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These compla;nts were. f;led on August~28, 1991 by Fxrst‘vq
Generation, doing business as Fxrst ‘Law Group and/or Oakland Legal
Group .(complainant) aga;nst Pac;fzc Bell (defendant, Pac;f;c) and

by Equal Access Propos;t;on-(complaxnant) aga;nst Pac;fxc. Both
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complainants list their mailing address as: 600 Grand Avenue,
Suite 3048, Oakland, California. “First Law Group and’Equal Access"
Proposition both allege that "the Alameda Distxict Attorney’s: .. u
office and Public [sic) Telesis Company conspired to violate
Plaintiff [sic] xright to Commexcial speech by d;sconnect;ng
Plaintiff’s phone lines thhout cause." The complainants seek the
immediate restoration of theix respective telephone services. ;... -

Pacific’s Tariff Rule 31, "Legal Requxrements for Refusal
or Discontinuance of Service," governs thls case. Sect;on 1 ‘
requires Pacific to disconnect ex;st;ng servxce to a customer-upon )
receipt from any authorized official of a ‘law enforcement -agency of;
a magistrate’s written finding that probable cause ex;sts to
believe the telephone facilities have been or are to be used in the
conmmission or. facilitation of mllegal acts. The charactexr of such
acts, absent immediate action, must pose significant dangers to-
public: health, safety, or welfare. : .

Notice of evidentiary hear;ng was provmded to o
complaino.nts,l Pacific, and the Alameda County Dlstrxct o
Attorney’s office (Alameda County DA). The Alameda County DA, as
the concerned law enforcement: agency~under Rule 31 has the burden
of both: L : .

1. Proving that the use: of the telephone
service is prohibited by .law, or.that.the
phone service is.used as an instrumentality
tOo vioclate or to- assist in the violation of
the law and that the character of such acts

1 A clexical errxor resulted 'in .the defendant and the intervenor
not being served with notice of the September 17th hearing until
September 11, 1951. Undexr Rule 52 ¢of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure, -“the Commission shall give notice of
hearing not less than ten days before the date of hearing, -unless
it be found that public necessity requires hearing at an earlier .
date." Mustafa Ansari, on behalf of both complainants, ‘requested -
that the hearing be held within the 20-day period provided under:
Pacific’s Tarxiff Rule 31, notwithstanding the date ¢of notice.
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i3 such that, absent immediate. and .summary -
action, significant dangers to public . o
health, safety, or welfare will result- and”'

2. Persuadlng the Commrssxon that the servrce
- should not be restored. -

An evrdentlary hearlng to determlne whether servrce ‘\\ .
should be restored rmmedrately on an lnterlm ‘basis and permanently,
was held before Administrative Law Judge (ALu) Reed in \:,

San Franclsco on September 17 and 18, 1991, The hearlng took place
within the 20-day pexiod datlng from the flllng of the complalnt _p
required by Rule 31. The ALJ consolidated the cases under Rule 55‘
of the Commlssron $ Rules of Practrce and Procedure srnce the ‘
proceedlngs appeared to lnvolve related questlons of law and fact. |
Testimony was received fxom Paul J Seldel, a Deputy Diatrict )
Attorney ‘with Santa Clara County, Inspector Evenc;o Hurtado of the
Consumex and Envrronmental Protectlon DlVlSlon of the Alameda_'
County DA, Thomas Perkins, the representatlve of Equal Access. NM"”
Proposrt;on and an employee of Flrst Law Group, and Davrd Page,
another employee of First Law Group. Complalnants and Pacrflc
reached a strpulated agreement that Pacrfrc had commltted no‘ .
wrongdorng in and of itself, and had acted in response to the ‘\ ‘
warrant presented by the Alameda County DA. The partres summarlzed
their arguments orally and the matter was submltted on
Soptember 30. . o
{rst_Law_Grou Motion Int
' In its Motion for Interim Rcllef Flrst Law Group arguesf'
that the First Amendment protects commerclal speech, and that the
Alameda County DA has not met its two-part burden 1n thls case. . .
Inltlally, complainant maintains that the Alameda County'DA has L"‘
“failed to assure it self [s;c] that the subject commerlc1al [src] ;
speech is unlawful."” (Motron and Memorandum ln Support for a
Judgment on the Pleadlng, p 2. )

e
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First Law Group also’ contends that it was’ unable to
obtain a copy of the orlglnal aff;davrt filed in . thrs matter.
Consequently, complainant descxibes the two affldav;ts available to
it as "conclusory" and "woefully LnsufflClent o support ‘the high
standard requlrod to support the dlsruptlon of plalntlffs
commerc;al speech based on the grounds of lllegal communlcatlon "
(Id.) Finally, First Law Group asserts that the Alameda County DA
has not proven that "plaxntlff ] speech iz g0 unlawful and 50
lnjurlous to ‘the public that the oubject speech must be dlsrupted.f

esti on of_ Pau . id “

Deputy Dlstrzct Attorney Seldel testrfled on behalf of 5
the Alameda County DA. He 5ponsored Exhlblt° 1e -3¢ the prellmlnary
and permanent lnjunctlons, and proof of servxce, rssued by Santal;
Clara County agarnst Ansari and varlous named 1egal clrnmcs., He,M(
described the events and ctrcumstances surroundlng the lssuancc of .
the prelrmlnary lnjunctlon in January 1988 and the permanent y _"
injunction in March 1991. Seidel stated ‘that he had been receiving
complaints, in Santa Clara County, about Anaari and hls buoinesses
for a number of years. He testlfled that the busznesses operated
undex numerous names, rn dlfferlng locatlons, and for varlous_ﬁ_ﬁri
periods of time. , o

" Seidel contended that he had personally dlscussed wath
Ansarl the terms and effect of the lnjunctrons. He stated that

was currently being appealed, no stay of the permanent lnjunctlon
had ever been sought or granted._ ‘
- Ansari vigorously objected to Seldel s testrmony, on the.
grounds that it was lrrelevant and covered a perxod of tlme too m;m:
remote from the matters alleged in the lnstant proceedlng. : o
stimony o o) ncio Huxtad “ e
- Inspector Hurtado testified on behalf of the Alamoda w; .
County DA. Three affidavits of Hurtado, dated July 26 July 30, -
and August 15, 1991, were the basis of three Findings of Probable




C.91-08-064, C.91-08-065 ALJ/JAR/teq

Cause lSSued on the same dates by Judge Larry J Goodman of the“,‘.
Alameda County Super;or Court._ The affidavits and F;nd;ngs of ;Wf
Probable Cause were . rece;ved lnto ev;dence.} The Fxndzngs were
pased on "probable cause to bel;eve that the telephone numbers
listed in the aff;davlts and used by Mustafa Ansari dozng bus;hess‘
as First Law Group, 600 Grand Avenue, Oakland, Cal;forn;a,j were _
being used to v;olate and assist in the v;olatlon of Bus;ness and f

Profess;ons Code Sectxon 6125,3 Busxneso and Professxons Code

2.‘.".”. L

Sectmon 17500, and Penal Code Sectmon 166.v

Sy

2 The telephone numbers referred to were the following numbers
provided by Pacific Bell to complainants:- - (510) 272=9335, ... ..o
(510) 272-9205, (800) 675-4529, (510) 834-1481, (510) 834~ 1482,
(510) 834-1483, (510) 834-1484, (510) 273~0275,7(510)272-9336,
(510) 272-9337, (510) 272-0386, and (510) 272~ 0463.‘“The areaﬁcode
510 numbexrs unt;l rocently were zn area codo 415.‘ Co e

3 Busmness and Professions’ Code Sectlon 6125 (Practxc;ng law
without a lxcense) states:

¢ -'v'-'\“‘ o

"No pexson shall practxce law within th;g state unless he
is an active membex of the State Bar." R

4 Business and-Professions Code Sectlon 17500 (False ”'ﬁfw
Advertising) states: ﬂ | . e ) xJ‘Loug

"It is unlawful for any person, flrm, corporat;on ox”
agsociation, or any employee thereof with intent ‘
directly or indixectly to dispose of real ox ‘personal -
property or to perform services, professional or
othexwise, or anything of any nature whatsoever or to =
induce the public to enter into any obligation relat;nq
thereto, to make or disseminate or cause to be made or-
disseminated before the public in any state oxr any
newspaper or other publication, ox any advextising '
device, or by public outcry or proclamation, or in any
other manner or means whatever, any statement,
concerning such xeal or personal property or serv;ces,
professional ox otherwise, or concerning any -
cxrcumstance or mattexr of fact connected wmth the

-y

(Footnote continues on next page)
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Hurtado summarized the allegat;ons contarned in the )
affrdavrt on the record. Purtado has been an ;nspector with the o

ey e T et L)

Alameda County DA's Consumer and Env;ronmental Drvrsron sxnce o
January 1989. Prior to jornlng the DA's Office Ln December 1982,
he was employed with the Oakland Pol;ce Department from March 1975“
to December 1982. During the last two and’ one-half years,‘rn his
present ass;gnment, Hurtado has' anestrgated numerous whlte collar:"
crimes, ;nclud;ng the unllcensed practrce of law. ' o d

Hurtado stated that in February 1991 he prepared and R
submitted a Declaration In Support of Issuance of Arrest ‘Waxrant
(Declaration) for the criminal act;v;tzess of Mustafa Ansari and

(Footnote contlnued from prevrous page)

proposed pexfoxmance or d;sposrtron thereof, whrchrxs
untrue or misleading, and which is.known, or: which: by

the exercise of reasonable care should be known, to be .
untrue or misleading, or for any such person, firm, oxr =
corporation to so make or disseminate or cause .to be so
made or disseminated any such statement as part of a. |
plan or scheme with the intent not to sell such

personal property or sexvices, professional ox :
otherwise, so advertised at the price stated therexn,

or as so advertised. Any vioclation of the provisions

of this section is-a misdemeanox punishable by .
imprisonment in the county jail not exceeding six

months, oxr by fine not exceeding two thousand frve
hundred deollars ($2,500.00), ox by both." , .

Penal Code Section 166(4 (Violating,court-orderé)“stateSE

"Criminal. contempts. Bvery person gu;lty of any contempt of
Court, of either of the follow;ng k;nds, is gullty of a
misdemeanor:"” ‘ o st

"Willful d;sobedlence of any process or order lawfully Lssued
by any Court. L o _““u_ Cemn

6 The charges. included five counts of. practxczng law wathout a
license (Business and Professions Code Section 6125),.six counts of
violating a court order (Penal Code Section 166), and one.count of
false advertising (Business and Professrons Code Section 17500)

o

LRSS
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one of his employees,,Davzd Page f Nerther Ansarr nor Page is a
member of the State Bar. The. Declaratron led to the February 20th'
£iling of crrmrnal charges agarnst Ansarr and Page rn the ;' ‘“" |
Fremont-Newark—Unron Crty Munxc;pal Court. The two were arrested
and released, with the matter now pendrng.w N
Hurtado maintained that Ansari and hrs agents and ht'
employees , under a variety of names,? have been actlvely o
practicing law without a license in Santa Clara and Alameda o
Countres for a number of years.' In the course of hls" -
rnvestxgatrons, he discovered that a prelrmrnary 1njunctron (now,”a
pexmanent rnjunctron), wrth statewrde appl;catlon, had been ordered
against Ansar; and his bus;nesses by a Santa Clara‘County Superror
Court. judge.A Hurtado also stated ‘that his offxce ‘had rece;ved B
numerous complaxnts about Ansarr, hrs employees and busrnesses frOm
judges ;n the county, £rom aggrreved people who had sought legal ;j
sexvices, and fxom the State Bar., .
Purther, Hurtado testlfled that Ain hls February 1991 T
Declaratron, he specrf;cally 1dent1fied s;x complarnants, who }
contacted the office from February to October 1990 and who had been
variously harmed through havxng employed the legal servzces of e
First Law Group. His summary described ;ndrvrduals denrod relrof |
because of flawed or ;naccurately f;led legal documenta,,servrces'"
contracted for and never obtarned, and requests for refunds whrch
were never rece;ved Hurtado also testxfled that the complarnants
described in his July 26th affrdavrt (Exhrbrt 5) were s;x drfferent
Lndlv;duals and judges, four of whom had contacted the Alameda '
County DA’s offlce thhrn three weeks of the affrdavrt.n ‘

PR

ey - . [ N

(AR PR

v ST N A B S N A A Lode SNl SN PR AR
7 "Mustafa Ansari aka: Erroll Stewart, dba: First Generation
Legal Group, aka:  California-Legal Clinics, Bay Axrea Legal>Group, -
Bay Area Legal Group, Inc. and First Law Group." (Exhibit S
(Attachment B).)
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Hurtado recounted the stories of a number of the
complalnants in order to lllustrate the result;ng dangers "to the
public health safety and welfnre." Speclflcally, he described the
impact on the llfe of an Alameda woman who had purchased a’ ‘
Dominican Republlc divorece in 1987 fxom one of the legal cllnlcs'"'
run by Ansari. She remarrled, and when her second husband died, ™’
began recexvrng Soc;al Securlty beneflts as the survxv;ng spouse of
the second husband. The Soclal Securlty Admlnlstratlon, A
discovering in 1990 that the flrst marrrage hod never ended and the
second one was therefore lnvalld, termlnated her spousal beneflts
and demanded the return of over’ 520, 000 in prev;ous payments. '

Hurtado s July 26th affldav;t, moxe ‘than s;xty—flve pages
long, lncluded the Declaratlon, letters from judges and” '
complalnants, complalnants recelpts, a copy of a Frrst Law Group
paralegal agreement, yellow page advertlsemento and coples of the’ f
preliminary and permanent lnjunctlons lssued by Santa Clera County.
Based on his experience and the documentatlon and observatlons
stated in the affidavit, Hurtado concluded that Flrst Law Group and
its representatlve, Ansarl, "are engaged in a contlnulng pattern of
unlawful cr;mlnnl conduct, lncludtng the unlmcensed practlce of
law, false advert;s;ng, and v;olatlng court orders. -

estimon i th erkin o ‘

7 Called as a witness by ‘the Alameda County DA, Perklns i

ldentlfled hlmself as a paralogal at Flrst Law GrOup He stntcd
that hé did not know whether ox not’ First Law Group wns a y ‘
corporatlon. Further, he stated that he dld not know whot Ansarl s
status was wlthln the organlzatlon, other than chlef executlve"
officer or CEO. Perkins contended that he had fixst assoc;ated
with Ansari at the San Jose Legal Clinic and has had a business
relationship with him for a number of years.

He stated that he had been trained by and had worked with
several attorneys over the years. He marntalned thnt he was
fdmlllar WLth nnd had also worked at_ Bay Axea. Legdl Group.z Perklns

e

- .
e T oo
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acknowledged that he was. aware of the Alameda woman -whowhad/ .o .i™l
purchased the - "Dominican Republic divorce"  (Exhibit:4), andrin.? un
admitted that she had sued and won a judgment against-him-in~an ' .-
Alameda County small claims case. He further stated.that he ‘had:
not satisfied the judgment because he :"did not feel it was ' '
appropriate.”  However, several minutes later during an.additional :
line of questioning on "Dominican Republic divorces," he.indicated -
that he was not familiar with the: subject. Perkins contended that: .
he had seen or was aware of the-preliminary and permanent =~
injunctions issued against Ansari. and the named legal ¢linics.
Additionally, Perkins asserted that his curxent: caseload
was very large. He stated that the Alameda woman’s case '
represented the only complaint he had received of his work.
Finally, Perkins maintained-that he-was the owner of "complainant
Equal Access Proposition. He stated that the-business had not yet:
been incorporated nor had a license been obtained, but-Ansari had' -’
given him permission to operate out of the First Law Group- offices. -
He furthexr assexrted that he had ordered the' telephone listed undexr: -
Equal Access Proposition and would be'paying its bills. ' When '
questioned, -he indicated that he :was unaware that.individuals
answered "First Generation" or: "Fixrst Law Group™ at the telephone .
number listed for his organ;zation.lt R S AT T W
St O J a . o ol Tms o T D e el e T
David Page tes t;f;eds for complamnant Firxst Law Group, '
where, he stated, he was a paralegal. He assexted that he~hadibeen’

oot TR

L f . Ly

. « e e
©oada R

8 When Page took the witness stand, Deputy District Aﬁtornéy
Blazer advised:the ALJ that since:criminal charges: (practicing: law:..
without a license, violating a court orxder and false.advertising) .
were pending against him, Page should be asked whether he ‘had’
consulted an attorney about the .potential for self-incrimination:in”
the testimony that he was about to give. Page responded to a
series of questions that he had spoken to his attorney, was aware
of his rights, and wished to testify.
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trained and was.supervised:by Ansari. He.stated.that . he:isubmitted-
questionnaire forxms. . that c¢lients filled. out to-the.office-legal: .=
secretary who typed the clients’ responses onto: legal. forms and = -
documents. These forms and-documents are then filed: in court by -

courier. Page asserted that he did not give legal advice .to. -
clients and did not determine the court .or jurisdiction where a. - -
document was to be filed. He stated. that the clients select the -

jurisdic¢tion, court and action to be filed. .In addition,.Page . .
contended if the clients oxr: First Law Group find a matter: to. be too:

complex for the office, it is referred to an attorney.. Page .. -
estimated that he had a very:large caseload which: he managed by
computer. Lo O S PR T SN
,During”cross-examination,~Pageﬂstated»thatrheﬂwaSQnot
aware of whether or not First Law Group was a . ¢orporation.: He

contended that Ansari was the chief,K executive officer-or. . CEQ.  He. ..

stated that he had never seen the preliminary injunction .issued
against Ansari; however, he indicated that he was awaxe-of it.
Page acknowledged that he knew the three individuals cited-in: .

Alameda County DA’s July 26th-affidavit, rand that they wexe.foxmer ..

clients of his.  However, he maintained that he was.unaware: that.

their complaints or problems had not been resolved. ' Finally, Page
agreed with Ansari’s assertion during. .re-=direct. that~the'complaintsw

in question represented an extremely small percentage: of ‘his-
caseload.’ . - Sl L e Tt T
w T R B ST S SN SUS ST

It has been determined that telephone service is an
interest in property entitled to protection against taking without
due process. There must be probable cause to believe that

facilities are being or axe to be used to commit Lllegal acts, and N
that the character of the acts is:such. that, absentwsummary actlon,

significant dangexs to publxc health, safety, and welfare w;ll

.
YL .’.,v. B

result. (gglg;g___;&u;_jnaJh_gxmmL_ 23 C 3d 638 663 (l979)
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Prior to termmnat;on ‘of servmce, the law enforcement
agency nust. show an ;mpartlal trxbunal that«there is: probable cause
to act, in a mannex reasonably‘comparable to'a" proceedxng before a
magistrate to obtain a search warrant..- (§QEQL_1;4&Q;;J&JJ__§Qmm_,
65 C.2d 247, 256 (1966).) The Comm;ss;on s obl;gatzon ls to review
the showing made before the mag;strate in order to determlne
whether probable cause for summary termination" ‘existed:  ""In a
civil administrative proceeding of this nature, .where the. liberty
of the subscriber is not at stake, it is sufficient for purposes:of
the interim protection involved that-the Commission:limit-itself.to
the face of the affidavits and an assessment of their adequacy o .
support the. mag;strate s finding." . ( Ut
668.) . : : o SERTE e 3 -

. The Alameda County. DA Lntrcduced the affldav;tsﬁon whzchf
issuance of the three Findings of Probable .Cause.of-July.26.,:: oo
July 30, and August 15, 1991 were based.. . Portions of the-July-26th
affidavit were objected to .as inadmissible hearsay by complainant.:
The ALJ coxrectly instructed complainant that -in hearings before. .
the Commission, the technical rules of evidence need not:berapplied
(Public Utilities Code Section 1701) s0 long as the :substantial:
rights of the parties are preserved. (Rule: 64 of the Commission’s -
Rules oﬁfpractice,and Procedure.) If evidence is objectionable -on .
the grounds -of hearsay, it will be weighed.accordingly when.all the
evidence in the case i3 reviewed. Thig is consistent with the ..
court’s view. “[The Commiszssion) -should admit the subject evidence
if it determines, disregarding those aspects. of the affidavits.
which clearly. fail to withstand constitutional scrutiny, that:a -
sufficient basis for admission exists." (JId. at 669.)

The United States Supreme Court has adopted the “totality
¢of the circumstances* analysis to determine the sufficiency of an
affidavit in support of a searxch warrant. Accord;ng to the cou*t-

*The task of the issuing maglstrate LS'szmply'to
make a practical, common-sense decision -
whether, given all the cxrcumstances set forth
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in the affidavit before him, including the.
‘veracity’ and ‘basis of knowledge’ of persons -
supplying. hearsay information;, there is av'faix -
probability that contraband or evidence of a . .
crime will be found in a part;cular place. And
the duty of the reviewing court is simply to
ensure that the magistrate had a ’substantial -
basis for...conclud(mng)"that pxobable cause

existed.” M 462 U.S. 213,07 e
238-239 (1983) ) T

In California, the totality of the circumstances test’ is used to -
assess whether a search warrant affidavit based on-hearsay - N
establishes probable cause. (People v. Rochen, 203 CA3d"684"
(1988).). . : : . B N I

' Inspector Hurtado testified as'to his obsexvations) -~
actions and the complaints received by the Alameda County DA that -
were described in his July 26th affidavit. ‘He was available fox
complainants’ cross-examination. Likewise, Deputy District =
Attorney Paul J. Seidel, whose statements-were'incorpérdted +in the~
affidavit, took the stand and was available for” cross-exam;natxon.“
While the affidavit incorporated the statements ‘of four S
complainants, it contained’ corroborat;ng documentaxy ev;dence from
at least five other complainants. Therefore, ‘although- the"
affidavit contains hearsay, we find ‘that the totality of the ' *
allegations leads a reasonably prudent person to believe that '
violations of Business and Professions Code Section 6125, Business-
and Professions Code Section 17500, and Penal Code'Section 166 were
occurring at 600 Grand Avenue, Suite 304B, Oakland. We“find ‘that"
those violations were made possible in large part by the use of
several telephone numbersfa since -prospective customexrs -used v

P T T TSI B
L L ARV OUE I SR  N S g

'--‘.. ot KRR 1_,‘, .

9 Telephone.numbers.. (SlO) 272-9335, (510) 272-9205u""
(800) 675-4529, (510) 834-1481, (510), 834=1482, (510).834-1483,
(510) 834-1484, (510) 273-0275,-(510)..272=9336, -(510)-272-9337,
(510) 272-0386, and (510) 272~-0463.
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those numbers, advertised in the ‘yellow: pages: of ‘the phone’ book),  to-!
contact First Generation, First Law Group, Oakland: Legal Grbupfbr‘
any of the other names used by the leqal clxnlcs affiliated with
Ansar;_ at. the Oleand address,' PR . ER NSRRI RS T TL STt B coor ey
We ‘find that the’ weight of the evidence does'not ‘support ’-
Perkins’ assertion that Equal Access Proposition is'a business - '
unaffiliated with and separate from First Generation/First Law
Group. The only evidence  submitted, othexr than. Perkins’ ‘testimony -
undexr cross~examination, was Exhibit 11, entitled "Reasonable’ -~
Access Proposition,” and which was a plain’ sheet of paper "~ -
containing a statement proposing the repeal of "Sections 6125, 6126“’
and 6127lo of the Business and Professional (sic) Codes." E
-~ We find that the affidavits: on which'the July 26,
July 30, and August 15, 1991 Findings of Probable Cause were based -
do state probable cause to believe that the identified: telephone
numbers®* have been or are to be used to' facilitate either the' - '
unlicensed practice of law, false advertising, violation'of: a-court "
order, or all three, which are -illegal. acts. ' The violation of
criminal statutes is not always of a character that, absent:summary
action, will result in significant danger to public health, safety,’
and welfare. ~However, the unlawful practice of law severely ' -
threatens the public’s individual rights and liberties:as.well as*
its financial resources. “California prohibits the unlawful
practice of law...to afford protection against pexsons.who' arxe: not-

T e AT
N

10 Sectlon 6126 refers to the penalt;es for unauthorlzed
practice, advertising or holding out. Section 6127 rofers to "the
acts and omissions in respect to the practice of law (which) are
contempts of the authority of the courts."

11 Telephone numbers: = (510) 272-9335, (510) 272=9205, " 1 "
(800) 675-4529, (510) 834-1481, (510) 834-1482, (510) 834-1483,
(510) 834-1484, (510) 273-0275, (510) 272-9336, (510 272- 9337,
(510) 272-0386, and (510) 272-0463. RS
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gualified: to practice the profession.! : (Gexrharxd v. Stephens,

68 C.2d..864, 918 (1968).): The affidavits -establish.probable cause..:
to believe that unless the;telephonegse:vice;is,disconnec:edyanda\m;

remains disconnected, it will be used to facilitate -the unlawful.
practice of law, xesulting in.significant dangers to -public health,
safety and welfarxe. = - . L S L O AR IR TR
We find the affidavits- herein suff;c;ent to establmuh
probable cause. to believe: that termination: without notice was

directly necessary to prevent continued use of telephone facilities .
as an instxumentality for violating Sections 6125 and 17500:-0f the ..
Business and Professions Code and Section 166 of the -Penal Code. . -
Prompt and immediate action without prioxr notice: was. required, in. ..

order to shield unsuspecting members of the public from additional
Accord;ngly, complamnants' requests for 1mmed1ate~and
permanent reinstatement of telephone. servn.cel2 are denied.

Findings of Fact: . o oo 0w oo ) L Drann s Ly

l.. Complainant does.business at 600 Grand Avenue, Suite .- ..o
304B, Oakland, under the names First. Generation, First Law -Group .. ==
and/ox Oakland Legal Group: (law clinics) and advertises: its . ...

sexvices in the Oakland yellow pages of the Pacific phone dxrectory
undexr "Attorneys.” , IR P N SR
2. The law clinics have operated under the bus;ness numbers-ﬂ
(510) 272-9335, (510) 272-9205,-.(800):.675=4529, (510).-834-1481, -
(510) 834-1482, (510) 834-1483, (510) 834-1484, (510) 273-0275,
(510) 272-9336, (S10) 272-9337, (510) 272-0386, and (510) 272-0463.
3. The affidavits herein establish probable cause to believe

that the law clinics are engaged in violations of Sections 6125 and -

e
.

12 Telephone numbers:  (510) 272-9335, (510). 272=9205, (:800)"
675-4529;,.. (510) 834-1481,: (510) 834-1482," (510) 334-1483ﬂ“(510)
834-1484, (510) 273=0275,: (5109 272 9336, (510) 272-9337, (510) ’?13?
272-0386, and (510) 272-0463. AR cim et D T G
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17500 of the Bus;ness and Professxons Ccde and Sectlom 166 of the
Penal Code. ‘ ST s e A L et o

‘4. ' The aff;davmts herein establish’ probable cause to’ bel;eve
that the basic exchange ‘access lines known’ as’ telephone ‘numbers <
(510) 272-9335, (510) '272-9205," (800) 675 4529, (510) '834- 1481, o
(510) 834-1482, (510) 83441483;'(510) 834~ 1484, (510) 273-0275,
(510) 272-9336, (510) 272-9337, (510) 272-0386, and 0510) '272-0463
are being or are to be used’ as an ins trumentality for' the violation
of Sections 6125 and 17500 of the Bus;ness and Professions Code and
Section 166 of the Penal Code. -

5. The nature of the violation of Bus;ness and Professmons
Code Section 6125 (unauthorlzed practlce ‘of law) ‘and’ 17500 (false
advertising)’ and Penal Code Section 166 (violating a couxrt order)"“
is such that absent summary texrmination of telephone serv;ce to
telephone numbers (510) 272-9335, (510) 272~ 9205, (800) 675 4529(°"
(510) 834- 1481, (510) 834-1482, (510) 834- 1483, 510) 934 1484,
(510) 273- 0275, (510) 272-9336, (510) 272 9337, (510) 272 0396, and
(510) 272-0463, a s;gnlflcant danger to the publlc hoalth, safety,
and welfare will result. R

6. The Alameda County District Attorney's Offlce, DlVlSlOn
of Consumer and Environmental Protectlon, has sustained its burden
of proving that telephone numbexrs (SL0) 272~-9335, (510) 272-9205,
(800) 675-4529, (510) 834-1481, (510) 834-1482, (510) 834-1483,
(510) 834~ 1484, (510) 273-0275, (510) 272-9336, (510) 272-9337,
(510) 272~ 0386 and (SlO) 272 0463 are being used as an
;nstrumentallty to violate or assist in the violation of the law,
and that the character of those acts is such that if telephone
service were not d;scontlnued, s;gnlflcant dangers to public
health, safety, and welfare will result.
Conclusion of Law

Rule 31 of Pacific’s tariffs requires that telephone

servicé'to“(51o‘“272 9335, -(510) 272-9205, (800) 675-4529,
(510)»334 1481, (510) 834-1482, (510) 834-1483, (510) 834-1484,

.
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(510) 273-0275,. (510) 272-3336, (510).272-3337, (510).272-0386, and,

(510) 272-0463, and at 600 Grand Avenue, Suite 304B, Oakland,..shall ..

be disconnected and that there shall not be any reconnection at or
new service at that locat;on to Mustafa Ansar; or Thomas Perk;nsﬁ
undex the names First Genexation, F;rst Law Group, Oakland Legal .
Group, Equal Access Proposition and 'c.he;x.r successors, ass:.gnees, oo
agents, xepresentatlves and employees unt;l furthex order of.. the u-x
Alameda County Supexior Court or thxs Commass;on. -
QRDER . " ‘ W

IT IS.ORDERED that the requests of compla;nant F;rst
Generat;on dozng business. as First Law Group/Oakland Legal Group
and complaxnant Equal Access Propos;t;on, for immediate and
permanent restoration of service to telephone numbers,
(510) 272-9335, (510) 272-9205, (800) 675-4529, (510) 334 1431
(510) 834-1482, (510) 834-1483, (510) 834-1484, (510) 273—0275,,”‘,
(510) . 272 -9336, (510) 272-9337,. (510) 272 0386, and (510)- 272-0463,\
are denied. | | TR

. This oxdex is effective today.. .. . o

Dated Octobex 11, 1991, at San Francisco, Cal;forn;a.)i;
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