, and 

"" 

" . 
, . ~ , 

- 3 -' 
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n~ / 
Parklane, prior to the ,September disconnection, was 

licensed by the city to provide outeall servi~es in the areas o~ 
escort service, modeling, nude entertainment, and massage. 3 

t~ 

Parklane used several business names and nine telephone numbers, , 
any of which when dialed would connect the caller to. Parklane's 
oft ice by means of a rotating system. ~ccording to the testimony 

4 

o~ the City's vice detective Mark Foreman, the City investigated 
Parklane beginning in January, 1987 ~r possible prostitution on 

, ., 
the part ot Parklane's employees. )he investigation was prompted' 
by an arrest of a Parklane employe in October ot 1986 on 
prostitution charges. / 

Foreman testified that .the method used in the 
. .. .. kl I .nvest.gat1on o. Par ane was the same as that used to investigate 

. • • t other s:uular serv.ces. 'Onder that methodolow, two. detectives 
" would obtain a hotel room and call the agency under investigation 

I to request that a model, nUde;entertainer, or masseuse be sent to 
the room. When the agency employee arrived, one detective would 
engage her in conversation t~ determine whether or not she 
practiced prostitution, whi~ the other detective monitored the 

• • I ' 
conversat.on electromcally] from another room. 

/ 
i 
J 
} 
: 

~\ 

) , 
! 
l 
~ , 

3 Parklane did business under various names. At the hearings, 
the City brought testimony to. show that the use of fictitious 
names tor such businesses was a violation of the City's Municipal 
Code. However, as the City dicl not even attempt to- show that the 
vio.lation of such an ordinance constitutes a dangerto'the public 
health, safety, or welt'are, the question otfietitious :business ", 
names is not relevant to. the complaint uncler Rule 31 •. 

i 

) - 4 -
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massage. (3] Parklane used several ~usiness names and nine 
telephone numbers, any of which when dialed would connect e 
caller to Parklane's office by means of a rotating syst 
According to the testimony of the City's vice detectiv Mark 
Foreman, the City investigated Parklane ~e9inninq in anuary, 1987 

for possible prostitution on the part of Parklane's employees. The 
investigation was prompted by an arrest of a Parkl ne employee in 
October of 1986 on prostitution charges. 

Foreman testified that the method us 
investigation of Parklane was the same as tha used to investigate 
other similar services. Under that methodo , two detectives 
would obtain a hotel room and call the age under investigation 
to request that a model, nude entertainer or masseuse be sent to, 
the room. When the agency emPloyeeirr ed, one detective would 
engage her in conversation to determin whether or not she 
practiced prostitution, while the othr detective monitored'the 
conversation electronically from an er room. 

In the course of thesi:ei estiqations, five such calls 
were made, three of Which resulte in arrests tor 
prostitution. (4] One of the wo n arrested was. c~nvicted' on a 

3 Parklane did ~usinesspnder various names. At the hearings, 
the City ~rought testimony to show that the use of fictitious names 
for such businesses was d violation of the City's Municipal Code. 
However, as the City di~ not even attempt to show that the 
violation of such an o:dinance constitutes a danger to th~ public 
health, safety or wel~re, the question of fictitious Dusiness 
names is not relevant/to the complaint under Rule 31. 

4 With respect t/one of the other two calls, the City brought 
evidence to show ~t the Parklane employee allowed detective 
Foreman to Phot~Ph her while she was nude" and in the process ' 
violated a municl. al ordinance by allowin~ the weustomer*, to-' 
approach her to distance of less than S'l.X feet. ,: Aqain"there ,-is" 
no evidence to show that any suehviolation, wO'l.lll1:; , of 'itsel!~ ':pose ' 
a significant . ger to the public. ' , " . .,::' , ',', "', ' 

,", 
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/ 
~' 

In the course ot these investiqations';five such calls 

were made, three of which resulted in arrests f6r prostitution.4 
l . 

One of the women arrested was convicted on a guilty plea and 
another barqained her guilty plea to the lesser offense of carrying 
a switchblade knife. The outcome of the ~d arrest was not 
stated at the hearinq. ;t 

Foreman presented an atfidavi t to a judge of the San 
" Diego MuniCipal Court on September 17, 19,87, and obtained a finding 

tl 
of probable cause, Which the City then sent to Pacific. In 
compliance with Rule 31, Pacific disconAeeted the numbers on 
september 21. Meanwhile, on september/1S, Par:kl.ane's president, 
Donald Millsberq transferred the ownership of the corporation to c. 
Dural Pritchett.5 Pritcbett filed C!S7-10-032 on October'23, 

/ 
I 
I 
l 
I 

f 
I 
i 
{ 
I 
! 
/' 
I , 

4 with respect to one of th~ other two calls, the City brought 
evidence to show that the Parklane employee allowed detective 
Foreman to phot~aph her while she was nude, and in the process 
violated a municl.pal ordinancelby allowing the "customer" to 
approach her to a distance of less than six feet. Again, there is 
no evidence to show that any sucrh violation would, of itself, pose 
a significant danger to the p~lie .. 

f 
5 Although the ownership did not settle elearl~ ~or some time 

after that date, we are satisfied that Pritchett :LS now the owner 
and president of Parklane, and that the temporary, instability of 
the corporation's ownership is irrelevant t~ the issues before. 
us.. In any case, there was management in common betore'o.nd· after 
Pritchett's purchase: Alan Wyl.ie was secretary o~ the·· corporation' 
under Millsberq and continues \under Pritchett": .... ,.... . 

I . . 
j 

- 5 -



• 

• 

• 

C.87-10-032, C.88-04-007ALJ/OIW/vdl ALT-COM-JBO, 

quilty plea and another bargained her guilty plea t~ the les 
offense of carrying a switchl:>lade knife. The outcome of t ,third 
arrest was not stated at the hearing. 

Foreman presented an affidavit to a san 
Diego MUnicipal Court on September 17, 1987, and obt inecl a finding
of probable cause, which the City then sent to paci'fic. In 
com~liance with Rule 31, Pacific disconnected th~numbers on 
sep~ember 21. Meanwhile, on September 18, par~ane's president, 
Donald Millsberg (Millsberg) transferred the wnership, of the 
corporation to C. Dural Pritchett (Pritche ).[5] Pritchett 
filed C.87-10-032 on October 23, 1987, a the first hearing was 
held eighteen days later, in accordance ith Rule ~l.[&J 

At the first hearing, the C y attacked Parklane's 
standing to complain under Rule 31 0 grounds that, due to- certain 
technical deficiencies in licensin , Parklane was not a Mviable 
corporation* at the time the com aint was filed'~ The City also 
brought witnesses to show that ?e disconnected numbers had'been 
used to assist in the violation of the law in such a way as to pose 

5 Although the owners ip did not settle clearly for some time 
after that date, we~r. satisfied that Pritchett is noW' the owner 
and president of Par ane, and that the temporary instability of 
the corporation's 0 ership is irrelevant to the issues before us. 
In any case, there ~as management in common before and after 
Pritchett's purcha$'e; Alan WYlie (WYlie) was Secretary of the 
corporation unde~illSberg and continues under Pritchett. 

& Although Ru 31 provides that we are t~ give notice of such 
hearings to th relevant law enforcement agency, the City received 
notice by tele hone only five days prior to the hearing, and 
written notic did not reach the City until the day betore hearing. 
Certainly th City cannot claim ignorance ot Rule 31, having 
invoked it disconnect Parklane's telephones.,. nor can it elai:n. 
unfair t' . q, since timing was in the' City's control as the 
initiat0;t:t this series of events.. NeVerthele,SS .. ~ .. ,we eonsider our· 
failure t give prompt notice unfortunate, and will direct: our'AIJ 
Division 0 take steps to- prevent the rec:urrenceo~ such a 'delay •. 

........ ' . .'...., ," , ' " . 
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/ 
I 

1987, and the first hearing was held 18 days later, in accordance 

with Rule 31.6. . "I 
At the first hearing, the cit1~ttacked Parklane's 

standing to complain under Rule 3l on q,rounds that, due to certain 
technical deficie~cies in licensing, p,arklane was not a wviable 

.' corporationw at the time the complaint was filed. '!'he city also 
4' 

Drought witnesses to show that the 4isconnected numbers had Deen 
1/ 

used to assist in the violation Ofpthe law in such a way as to pose 
a danger to the puDlic health, satety, and welfare. Although the 
City submitted the finding of proiable cause at this hearing, it 

~ 

did not s\1l:lmit the supporting affidavit into evidence.. Because the 
• 

ALJ had sustained Parklane's oDjection to admission of a City 
witness' prior testimony, and b~cause the City'S failure to produce 
the witness was a result of tb~ late notice to the City combined 
with the City's reading ot oui- own Rules of Practice and Procedure 

/, 

to allow admission o~ ~11 hearsay evidence, the ALJ continued the 
t 

matter to a second hearing at a later date.7 

Before the hear1ltqs, Parklane's licenses expired (30 days 
f 

atter the change of ownership, pursuant to a provision ot the 
~ , 
f , 
I 
t 

.: 
i 
! , 

6 Although Rule 31 provides that we are to qive notice of such 
hearings to the relevant law enforcement agency, the City 
received notice by telephone only five days prior to the hearing, 
and written notice did ~ot reach the City until the day before 
hearing. certainly the City cannot claim ignorance of Rule 31, 
having invoked it to disconnect Parklane's telephones, nor can it 
claim unfair timing, since timing was in the City's control as 
the initiator of this series of events. Nevertheless, we 
consider our tailure to qive prompt notice tzn:fortanate, allCl will 
direct our ALJ Division to take steps to prevent the recurrence 
of such a delay.. ~ 

I 

7 The AL:1 intended to'set hearing tor early December. As it. 
turned out, the second\.hearing could. not be arranqedearl"ier than 
April 14, 1988. i' , 

\ • \", 
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a danger to the public health, safety and welfare. / 
City submitted the finding of probable cause at this hea ng, it 
did not submit the supporting affidavit into evidence. Because the 

, ALJ had sustained Parklane's objection to admission 0 a City 
wi tness' prior testilnony, and :because the City's fa ure to produce 
the witness was a result of the late notice toth City combined 
with the City's reading of our own Rules of Prac ice and Procedure 
to allow admission of all hearsay evidence, th ALJ continued the 
matter to a second hearing at a later date.[7. 

Before the hearings, Parklane's 1 censes expired (30 days 
after the change ot ownership, pursuant t a provision of the 
City'S code). When Pritchett applied fo new licenses, he was 

I 
denied, due to the fact that arrests h been made and an 
investigation was pending against the corporation. Parklane then 
bought a few similar businesses, an applied for and received 
licenses under the new names, oper ing with the four telephone 
numbers which are the subject of e second complaint, C.SS-04-007. 
The City investigated these numbers by the methodology previously 

I used. Three calls were made bJi the detectives. Of these, one of 
the women refused all reques~ for prostitution: the other two were 
arrested tor violation of p~al Code § 647 (b), which makes it a 
misdemeanor to agree to e~age in prostitution. The case against 
one of the arrested wome;lwas still pending at the time of the 
hearing- The other woman failed to appear for her arraignment and 
has failed to comply with a subpoena to appear and testify in this 
proceeding: the City. cha.ra.eterizes her as a fugitive from, j'ustice .. 

Followin this investigation, the City obtained another 
findin9 of probab e cause and served it on Pacific, occasionin9 the 

7 The intended to set hearing for early December. ,·Asit. " . 
turned out the second hearin9' could. ,not be, ·arranqed"earlier than' 
April 1(98$. " . 
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./ 

city's code). When Pritchett applied tor new licenses, he was 
, ~Jf' 

denied, due to the fact that arrests bad been ~ade and an 
investigation was pending against the corporat'1on .. · 'Parklane then 
bought a tew similar businesses, and apPlied/tor and received 
licenses under the new names, operating wi~ the four telephone 

I 

numbers which are the subjoct of the second complaint, C .. 88-04-001. 
;r 

The City investigated these numbers by the methodology previously 
used. Three calls were made by the deteCtives. Of these, one of 

I 

the women refused all requests tor pros~itutioni the other two were 
I 

arrested for violation of Penal Code i/ 641 C:b), which JD4kes ita . . ' . mlsdemeanor to agree to engage ~n prost~tution. ~e case against 
one ot the arrested women was still ~ending at the time ot the 
hearing. The other woman failed t~{appear for her arraignment and 
has failed to comply with a subpoena to appear and testity in this 
proceeding; the City Charaeterizesfher as a tugitive from justice. 

I 
F~llowing this inVestigation, the City obtained. another 

/ 

finding of probable cause and. served it on Paeific, occasioning the 
March disconneetion. Parklane filecl C.88-04-007 on April 4, 1988, 

'i 

and hearing was held on April ~:6. 8 In this hearing, the City 
suhmitted neither the finding ~f proba:ble cause nor its supporting 
affidavit in evidence~ Inste~'d, it presented testilDony as it had 
done in the prior hearings. ,~e City's closing brietwas received 
on July 5, 1988, and Parklane's six days later ... 

. ' 
\ 

8 We note that this date does not fall within the 20-day 
deadline set by Rule 31. April 24 wa$ a Sun4ay and not .available 
for hearings: thus, the latest proper date tor hearing was . 
April 2S. However, as the: parties had been present at the 
April 14 hearinq when this~date was set, and as they 4id~not 
o})ject, we see that no M:rm was done by the delay. "'- '. 
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March clisconnection.. Parklane filed C .. 8S.-04-007 on A~ 11 4, 1988, 
and hearing was held on April 2&.[8] In this heari 
sUbmitted neither the finding of probable c'ause no its supporting 
affidavit in evidence. Instead, it presented te fmony as it had 
clone in the prior hearings. The City's elosinbrief was received 
on July 5, 1988, and Parklane's six days late .. 

Discu§sion 

This case presents several i ues under Rule 3l for our 
consideration. The city, in heari~g nd brie~, argues that 
Parklane is not entitled to complai under Rule 3l because it was 
not a .... viable corporation .... due to icensing deficiencies, and that 
Pritchett does not have standing 0, complain on Parklane's behalf 
because his ownership was in do t at the time of the tiling of the 
first complaint. 

We are unconvinced Rule 3l gives the right to, complain 
to .... any person aggrieved.... ~ the disconnection or re~usal of 
service, and speci~ies th~ .... (tJhe term 'person,' as used herein, 
includes a sUbscriber t~communications service, an applicant for 
such service, a corporation, a company, a copartnership, an 
association, a POliti~l sUbdiVision, a public officer, a 
governmental agency and an individual..... Both Parklane and 
Pritchett fall wi in these definitions. The Rule does not specify 
that only viable orpora~ions are inclUded, but even if it.did and 
Parklane were f d nonviable, the corporation was clearly a 

S We no that this date does not tall within the ZO-day 
deadline s t by Rule 31. April 24 was a Sunday and not available 
for heari gs: thus, the latest proper date torbearinq was April 
25 .. Howe er, as the parties had been present at the April '14, 
hearing hen this date was set, and as they d:i:dnot' obj:ect,we see 
that no rm was done b~t the delay .. 

- 7 -
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)2iSCQSsiQD 
This case presents several, iss es under Rule 31 for our 

consideration_ The City, in hearing .~ brief, argues that 

Parklane is not entitled t~ comPlain/under Rule 31 because it was 
not a ·viable corporation- due to l~ensing deficiencies, and that 
Pritchett does not have standing ti"comPlain on Parklane's behalf 
because his ownership was in dOUb;t at the time of the filing of the 
first complaint. ;' 

We are unc:onvinced .. ~le 31 gives the right to complain 
to -any person agqrieved- by t:b.e disconnection or refusal ot 
service, and specifies that ~(tJbe term 'person,' as used herein, 
includes a subscriber to communications service, an applicant for 

• . I i such servl.ce, a corporat1on, a company,. a copartnersh p., an 
association, a political ~Ubdivision, a public officer, a 
governmental agency, ana/an individual. - Both Parklane and 
Pritchett tall within ~ese definitions. The Rule does not specify 
that only viable corpo~~tions are included; but even it it did and 

I • • Parklane were found n9nv~able, the corporat1on was clearly a 
subscriber, and COUld/possibly fit other categories.. Pritchett is 

t 
clearly an individual. Both were -aqqrieved- by the disconnections 
in that neither was/able to conduct the business of the corporation 

I 

without telephone ~rvice. We find that both Parklane and , 
Pritchett as its president have standing to pursue remedies under 

f Rule 31.. . J 

As we h~ve noted, Goldin and Rule 31 require us to go no 
I . 

farther than the /face. of .the affidavit supporting the finding of 
probable cause, in oraer to make our aetermination on the question 

( 

of inter~ reliet- However, neither affidavit was submitted by the 
City or by par~e in these eases; therefore, we must look to the 
testimony and other evidence submitted at the hearing"s. With 
respect to C.S7tlO-032, as there has been a: ·conviction on one of 
the arrests, it ~is established that parklane'snwnbers. ,were used as t . 

,. 

\ 
,\ .. . ' ., , 
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subscriber, and could possibly tit other categories. 
clearly an individual. Both were Waqqrievedw by the 

is 
isconnections 

in that neither was able to conduct the business of e corporation 
without telephone service. We find that both Par ane and 
Pritchett as its president have standing topurs e remedies under 
Rule 31. 

As we have noted, Goldin and Rule 3 
farther than the !ace of the affidavit supp 
probable cause, in order to make our dete 

require us to go no 
ing the finding of 

of interim relie!. However, neither aff· avit was submitted by the 
City or by Parklane in these cases; the efore, we must look to' the 
testimony and other evidence submitte at the hearings. With 
respect to C.87-10-032, as there has en a conviction on one of 
the arrests, it is 
an instrumentality in violating th 
prostitution. 

arklane's numbers were use4 as 
laws of this state asainst 

At the hearings, Park ane attempted to establish that its 
corporate policy is directly 0 posed to prostitution or any illegal 
acts. We find it unnecessa~ to determine Parklane's collusion, or 

~::: :~di~~k!np~:::.O!W::tr:Se ::~i:n~r~:!:i :::~i::: ::::e::c~n a 
Rule 3l ease is not with uilt or innocence, but with whether the 
telephone lines in quest on were being used, directly or 
indirectly, to assis~t. the violation of the law. If their use 
for this purpose is i irect (without management knowledge or 
approval) rather tha direct (on management's orders or with its 
blessing), it stillJfOrms a basis for disconnection under Rule 31. 

The test~ony of the City's witness Foreman indicates 
that the one conv;etion obtained by the City in the eases 
underlying the se~tember disconnection was not ani.S01Ated 
instance. None J>! the arrested women appeared at'any of the . 
hearings to con,rradict Foreman' stestimonyconcerningtb~ir. own. 
beh.avior durin . the investigation. We ~ind tbatthe ,City has' met 

- 8 -
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an instrumentality in violating the laws ot this ~gainst 
prostitution. ;I 

At the hearings, Parklane attempted ~ establish that its 
corporate policy is directly opposed t~ prost~ution or any illegal 
acts. We find it unnecessary to d.etermine ~'rklane'S collusion, or 

lack of it, in acts of prostitution, havin9' determined that auch 
I 

acts did take place. We are not a crimina1 court; our concern in a 
Rule 31 case is not with quilt or innoce'ce, but with whether the 
telephone lines in ~estion were being 'sed, directly or 
indirectly, to assist in the violatio;;; of the law. If their use 
for this purpose is indirect (without/management knowledge or 
approval) rather than direet (on ~gement's orders or with its 
blessing), it still torms a basis ~r disconnection under Rule 3l. 

I . 
The testtmony of the ci~'s witness Foreman indicates 

that the one conviction obtained fy the City in the cases' 
underlying the September disconnection was not an isolated 
instance. None of the arrested/women appeared at any of the 

I 
hearings to contradict Fore~'s testimony concerning their own 
behavior during the investiqarion. We find tbatthe City has met 
its burden of showing that tbe lines disconnected in September were 
being used, at least indiredtly, to assist in the commission of 
acts of prostitution. / 

We note that parJaane is the same kind of business 
involved in the GQldin ease, and that the illegal acts committed 
here are identical in na~e to those in Goldin. The Goldin court 
made it clear that underjthese circumstances prompt action is 
called for to promote ~e important public interest of *preventing 
the continued use of p~lie utility facilities tor the purpose of 
implementing the violation of criminal statutes a~tecting pablic 

J . .. 

welfare, health, ~d decenc:y.* 2~ Cal. 3d 638, .663. Thus ,we 
find that the City mJ also met its Durden of Show1nq"that ..' .. 
immediate and summar,y~Ct1on was needed to, prevent a1~ficant 
dangers to the public health or welfare.. ' .' " 

, ' , 
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its burden of showing that the lines disconnected 
being used, at least indirectly, to assist in the 
aets of prostitution. 

AL'I'-COM-JBO 

We note that Parklane is the same kind of b 
involved in the ~ldin case, and that the illegal a s committed 

/ 
here are identical in nature to those in ~ld~i. he GQldin court 
made it clear that under these circumstances pro t action is 
called for to promote the important public int est o~ ·preventing 
the continued use of public utility facilitie for the purpose of 
implementing the violation of criminal stat~es affecting public 
'Iootelfare, health, and. decency." 2"3 Cal. 3d/6~8, 663. Thus we 
find that the City has also met its burd~ of showing that 
immediate and summary action was needed~O prevent significant 
danger,s to the public health or welfare. 

With respect to the March d sconnection, the City brought 
testimony to show that Pritchett in cated t~ the City, when he 
took over the corporation, that he ished to run the company using 
the same personnel and in the sam manner. Parklane brought no 
evidence to contradict this in?ct:i ation. It is irrelevant for our 
purposes whether Pritchett int ded to carry on a tradition of 
condoning prostitution, as th City would have it, or intended to' 
keep the business fully lega~ as Parklane contends. The' September 
disconnection was the result! of acts of prostitution committed by 
Parklane personnel with th/helP of Parklane's telephone service. 
Given the facts leading td the March termination, it is clear that 
regardless of Pritchett" intent, Parklane's telephones continued 
to be used for sOlicitiig acts of prostitution. 

In add it iOtn there were two arrests made in connection 
with these numbers al o. At hearinq, Parklane JDade much of the 
fact that no convict' ons have resulted from those arrests. We are 
not convinced by th.iIs argument, qiven the facts that one of the 
cases was still pe ing at the, time of the hearinq, anCl,'that the 
other was aborted defendant's disappear~ee 'foll~winq 

- 9 -
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/' 
With respect to the March disconnection, th~ity brought 

testimony to show that Pritchett indicated. to the C}ty, when he 
took over the corporation, that he wished to run ~e company usinq 
the Salne personnel and in the same manner. pardane brouqht no ,., 
evidence to contradict this indication. Xt i~irrelevant for our 
purpos~s whethe: Pritchett intended to carry/on,a tradition of 
condonlnq prostltution, as the City would have lt, or intended t~ 
keep the business fully leqal, as Parklanel'contends. The September 
disconnection was the result of acts of/trostitution committed by 
Parklane personnel with the help ot Patklane's telephone service. 
Given the same personnel and the same/manaqement methods, there is 

,r 

little reason to believe that the incidence ot prostitution was 
lessened at the time of the March disconnection. 

In addition, there were,ltwo arrests made in connection 
with these numbers also. At he~inq, Parklane made much of the 
fact that no convictions have ~sulted from those arrests. We are 
not convinced 'by this arqmnent~ qiven the facts that one of the 
eases was still pendinq at tb:~ time of the hearinq, and that the 
other was aborted due to thJl'defendant's disappearance following 

r 
her failure to appear at her arraignment. Moreover, we do not 
require convictions to malt' our determination of whether probable 
cause existed to turn Oft/the telephone lines. Aqain, none of the 

,i 
women arrested. appeared at the hearing to contradict the 

II 
detective's evidence. The City bas met its burden of showing that 

( 

the tour lines subj ect f~o the March disconnection were used to 
assist in the violation of the law, and that these violations were 
ot the same character ,la.s those commi ttea. prior to the september 
disconnection. I 

Finally, we are persuaded that, regardless ot ParJaane's 
management policy or/ intent, its operatinq methods are such th4t, 
it service is resto~ed, similar use. of the telephone lineS: will 

I .. . , 
result. In Goldin, (the Court upheld our ordertbatall ... :tuture . 

I . ' . .".. .. 
business service to1ithe complainant, or to- anY' entity in which :be . 

\ . 
\ 
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her failure to appear at her arraiqnment. Moreover, we d~ ot 
require convictions to make our determination of whether 
cause existed to turn oft the telephone lines. Again, 
women arrested appeared at the hearing to contradict e 
detective's evidence. The City has met its burden 0 showing ~ 
the tour lines subject to the March disconnection w~e used to 
assist in the violation ot the law, and that thes violations w~ 
of the same .character. as. those commi tted .prior .. J: the September 
disconnection. 

Finally, we are persuaded that, reg dless ot Parklanews 
management policy or intent, its operating ~thodS are such thatw 

it service is restored, similar use ot the;telePhone lines will 
result. In Ggldin, the Court upheld our order that all future 
business service to the complainant, or tfo. any entity in whieh be .. 

had tinaneial or managerial control, at/any location in Californ:a.a" 
be retused until our further o:z:der. fe Court said: 

Thi-s 'interpretaticnto! ·Ra.l"e3'l;JYa~ ''i1:l 1)UT 

view correct, for any oth~r interpretation 
would have the effect of/rendering an order of 
the Commission refusing/.restoration of service 
wholly ineffective, infthat it eould be quiekly 
avoided by the simple~xpedient of applying tor 
new service - Moreove.;-, we think that no 
infringement o~ con~titutional rivhts results 
from the use o~ suc~ a provision 1n a ease 
whieh li~e this one involves purely commercial 
speech in the forrri of lP})usiness service." 

Goldin, supr~, footnote 15/ p. 665. 

The eomplainan~~n the ~ldiD case was operating his 
I 

business as a sole proprietorship and un~er his own name. In t~ 
case, however, the complainant is a corporation, not an individual. 
Given this fact, the eircumstanees of changing management, and t:De 

lack of direct eViddee as to the level of involvement'of 
Pritche~t, MillSber/, or Wylie, we hesitate tc>. make thiS,order' 
concern1ng any of them, based only on 'the ·.evidenee ··before us.;' 

.-,. . ., 
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/ 
had financial or managerial control, at any locati:?,Oin california, 
be refused until our further order. ~he Court &ai4: , ' 

w~his interpretation [of Rule 31) was in . 
view correct, for any other interpretat)(on 
would have the effect of rendering an~rder of 
the Commission refusinq restoration of service 
wholly ineffective, in that it coul~be quickly 
avoided by the simple expedient of)'applyinq for 
new service. Moreover, we think ~at no 
infringement of constitutional ~9hts results 
from the use of such a provision in a case 
which like this one involves pUrely commercial 
speech in the form of 'business service.'H 
(Goldin: supra,. Footnote L p. 66S.) 

The complainant in the Golgin ease was operating his 
business as a sole proprietorship ina. und.er his own nallle. In this 
case, however, the complainant i;!a corporation, not an individual. 
Given this fact, the cireumstanc!es of changing management, and the 
lack of direct evidence as to~e level of involvement of 
Pritchett, Mil1sberq, or WylJ.e, we hesitate to make this order 
concerning any of them, bas~ only on the evidence ~efore us. 
However, we have no such rlservations with respect tOo Parklane.. We 
will order that the eorpo/ation be refused all business service in 
california until our turiher order. 
Findings Of Fact . 7 

1. Parkl;ane, PrItchett, Millsberg and WYlie have been 
engaged in providing outeall services in the areas of escort· 
service, modelin9, nJde entertainment, and massage. 

2. Pe=klane,slbusiness operated by the' use o~ nine telephone , . 
numbers until Septe~er, 1987, when all of them were terminated by 
Pacific in comPliarfce with Rule 31. Parklane ~en obtained other 
businesses and opeFated through the use of tbel.r four telephone 
lines until Pacifjfc similarly ter.tllinated them in Mareh, .. 1983. 

3. All of ~e lines used by Parklane have been used" 
directly or indir~etly, to assist in the violation~f the laws of . 
\' 

California agains1 prostitution • 
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However, we have no. such reservations' with 
will order that the corporation be refu$ed 
California until our further order.) 

Findings of Fact. 

.. ALT-C°7 
respect to· POQ:'klane. We 
all 'busineJ serVice in 

l. Parklane, Pritchett, Millsb 9 and Wylie have been 
engaged in providing outeall services infthe areas of escort 
service, modeling, nude entertainment~nd massage. 

2. Parklane's business o~ated by the use of nine 
telephone numbers until september1'1987, when all of them were 
terminated by Pacific in comp~ia e with Rule 3l. Parklane then 
obtained other businesses and 0 erated through the· use of their 
four telephone lines until Pa fie similarly terminated them in tit March, 1988. 

• 

3. All of the nes used by Parklane have been used, 
directly or indirectly, assist in the vio.lation o~· the laws of 
ealifornia against pros~tution. 

4. Acts ot~ostitution are sUCh as to pose a 
significant danger to the public health, welfare, and safety. 

l. for interim relief under our tariff Rule 
3l, Goldin and le 31 require us to examine the :face o:f the 

attidavit supp rtinq the tinding of probable cauSe .. onwhiehthe 
termination 
adequacy. 

service is based, in . o.rder ·t~.dete:r:iineits'-. 

- II -
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2 • In a hearinq ror interi", rel ier under Rule ~1, " rin4 
that the supporting aftidavit is inadequate will require us.~' 
grant interim relief; a finding that the affidavit is ad.equ~e will 
require us to deny interim relief. 

3. In a hearing for interim relief under Ru e 3l,. an 
adequate supporting affidavit must identify the telep one lines to 
be clisco1".nectecl by nu:m))er, and must specity their ~ations,and it 
must contain a sufficiently objective and. cre1ib basis for the 
magistrate's finclinq. . 

4. Hearings and decisions for in]eri~ and permanent 
relief under Rule 31 should be prompt. A JUestion of interim 
relief, as it requires only an examinati~ of the ~ftid.avit, must 
be resolved more promptly than a question of permanent relief, 
which may require detailed showings. ~ 

S. Rule 31 qives the la/enforcement agency responsible 
for a disconnection the burden 001) showing that the use of the 
service is unlawful per se, or i~ used directly or indirectly to 
violate or assist in the viol~t'ion of the law; (2) showing that the 
character of the violations ~ such that significant dangers to 
public health, safety, or welfare would result if immediate and 

~a~a::~e:e::o:~ :::t~~~d~ersuadinq the Commission 

6. On theJquestion of interim relief, a faCially 
adequate affidavit ~ll be sufficient to meet the law enforcement 
Aqency's burden 'Of proof as to the illeqal use of the telephone 
lines and as t~ the need for immediate and snmmar.y action· to 

I .,. . ',. , 
prevent clanqer the public. . . . .'. . . , ..•..... , 

". " 

.. ',. I" 

'."'. 
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4. Acts of prostitution .. re such .. s 1:<> pose .. si~t 
danger to the public health, welfare, and. safety. / . 
S:;onclusions of Law ' 

1. :cn a hearinq for interim relief under OUll:' tariff Rule 3-1, 
Goldin and Rule 31 require us to examine the fad of the affidavit 
supporting the finding of probable cause on ~h the termination 
of service is based, in order to determine tts adequacy. 

2. In a hearing tor interim reliet~der Rule 3l, a finding 
that the supporting affidavit is inadequate will require us to 
grant interim relief; a finding thaZtJ' affidavit is adequate will 
require us to deny interim relief. 

3. In a hearing for interim elief under Rule 31, an 
adequate supporting affidavit mus;!.identifY the telephone ~ines to 
be disconnected by number, and must specify their l~tions, and it 
must contain a su~ficiently Objeftive and credible basis tor the 
magistrate's finding. ~ 

4. Hearings and decis;ons tor interim and permanent relief 
under Rule 31 should be prompt. A question of interim. relief, as 

I 
it requires only an e~mination of the affidavit, must be resolved 

f 
more promptly than a ques~on of permanent relief, Which may 
require detailed showingJ~ , 

5. Rule 31 gives jthe law enforcement agency responsible for 
• a disconnection the b~en of Ca) showing that the use o·f the 

service is unlawful pet se, or is used directly or indirectly to 
t 

violate or assist in ~e violation of the law; Cb) showing that the 
character of the vioiations is such that significant dangers to . ,~ 
publlC health, safety, or welfare would result if tmmediate and 

~ 

summary action were/not taken; and (c) persuading the Commission 
" that the service should not be restored. 

I . 

6. on the qUestion ot interim reliet, a facially adequate 
affidavit will be ~Ufficient to meet the law enforcement agency's 
burden of proof as to the illegal use of the telephone'lines and- as , 

I 

~ . 
.-........ P-~ 
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"' , 
to the need tor immediate and summary action to prevent danger to 

/ 
the public. / 

7. Pacific executed both the September disconnection and the 
March disconnection in compliance with Rule 31. / 

8. Both Parklane and Pri tehett as its prest1dent have 
standinq to pursue remedies under Rule 31. / 

9. When no arridavit is submitted tor;our review on a 
question of interim relief under Rule 31, w,e must look to the 
testimony and other evidence submitted a~the hearinqs to make our 
determination. / 

10. It is unnecessary to determine Parklane's manaqement's 
f 

collusion, or lae~ or it, in ~cts otjProstitution"for even if the 
acts took place W:J. thout manaqement }al0wledge or al?proval, the use 
of the telephone lines to assist in illegal acts is indirect and 
still falls within Rule 31. ;1 

11. Acts of Prostitution/are such as to pose a significant 
danger to the public health, ~elfare, and safety,. and where it is , 
discovered that telephone lines are beinq used to assist in their 

/' 

commission, immediate and Slllllmary action in the premises is 
• I" 

requlred to prevent further such danqer to the public. 
i 

12. criminal convictions are not required for us to make our 
determination of Whethe/probable cause existed to terminate 
service to telephone l~es under Rule 31. 

13. The City ha~ met its burden of showing that Parklane's 
I 

telephone service was used, directly or indirectly, to assist in 
{ 

the violation of the' law, prior to both the Septelllber and March 
disconnections. ! 

14.. The Cit!r has met its burden ot showing that the character 
of the violationsf tor which Parklane's telephone lines were used is 
such that siqniticant dangers to public health, satety,. or welf.ire . 
would have resutted it iJnmediate and summary action.. had>not··been 

( ,.', . 

taken in both the September and March disconnections .. 
I ' 
I 
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7. Pacific executed both the September disconnection and 
the March disconnection in compliance with Rule 31. 

8. Both Parklane and Pritchett as its president have 
standinq to pursue r~edies under Rule 31. 

9. When no affidavit is submitted for our review 0 

question of interim relief under Rule 31, we must look to th 

testimony and other evidence submitted at the hearinqs to 
determination. 

lO. It is unnecessary to determine Parklane"s 
management's collusion, or lack of it, in acts of p stitution, for 
even it the acts took place without management kno ledge or 
approval, the use of the telephone lines toassi in illegal acts 
is indirect and still fall~ within Rule 31 • 

ll. Acts of prostitution are such s to pose a 
significant danger to the public health, w and 
where it is discovered that telephone 11 s are ~eing used to 
assist in their commission, immediate d summary action in the 
premises is required to' prevent furth such danger to the public. 

l2. Criminal convictions ie not required tor us to make 
our d.etermination of whether pro~~:C cause existed to terminate 
service to telephone lines undei Rule 31. 

l3. The City has i its burc1en of showing tbat . 
I . 

Parklane's telephone serv;i,ce was used, direetlyor1:ndirectly, to 
assist in the violation prior t~boththeSeptemberand 
March disconnections_., 

.'". ','.' 
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15. We are persuaded that, regardless of Parklane's 

• 

• 

. /. 
ll1anagell1cnt policy or intent, its operating methods;are such that,. 
i~ service is restored, similar use of the telephone lines will 
result, and that service sbould therefore not ~rostored. 

16. Tbe procedural errors and delays i~1s case were 
barmless under the circumstances, ~ut'we sbonld take steps to 
prevent their oceurrence in the future. / 

:r.r IS ORDERED that: 
1. Pacific Bell shall not r store service t~ ~y of the 

I 
following telephone lines in the }6l9) area code: 275-2984, 275-
5599, 280-7200, 295-4694, 295-82'66, 563-005&, 563-6000, 583-8452', 
584-4800, 266-8$21, 266-8522, 166-8523, or 266-8524. 

I ' 
2. Future ~usiness telephone service is to be denied to 

Parklane Services corporatio~, and to any entity in which it has 
financial or managerial coritrol, at any location in California, 
without our further ordex/- ' 

This order is;effeetive today. 
Dated I , at San Francisco, california. 

I 

/ 
, .... ,. 

I 
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14. The City has met its burden ot showing' that the 
character ot the violations for which Parklane's telephone 1-
were used is such that significant dangers to public heal 
safety, or welfare would have resulted if im:mediate and 5 

action had not been taken in both the September. and Mar 
disconnections. 

15. We are persuaded that r regardless 
management policy or intent, its operating moth 
if service is restored, similar use of the tel 
result, anQ that service should therefore not 

$. are such that, 
hone lines. will 

e restored. 

16. The procedural errors and de ays in this case were 
harmles.s under the circumstances r but we houldtake steps. to
prevent their occurrence in the future • 

Therefore, IT IS ORDERE 

1. paci~ic Bell sha~ot restore service to Parklane ~ 
Services Corporation at any o;(the following telephone numbers in 
the (619) area code: 275-2~4, 275-5599, 280-7200, 295-4694, 295-

8266, 563-0056, 563-6000, $83-8452, 584-4800, 266-852l, 266-8-522, 
266-8523, or 266-8524. 
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2. Pacific Bell shall deny future business telepho 
service to Parklane Services corporation, and to any entity n 
which it has financial or manaqerial control without our 
order. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated JAN 11 1989 California. 

G. MI'!.'CHEIL, w:c::K 
P:z:esident 

FREDERICK R.' OOOA 
JOHN Bo. OE:ANV.N 

CCmnissioners 

Commissioner Stanfey' W . Hulett 
being' necessarily absent~ did 
not participate~ 

',,',. 

,,' 

".;' ; 

'11,."" .' , '"". 
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