
ALJ/JAR/teg .. 
Mailed 

OCT 1 5 1991 

BEFORE· THE: ,PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION:, OF: THE'~, STATE: OF~'; CALIFORNIA:.: '; 

EQUAL ACCESS" PROPOSITION, """ ) " '.' 
. .'..' .. ,. :.' .. ' , .. , <. '..': ,.),"':.' '. L·. .'.' .::": ;.:':' ';'::.~', '" ' .. 

Co~~lai,n~nt., .. , . ," ~, : ",,~. '':'.':.,'.' '. ;:, ~'" _ '!:. ,.' '., .' 

vs •.. :.. . . ,.' L ... ':.';: .'Case .91-08-064 ;.:' .. :. ,: ." .. : .... ' ~ r.: .. . . ~, 
PACIFIC' BELL';' .' 

, .... J.. " {Filed AUCj\lst 28', . .l99lL . '". ·n 
'" ~ •• " )' ' .• / " ." ~, ,_,.' " • .,1 .. I \ , • , ' ,J .'. " .•• '.'. \,' .. ' '" " ,'" ,'- .. , t" .~ ,,",_ ,' •• 'I I • , .• 

~ c', I ,,"~ ", I " ". 'I."" ) .,:' :-., ,', i ~',;.: ::::.: •. :~." ":' ~:.~ ~~ ,~" ~.:",-< 

, Defendant. ; ". ) ... 
. .',"'. '.' ) ,I j I"" .;, ',' <', 1.:./ ,: 1,' 

.'" ',.'. , .. " .. ~. , • ','; .. )' •.. _, Z',' .:,. 

FIRST GENERATION GRP., INC.,) ) 
dba FIRST'LAW)GROOP,' ., .... ..' .L. )" .• '., , .... ' , ,~ . I 

, •• 1, '-j" .,. ,~~ •.•• ),~:,'~·,'t.)·, ,:~.:;' ~"i{,l,~.:::''l'<".: ,',. _. '''':\~: :.'·'<i:J··:·;;~/,:.;~:\·'··~;: I,;. 

Complainant, .. 1 ). 
! !. '. ' ' , \. 1\ \) 

,' •• ,"" j -' ".' • '.' .' ....... -'; ~Case 9!~'08:.:06'S 
" • I 

,"t"" 

. ::' "vs.,,·~. ":;. ::)".' c,:. (Filed. August~-:28,:;l;99l:):: .; ... "!'\~;:" 

PACIFIC BELL~: . "::':d;'::" ,:"'.. ....... .;." . .-:,.!; .. ,.:':.~.',;>':;." ";"":''';'' 

) : I ' \, '.. .., :,. '~(: " "" I I ~ !, ' ':. ~ 'I ~ ': .~~' ,~ ~::.. >(:' );:' \::: " .. ' .. ,,; 
Defendant. ".) 

'." \ ,}":, ", :.,_~) .. ,,' .r~~, •.. ),. ','\ ': -.,.' , "';': .'\',:~',".' 

'+": ,-):",,) . '. 

M>W:tafa . An~"ti, . for Firit<Geri'e'ration' 'dba '(\ ::' v~;<:·~\c.'·:!\ 
. Fir3t:;Law .Group/Oakland L09'al, :Group, . ", :~! '"/I: ," . <. 
complainant. "'.' ' 

Thomas Perkins, for Equal Access ' ., . 
Proposition, eomplainant. 

Brad L.Walt~~,Attorneyat Law, for 
Pacific Bell,.· defendant.· 

L¢m:ence c. Blaze;:, OeputyOis,triet 
Attorney , Alarned.aCounty District 
Attorney's Office, Consumer and 
Environmental Protection Division, 
intervenor . 

. ·,·0 P I If l ON .. 
, .~'. 

'. . •..• .,: ·~i.'·\' ..... -::·;'~~ t~'0/=";~ 
These complaints :were.filed.' :on Augus'C,-:28', <.l~,9:1 .. by Fjzst· ,',:-;: ~ 

Generation,. doinq business as 'FirSt 'Law' Group'and/o'rOaxldnd . Le'qO:l' ." 
Group. (complainant.) against, PacificB'ell :( d~£e~d4nt,: p~ei;fi~) . and, .:, 

by Equal AeeessProposi t~on: (compl.~~:r:~~~)· aga~st. ~ae.i,·~,~:~.·~:' : .B~~l?: ::: .:: ~':': 
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C.91-08-064, C.91-08-065 ALJ/JAR/teq 

" '. • ~, ~ , . ( , ) "I ~, ""'.' <~.: \ I ..., ',,'; ,"~ -.r L,~i, ~~ I.' ~ : 

complainants list their mailing address as:'600 Grand Avenue, 
Suite 3'04B.,..Oakland, ,Californi'a:~ :':First Law'- Group 'and;:;;E/qua1'.'ACC'~S:s".c 
Proposition both allege that .. the Alameda Ois;tr,ic:t;)Attorn,ey~~"s .... ;, I :!.'.:<:: 
office and Public [sic) Telesis Company conspired to violate 

, ' , 

Plaintiff (sic J right to CommerCial, speech by" discbrinecting 
Plaintiff's phone lines without cause." The complain.!:.nts seek the 

immediate ~estoration of 'their respective telephone se:ry,i~es w';,; ":;,',' 

Pacific's 'l'ariff Rule 3l, /, "Legal Requirements for Refusal 
. ~ I., 

or Discontinuance of Service," governs this'case. Section 1 

requires Pacific to disconnect existing service to a customer upon 
! ,'.' .".:' :/'1' 'j f:' I" >!: I /.'.,,' .,< I '" 

receipt from any authorized official of a' law en;orcement,,:agency of: 
a magistrate's written finding that probable cause ~xists to 
believe the 1:~lephone facilities have been or are to'be used in the 
commission 'or, facilitation' of illegal acts. The character o,f such 
acts, absent immediate action, must ,'pose significant daI?-9~rs to'. 
public'health, safety, or welfare. ' 

Notice of evidentiary hearing was' pro'vidaci 'to 
complainants,l Pacific, and the Alameda c'ounty'oistri'ct""~" ,,' 

Attorney's office (Alameda County DA),. 'rhe"Alam.eda County DA, as 
".' ," ,. \ -

the concerned law enforcement' ,agency' 'under . Rule;:,3-1 , has the burden 
of both: 

1. 

~ , . 

Proving that the use:of the ,telephone 
service is prohibited:by,l:'aw, or.tha.t-the 
phone service .'i.s,·,used'as :aninstrument.ality 
to violate or ',to 'assist'::in., the- violat'ion of 
the law and' that the' 'character o,fsuch acts 

1 A clerical error resulted ,"'in ,the defendant and the intervenor 
not being served with notice of the September 17th hearing until 
Septem):)er 11, 1991. Onder Rule 52 ,of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and, Procedure , ,"the Commis.sion' shal'lqive" not~ice- of 
hearing no~ 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, :,requeste'd' '." 
that the hearing be held within the 20-day. period provided/,under ',," 
Pacific's ~ariff Rule 31, notwithstanding the date of notice. 
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C.91-08-064, C.91-0S-065 ALJ/JAA/tr:g " i' 

2. 

is such. th4t, absent immedi4te, and.~s.wnrn4ry· 
action, significant dangers to public" ,. " 
health, safety;or'welfare will re's1llt;'ana' 

Persuading the Commission 'that'the se~ice. 
should . not be resto-red. · .. ' 

... 
An 'evidentiary'hearing to determine whether s.erv:ice. 

should. be re$t6r~d immediately on dn i'nteri~' basis a~d.·' pe~anentlY';' 
was held before Administra'~ive LaW: Jddge OU,J) Reed' in' .:." ,. ,. 

" , . ; .:. . • • - ,'. , i ". ,: ". \,/,'. <"' ~ . ,i. • , ' 

San Francisco on September 17 and.' 18, 199 L The hearing ;took place 
within' the . 20~d~y period :datin'g from'the fili~,g of the. c~mpi~:i.~t':. ,~ 

• .' • II J • " I • • ... '. l 1', ~ ,I II • 

requi:r:ed by Rule 31. The ALJ consolidated the cas.es. under Rule S5 
• • • I.',. ,\ • _ I ~ '... " u 

of the Commission's Rules of Prar:tice and Procedure since the .' 
procee(iings appeared to involve related' questio~s o'fla~ a~d:·iact.· 
Testimony was receiv~d from P~ul J'." 'Seid.el, a D0putY01s~rict " . 
Attorney 'with ~rita Clara count.y,·· I~spect~r Evencio' H~r~ado'·of .. the 
Consumer and Environmentai Protection Division of the' Aiamedd .. . .' . 
county DAr Thom~s Perkins, the ;ep~esentati ve~:f 'E~",i 'Ac·ce's~.,,·.: '. I' 

Proposition and an employ~e' of First 'La;" Group, and ,D~vid 'p~'ge> 
another employee of First"Law Group." complainants'ancl ~aci·fi~' 
reached: a stipulated agreement that Pacific had committed'n~' . 

_ " I '" •• ' :'" _ :, , . '. I" 'f' ( ; ~; 1 ' -: 

wrongdoinq in and of itself, and had acted in :response to ~~e , 
warrant presented by the Alameda County 'OA. The parties summarized 

. " , 

their arguments orally and the matter was submitted on 
September' 3 O. . " . 

;rirst);..awGroup's MotiQ.n for Xntex:,iJn Relief 
In its Motion for Interim Rel'ief, First L~w Gro~p ,~rgues 

that the First Amendment protects commerCial speech, and that the 
, • '. ''':', .~." > ",., '. I ,'\ •• • I ., { " 

, .', 

Alameda County OA. has not met its two-part burden in thi:s case. 
Initially, complainant maint.ains that th~: Alameda County DA.' has,'''' 
"failed to assure it self (sic J that the subject :c'o~ericial ,[Si'~J, ,', 
speech is unlawful." (Motion and. "Memor~ndum in S~ppo'rt' :f(ji:...'~'·· , ... 
Jud9'Inent on the Pleading, ·p.2.) " " ' . 
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First Law Group' also-'contends- that'it:was:,:unable to 
obtain a c~py of the original',aff'id~vi~, filed in,th.i~: matter. 
Consequently, complainant describes the two affidavits available to 
it as "concl~sorylt and "woefui'ly ihs~f,ficie~t ,t~:'$dpport 'the high 

standard required to support the disruption of plaintiffs 
, " " •• ",. 1" ( 

commercial speech based on the'ground.s of illegal communic~tion~" 
(Id. ) Finally, First Law Group asserts that the Al'dmeda 'c~~'ntYDA 
has not proven' that "plai'ntif'f' s s'p'eech is s,o uniawfu'i' and, ,3~ 
injurious to the public that the subject sp~~Ch ~ust be'd.iS;~pted~" 
Aestimonyof Paul Jw ~idel : ' , ,,' ':,<0",'"". 

Deputy O'istri'ct Attorney Seidel testified ~~' b~half o,t' ,; 
, ,'." " , 'r" +,', '.. ., 

the Alameda County OA. He sponsored Exhibits 1-3: the pr~liminary 
and permanent injunctions, and'proof 6'( s~rvi6e; is~~ed by"san~~" , 
Clara c~unty against Ansari and. variou's n~ed legal dlini'c~'. He,'" 

I \ ' ",' • I • \ , "" '~., '.,A.' .. I • '< I . ,r ,I 

described the events and circumstances surrounding the iss,uance of, 
the preliminary injunction in J~nu'~ry19S8' ~nd' the pe~a~~nt " 

, , ,', :.. . .... . . ./: ".. "\ .. ',', ... / . '.,. 

injunction in March 1991 ~ Seidel stated that he had been, re,ce"iving. e 
complaint8, in'Santo. Claro. County,about'An15ari ~nd hi~ .b~~ine~~ee 

c. • .,'. c' 'I" ',' ,,' I, " " L', 

for a number 6f years. He testified that the businesses oper'ated ' 
under numerous names, in differing locati~n~',' an.dfo:t'~arious}', ",' 

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

periods of time. ", ", " :' " ",., -,," 

" Seidel eontende'd' that he had person~11'; disc~ss~d'~i~h. 
• I ' , .,' ".' .' ~ 

Ansari the terms and effect of the inj~nctions. He st~ted.' that -
while the permanent injunction, obtained through def.aui1:·~'judgment, .; 

. I' . , ," ',!' _ .' " • I " , I. ~, '. ' . .': c " 7', '¥," " ,. I 

was currently being appeated, no stayo'f thepermanerit injunction 
had e~er :been sought or grant~d. ' "," 

. '- . ; 

Ansari' vigorously objected to Seidel's 'testimo'ny,. on, the, ' 
- " I . < . . ',.: > .' " ., " • ,...,' • ~;.,. • I ," " • (, ' . ,I ~ 

grounds'that it was irrelevant and covered a period of time too .. ", 
remote" 'from the matters all~ged' i~ th~ instant 'proceed'i~g" ~ . "," 

Testimony of Inspect04 EyenCio HurtadQ , 
'. ",. "\ .,' I'· 

'Inspector Hurt~do testi'fied. ,on behalf o'~ th~, Ai~meda ';:',: 
County DA. Three affidavits of Hurtado,' dat.ed July 26, July 30, 
and August 15, 1991, were the basis of three Finding'S of Probable 



",I " " . .-' .. .:' ,,' _ /' 
C.91-08-064, C.91-08-065 

, • .. • :,': • :' j .. 1 ~ , , ~. I' I ',,' 

Cause issued on the same dates by' Judge Larry' 'J ;', Goodman "of the, 
", /' ' 1.1' 1,' . ,', '.,~' :,J" ,,:,>.~,I.)·:,'-.;)'u· (,,;'; ~'T\) .~' • ... )..1." ,L 

Alameda County Superior Court. The affidavits and Findings"of 
I. ..r' • r ' I • ~ ',' .',' < , I. , ' I • * . i ~ '.',' . ,. " ,,' I 

Probable Cause, were received into evidence~ The Finding.s-were" 
based on "probabie CAuse tobeiie~e'that 'the tel~ph~ne n~~er~2: 

I I • I • , , \ \ '. , ' • L : ' ,< .' " \ j I, I , ..' f ~!' I • I' , ,- ' 

listed in the affidavits and used by Mustafa Ansari doing business 
as First Law G~~Up, 600 Grand. A~enue, Oakland, California>'\~~~e 
l:>eingused to violate and a:3~ist inth~ viol~tion'oiBu~iness"4nd 
Professions Code Sec~ion 6125" 3B~~i~~5~ '~nd pr~f~s~ion~'C~de"" " 
Secti9n 1750 0 ,~ ~d Penal Code Se~tign 16 6 ~ 5 " ',' 

. .1 ,.' .... -

'1, " 

2 The telephone numbers referred to were the following numbers 
provided by Pacific Bell to complainants,:." (5,lO) 272~9335:,. ,'.,." '.>: " . 
(510) 272-920S, (800) 675-4S29, (510) 834-1481, (510) 834-1482, . 
(S10) 834-1482,( 510) 834-1484, (SlO') 27'3;"0275, ",(Sl'Or:: 272-9'3'36; 
(510) 272-9337,( 510) 272-0386, and' '( 510) 272-0463'." 'The area:'· code 
510 numbers until"reeently were in area code 4:15. ' '.":." ':'. 

, • ' : • • , • , c • " • I' • ,.- ~ '. ' 

3 Business. and Professions:Code'Section612S;(Practicinq:law 
without a license) states: ' . , ", "e..L '.' .. , . 

,:', ~ ,>;": ~.:! I: ".> '.~.:: .... 
ttNo person shall praetice law within'thisstate'unless-'ne'< 
is an- active memJ::)er of the State- Bar;. " ,"/ .. ' . .,.,.-: ,: . 

4 Business and.:Professions· Code'Section 17500'(False .. <::: 
Advertising) state!!:' . . ,',' t,.."'i::r 

t " , " '~ , 

"It is unlawful for' any person, firrct~ corporat'ion' or , " ... ::':: . 
aSSOCiation, or any employee thereof with intent , 
direetly or indirectly to dispose of real or personal " 
property or to perform services,. pro,£essional or 
otherwise, or anythinq of any nature' whatsoever or- to. ',' 
induce the public to enter into anyobligat'ion'relating-' 
thereto, to make or disseminate or cause to be: made or-' 
disseminated before the public in any state or any 
newspaper 'or other' pu:blication, or any' advertising, ' 
device, or by public outcry or procl,amation, or in-any' 
other manner or means whatever, any statement, 
concerning such. real. or personal property or services'] 
professional or otherwise, or c,oncerning any . ,. ,- . , 
circumstance or matter of fact connected with tne:"-' , ,", 

(Footnote continues on next page) 
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I" I \ J , '" ,. I ~),.. .. , ',~' • '0') ,'> ?: ::~ ' .. , I, ~ :'\ _, '< t" •• ~' r .. ~ ,,' ~, ' r • , ,~I,; .: • 

Hurtddo summarized the allegations contained in the 
, "-', . ' ; . ) . '. , " ,.., r '. I "" \ "-, • , \ - t' '" ", \", ', .. ' . - • , ,I • 1-'" ...... '0' "0 I . '" .," ; ~ r \ 

affidavit on the record .P.urtado'hds been an' :tnspeetor with the" ,,~. 

Alameda cou~ty DA' s Cons~er a~d E~~ironmen~ai'Divi~~or? s.in~e'" ;'"'" ',,' 
... .' ," I • , \ • ," ',. r '". , .... , ,' ••• ,' , ,\ 'r" ".' 

January 1989. Prior to joining the DA' s' Office in December i9'B2~' , 
" ,.. 't~': ,"" . (;,'~~' .,' .~F " •• 

he was employed with the Oakland police Department ,'from March"'1975' '. 
• .! ' , : " , .: ~ • " I " ':, " " " .. j. ", "I" ~" • " • • 

to December 1982. During the last two and one-half'years~ in his 
present assi~ent ,Hurtado" has '. in";'estiqated ~umerous:~ ~hi te collar: 
crim~s, including the unlicensed practice of law: '/'~'" 

Hurtado stated that in'F~brua~ 199i~'he'pr~p~red and 
.' ,'. '. I I ' , \ j' : ..' , ': j,'": ". ; ~: 'r I:' , , ", . 

submitted a Declaration In Support of Issuance of Arrest'Warrant 
(Declaration) for the criminal activities 6 of Mustafa Ansari and 

','. ' ............. ,-,', . .' :~ . ':r" ,. 
(Footnote continued from previous· page')' .:. .,~ ,: ,,:;",(: '.~c: :.J':>'.: '.'::.":' 

... _. _.. ", .', " ":,;'" ' • I:' '. " _M. ' ::,' '.' ',' \ . ,":', r' r', ._ l'~ ':- ',' 

proposed"performance or disposition:. thereof , ;~hich~:is,_:>" 
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, or" _ 
corporation to so make or disseminate or cause, .. 'to be 50 • 
made or disseminated any 3uch statement as, part' of a" " 
plan or scheme with the intent not to sell such' 
persondl property or services, .. professional or " 
otherwise, so advertised· at the price stated therein, 
or as so advertised. Any violation of the provisions 
of this section is" a misdemeanor, punishable by . " 
imprisonment in the county jail not exceeding Sl.X 
months, or by fine not exceeding two thousand five 
hundred dollars. ($2,500.00), or by both." 

5 Penal Code Section 166 ( 4) (Violating court orders r states.: 
• • " L ,rt • ,', '. ,'t· ........ ,,' "e 1" 

"Criminal co~tempts. . Every per~.on 9"';ti.l tyo£ ,any cont,empt', of 
C~urt, of el.ther of the. followl.ng kinds, is guilty: of~,~., 
nusdemeanor:" •.• ,L, • "/' '.. \.,.' ., . 

, , " I . 'r' • , '. \ I < • •• ," ," ~ ': •• 

"Willful disobedience of .any, pro,c'~ss or order~ lawfully.;.i.s.s.ued 
by any Court." ", ,,, .. .. ".. ',,-, ' 

, . .. .' , . " .... J', .. • "".-" ._! .. 'f .' ... ,' 

6 The charges.. included 'fi'~e countso£- pr~ctici:ri.g~ i~,:,/~£th.6{;t a 
license (Business and Profess,ions' Code ,Se~tion. 5:125),,>'slx'.counts of 
violating a court order, (Penal Cod.e Section 166 )., ,arid one,: count of 
false ad.vertising (Business and. Pr'o'fessions' Code Section 17"5'00) . 
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_. • _ . " • . .: ":. \ ~.. ,. ~', '0.' ~~.I j • , I'"' -: '; : / : j of'''L .; I,' • 

one of his employees, Oavid Page. Neither Ansari nor Page is a 
• , '. ,. 1 I ' ,-. , ., I • I' ,. .• (. • \', ", .: I • , ~ I'" r.' ,'- .', ,c-. ~ I ' ' 

member of. the, State Bar. The, Declaration led to 'the' February 'iOt.h· 
filing of criminal charges'ag~inst Ailsari.a~d P~q~ \n'the'; '; , ,.~", '.c',', 

, , '.'. . '. 't. " .":' -.' I:. ,"!,' " •• ,~._ . \ 1_; ~l ~~'I j ':. , 

Fremont-Newark-Union City, Municipal ,Court. The two were arrested' 
, ' • j • • , t J • I '.'; j ~ \ I 

and released." with the matter nO,w,pend.ing. 
Hurtado maintained th~t Ans~:i:i a~d' his' ~g.ents and.':' \' , 

employees, under a variety of names,7 have' been~~~tive'ly" ,",' 

practicing law witho~t a license i'n &tnt a' 'ciara a~,d Al:amed.~:'.," ,,' .. , 
counties' ,for a number of years.' In the course of his '. " . 
investigations, he discovered"that a. prel~minaryinjunctio~' (n~w, a 
permanent injunction), with statewid~ applicati~n, h~~lbe~d 'O~d.ere'd.' 

• '. ,,,. • ~'. ' '. t' '\ • '," i.. ' • • . ' I);, -, ,-.,' 1 

against Ansari and. his businesses by a Santa Clara County Superior. 
Court. judge .. ' Hurtado also stated' that' his ,office.had )ie6~iv:ed , •.•.. , . 

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

numerous complaints about Ansari, his employees and businesses from 
, • , ' • •• ( .,"' I • '. I , • I '. . _,' r ' t , t "..., • ~. ') !, ' . 

judges in the county., from aggrieved people who. had sought legal 
services; and from the State Ba~. . ",., ". "-'.: "':C(.;' .... ,: .. ,. ':'.: 

~~her, Hurtado' ~~stified 'that ,in his. Feb~~ry 19'9'1 :', 

Oeclaration~' he specifically 'identified 'six compi'~in~nt~,' ~ho " , 
contacted. the office from FebrU~~ ,t~ 'October 1990'and .. '~~~' h~~l'?een 

, " , - _. I"". ,,, "",'. 

variously harmed throuqhhaving employed the legal services ,of 
First Law Group.' His sununa~ described individual~ d~'~led'; 're'lief 

.. ' .. ' ""', ,.~,,',' .: ~,'::''!!.)~'':'', ._:~J'~V 

because of flawed or inaccurately filed legal document's', . s'e'rvices ' 
, , • '., • • "j' 

contracted for and never obtained, and'reqUests for'refundswhich 
were never received. Hurtado also te~tified that the' 'c'~mpiai~ants 
described. in. his July 26th affidavit "(E~ibit 5j'wer~"sixdiffere~~ 

I I ~ ~ 

individuals and judges,' four of whom' had contacted the Alameda' 

county DA,' S office wi thin t~ee week~" of': :the . a~fidavit ,<~." .. :'- ':"'" 
, " ., ~, ,~, ;': ... r ", I', 

,', 
.', ! ". j·,'L:,.I .• "f 1< • , .... ; 

, , ' .". ,; :': I 1.' '. ' ."..' , " ,'\..1 I' i ; • .....,. ,", ,'t .~ , , ,< ~ .',' " , , 

7 "Mustafa Ansari aka':. Erro'll Stewart, 'elba: ""First ",Generation' 
L'ega'l . Group, aM:-" California" Leg-aI' 'Clinics,' Bay: 'Area Le9a:l':~Group:;': 
Bay Area Legal Group, Inc. and First Law Group." (Exhibit 5 
(Attachment B).) 
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,," , ',(:'" I .', ,. -' \:; - :. ' 

, • ,~, .' f',', "\ .' 

• "~I \ \"" I, .. ' '".;, .• -

Hurtado recounted the stories of a number of the 
I • c,' ,,' , ,. , • '." ~.. I',. I I ') I ". ,"Ol ; :. ( \~. ". 

complainants in order' to' illustrate the resulting 'danqers '''t'o "the" ',' 
pu:t>lic 'health, safety and welfare.;' 'SP~CificallY;· 'h~: d'~ic;ibec('the: 

, ' . 
impact on the life of an Alameda woman who had purchased'a' 

• . , ' '1', '. • • ! \~ " ~, ',- ,.,i ..... :." '.!" 1'·:,.. ,.. , (', " .. ,'-
Dominican Republic divorce in 19S7from one of the le9'~l clinics 
run by Ansl1ri. She remarried; and'''~heri 'her'second-:h.usbdnd"died:, ;;, 
began receiving Social security be~efit~ as the' :s'urvi';inq spouse o·f 
the second husband .. The, Social' Sec'urity Aclminlstrat:t'o'rl, \.: " ' 
discoV'erinq in 1990 that the' 'first marriage 'had. n~ver'ended' and the 
second one was therefore invalid~ terminated her :spous'ai"beriefits::C 
and demanded the return of o~er' $20 ,,000 in previoU:s paytne~ts'~' " 

Hurtado's July 26th affidavit, more than sl.Xty';;'fivepages 
long, inclu'ded the Declaration, letters'from judges and,,·JL " 
complainants, complainants' receipts, a copy of' a First 'La.~rGroup" 
paralegal ~greement, yellow page advert!sement~ and copies of the:' 
preliminarY and permanent injunctions issued. by-':santa CI~ra county~ 
Based on his experience and the documentati6n and'Obse~atio~s' , 
stated in the affidavit, Hurtado concludedth~t First':i.a~ Group and 
its representative, Ansari, '~are engaged in a conti.nuing;'p~ttern~:·6f 
unlawful criminalcond~et', including' the unlicensed 'practice" of' -
law, false ad~ertisinq, ~~d violating' court order~." ,.', : ,,~, ,': 
Testi.mOnyof Timothy Perkin!! ,- .. ' ,,">~":"." 

, 'Called as' a witness by the iJ.'ameda: County"OA; ~ Perkins' 'J' ; 

identified himself asa paraleqal at Fir!t Law' Group. :'He:·stated.:" 
that he did ~otknow whether" ~r ' not First' L;;'w Group ~as' a"' .. ", 
corporation:. FIlrther, he st~ted that he did'not' kn6w'what:'Ans'ari's 
status was within th~ orq~nization\; oth~r than 'chlef" executl~e'" " 

• . , . , \ ".'! '. J ,'''' ,. " .. • t • ~ '" " , ' •• I'" "", ~ ," 1-'"'; ' .. i , 

officer or CEO. 'Perkins contended that' he hac! first" associAted' ~ 

with Ansari at the San Jose Leqal 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 maintained that he was 
familiar with and ,hl1d 'also worked ,at.~, Bay, Are_a, Le'qal~'G,ro\lP:~~: ',~~~~~ 
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• C.91-08-064, C.9l-08-0&5 ALJ/JAR/tcg "'. < 
1 " 

acknowledged'that he was-,'aware of::the.:,Al;ameda woman·who":hadh ,:.,..,:" -, .. '~,:: 

purchased 'the-, "'Oomin!can Republic divorce H: (Exh:i:bit~' 41), "a:nd(: :',:."; ',~: <::" 

admitted tMtshe 'had sued and won a 'judqrnentagainst'·,him'"irc:an· 
Alameda county small claims case. He ,furthers.tated, ·that he "had:: ". 
not satisfied the judgment because he'·did"not ,feel:· it was. ., ",,~, 

appropriate.'" However, several minutes -later during an'additional, 
line of que-stioning on "Dominican Republ-ic divorces~:" 'he·i'ndicated· 
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 clinics . '. 

Additionally, Perkins'asserted'that his ·current·:,·caseloacf 
was very large. He stated that the Alameda woman's ease 
represented. 't:he only complaint· he ,haclreceived of his';work. 
Finally, Perkins 'maintained ·,that he ,was the' owner' of ' com pIa' in ant . <, .-­

Equal AccessPropos.ition.HQ' stated, thatthe'X:business:had not'YQt' . 
been incorporated, nor had a license been' 'obtai'ned, ,but"Ansar.l: had: ", 
given hiln permiss.ion to operate out of the First' 'Law Grou:p:·o.ffices~' , 
He further ass.erted that he had ordered:' ,the' 'telephone'l'istGd>under 
EqualAccessPro~sition and.would be'paying' its Dills'.' ; When , 
questioned·;.. ,.heindieated. that he was ,unaware that: individuals 
answered '"First Generation" ·or'· "First! Law: Group'" at the ,tel'ephone' 
nwn):)er listed. ··for 'his organi:za tion;;.; , '" ,'. . ~.;..,'.. . 
~s.s;im9ny of 'Oa'vi4Paqe"·" ':-::." ~.,:, '<' .~.:,,,:, " 

David Page testified8 for complainant First Law Group-;'" , 
where, he stated, he was ,a paralegal. He asserted that he,{~h:ad ... :been(·; 

.', .• J. 

. " ... ,' 
I •• ..., 

!'_. 

.~: • • I • ':.; •• ' :'~ \ " • 

8 'When Page'~ took t'he' witn~ss"s.tand, 'oeputY'~D'is'tri'Ct/Atto:r'n~y;:: ':, ,:. 
Blazer "advised .. the ALJ.tha t "since: crimina'J,; charqes 0:. (,praet,icinq :'law:. " 
withouta license, violating a court order .. and false."advertisinq), 
were pend.i'ng against him, 'Page should be asked whether he 'had . - . 
consulted an attorney about the ,potential for self-incr:.imination;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. 



C.91-0S-064, C.91-0S-065 'ALJ / JAR/tcg.· ., ~'. r" 
\ I' L} '., - ~,: 'J .-

trained andwas,.supervised~·;:by.·Arulari., He ·,.s.t4ted· .that ;;he ::)s.u.:bmi tted· .. 
questionnaire. forms.-. that clients' filled "ou·t to . the: office ::,legal::" ~~~ 

secretary who typeci the client~' respons.es onto :109a1: forms. and· '.:,: 
documents. These forms and··documents .. arethen .. filedin·courtby:; 
courier. Page. asserted that .. h.~ did not ·give legal advice ,to ... ' 
clients ·and did not determine .the.·court·.or jurisdiction ·wherea. '. 
ciocument was ,to 'be filed. He :stated, that "the clients. selec.t, the 
jurisdiction, court and action to be filed_' :In ,:add.ition, ,'Page- .,j • 

contended if the clients or 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, easeload,whichhe ,managed by 
computer. " '''','~' .... ; 

,During eross-examination,·Page s,tated that, he.was<.not 
aware of whether or not First Law Group:was.·a ,corporation •. ',; He­
contended. that Ansari w,,"s the· chief. ,executi va- officer"::or .CEO" .. )': He,;' •. : 
stdted. that. he had neverseenthe.prelixninary inj;unction ~i3SUed 
against Ansari ;. however, .he , indicated· ,that, he.wasaware-·;of i.t .. , 

Page acknowled.ged. ,that· ,he knew the three individuals' e.ited·~,in,',,' , 
Alameda County .DA's July 26th'affidavit, ~.and .. that,they·.we.re<former·· 
clients of .. his. ·'However, .he. mainta·inedthat ,he'. was .. unaware-: ,that . 
their compl~ints or problems.· had' not . been resolved. " F:UlaJ:ly~;· .Page 
agreed. with Ansari's assertion during:.re.;.direct. that the, complaints," 
in question represented an extremely small percentage:: of Itis:."'·':., '" , 

caseload~,' . , .." ,," .: .... '/./ .. : 
Oi.8g!1sion,. ,: .' ,,',' ,::... '.'., ,I, ,'. '" "','," ,"': .',. 

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 ,are to :be used .t~ . eommi t ill.egal act,s ,~,:and. 

'< • "J. ,', l' '. _ .• ', 'I" !'. • •.. .' ,:" .,'. ,. I .. " I,., 

that the character of the acts is: such .that,~absen'b;~sunuriary.::action;::~ 
signifieant dangers to' pUbli'Che.al.th;' safety,' 'and' wel;fare ;~wi1i :"~"::,;:.~ .. , 

. ., . " ' ,'" ,.,,",' '., 'I J •• \. _. , , '.', ",I, ,I , ~ .~ ..... ,'. "',, ,,' ,,'.J. 

result. ~ (;G91din· v . Pub.Util.. Comm .. ",23 C.3d &3:8.,;:66,3:,(i9.79·,);~):: .;.:<):~ 
/',,' " 

. ,' .. ,:::' ' .. ' '..t'.' ''','' , 
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• 



.. C.91-0S-064, C.91-0S-06S ALJ!JAR./,e:cq 

Prior 'to 'temination;o'f 'se'r.;,:ice~' the; law 'enfor~ement 
agency must, ShO~ animpartiat' tribunal, t'hat:there is~:pr~bable cause 
to act, in a manner' reasonablycomparable,t6:aproceed'inq before a 

" rC'I.'," , ", .""" •• • ,,', • j,I"., .'. 

magistrate to obtain a search warrant.", (Sokol v,'Pub., Uti1- Comm., 
65 C.2d 247, 256' (1966).) The commission'sob1igat!6n'is to review 

• • • ,. '. > _ .. i,'" 

the showing made before the,magistrate in order to determine 
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 invo~v~d ,.tl:lat( the. Commissionllimit'·itself, to' 
the face of the affidavits and an assessment of their adequacy?to", 
support the ,magistrate's finding." " (Goldin v . Pub .-Util ~ Comm. at 
668.) , ::.; ,::' ':,' ", 

'l'he ~ameda County:OA introduced: the, affidav,its ~~on· which'~; 
issuance of ,the three Findings,'of Probable ,Cause.:of·;July. .. :26.;;;;, 2,~',<, 

July 30, and August 15·" 1991 were ,based .. : ,~Portions of the,'~Ju'ly-;26th 
affidavitwe:r:eobjected toas,inadmissible . .hearsay.:by ,complainant;,: 
The ALJ co:rrectly instructe<:i complainant,that·in'hearings. before, 
the Commission, the, technical rules of ,evidence need ,not:~be';"app:l-ied 
(Public Utiliti0sCode SQction, l'701): s.olong-. ae the .J!lubs.'tantial,' 
rights of the parties are preserved. . (Rul,e: 54 of the' Commi;s's-ion~s . 
Rules of ,Practice and Procedure •. ) If ,.evidence is, obJectionable" on, 
the ground~ -of , hearsay, it will be weighed.. accordinqly ,wheXl: .. ~al'l, ,the 
evid.ence in the case is-reviewed. Th'ie, is cons·istent: I wJ.th' the.', ... ' 
court's view.. "(The Commiss.ion) 'should.,admit thesubj:eet evidence": 
if it d.etermines., disregardinq . those aspects, of ' .. the af:£id.av.i.ts· 
which clea:r:ly .. fail to withs.tand c~ns:titutionalscrutiny" .that:a " 
sufficient basis for admission exists." (l.9.. at 66,9.) 

The United. States Supreme Court has adopted the '·totality 
of the circumstances" analysis to determine the sufficiency of an 
affidavit in support of a search warrant. According to the court: 

"The task'o-ftheis,suing maqi'strate :ii ;iimplY';~to':'·.':, ~). , 
make a prac1:icaJ:,: .common-sens·e:. dec-is i'on '; .:, .... '. - .... ' . 
whether, given all' the- cireumstances 'set forth: ".', '.' .' ,-

I . I.~ '.; , " __ , 
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C.91-08-064, C.91-08-06S ALJ/JA;R/.tCg: 

in ,the affid",vit befor~ him.", including ,:the:~_ , ,', 
'veracity' and'basis of knowledge' of persons, 
supplyin9 he",rsay informa'tion', , there- is a-"f",ir'" --,' 
probabili ty th",t contraband, or, evidence ,o,f", ',; 
crime will be found in a particular place. And 
the duty of the' reviewing' 'court' i3 simply' to' 
ensure th",t the magistrate had a 'substantial 
basis for •. :conclud(ing)' that probable cause 
existed." '(lllinois v. ~tes, 462 U~S. 2'1'3,:; ,:';",' 
238-239 (1983).) 

In California, the totality of the' 'circumstances"test~' is:'used to' 
assess whether '" search warrant affidavit ·based on: hear3ay ,. 
establishes probable cause. (people: v': . RocD.2n', 203 CA3d;5'S4·:·' 
(1988).)' ," :,. ',J'. 

Inspector Hurtado testified as: to> his' observat':i:ons:~': .. >-: 

actions and the complaints received by the Alameda County DA that 

were d.escribed·in his July 26th affidavit. He was available for 
complainants' cross-examination'.' Likew.tse, Deputy: D.i:strict ,; ,,"; " 
Attorney .Paul J. seidel, whose- statements-were: incorporated' in the:' 
affidavit, .took the stand and was' availabl'e for"cro3s..;examfnation ~ , 
While the af·fidavitincorporated the'stdtements :of'<four' ':,'::<; :.,,,:,' 

complainants r it contained.' corroboratinq' 'documentery evidEmce';:from:' 
dt least five other complainants .-·'l'herefore ,'although,'the:: ~< ... 
afficiaviteontains 'hearsay, we find 'that the totality o'f:'the'" '.'" 
alle9ations.·leads: a, reasonably prudent ;person tobel'ieve ~;that ~. 
violations of Business dnd" Professions Code Section 512'Si',":Business: 

and Professions CodG Section 17500, and: Penal Code' Section 1i66' were 
occurring· at 000 GrandAvenue,Suite:'304B, Oakland. we';'f',ind':that ,.:. 
those violations. were mdda' possible :in large Pdrt by' the;"use'of 
several telephone numbers,,9. s'ince:<pro'spective eustomers':used; '";,,,,' 

-" ~' . ~,. . 

9 'l'elephone. numbers·: .( 5~10). ;.27,2 -93;3,5-, ( 5~10,) _,.27 2.,~92.0'S-,,' '":' ' 
(800) 675-4529', (510) .S,,3.4-148l,.,C5.l0·h834-1482,, (;5:l0) .8::)4:-1483, 
(510) 834-1484, ,( 5l0) 273-027,S, --,(5:10 ).; .27:2-93·36",( Sl·Oh,~27·2~-9337 , 
(510) 272-0386, and (510) 272-0463. 
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C.91-08-064, C.91-08-065 ALJ/JAR/tcg··: 

those numbers, advertised-' in the :yellow' 'pages"of ':the:'phone: bOok:,,, to-: :.' 
contact First c;.neration, Fi:z:-st'<t.aw Gro\1J?;~ Ol.1kl:c'ln"d: Leg-a'l Group:.<or· 
any of the other'names used 'by' the le9",1:' cl:inics ·aff,iliat'ed,> with , 
Ansari at the' Oakland.· adc:lress..w '0:. "':"'~.;~'.: :.:<~ .::;, "" '.: 

We . find that,the' weight: of' the evidencedoes',"not: ,'suPPo'rt' >.' 

Perkins' assertion that Equal Access Proposition is '0;:' bus'iness ..... '" 
unaffiliated' with and se~rate,from First,Generat'ion/First'Law 
Group. The only evidence; submitted:, other' than· Perkins' ;testimony 
under cross-examination, was.' Exhibit, 11, entitled. "'Reasonable-,r.' , 
Access Proposition,'" and whic.h" was 'a plain.' sheet' of: ~per:·: ,,: 
containing as..tatement proposing the repeal of "Sections ·&125;:;&12&-' 
and &12710 of the Business and: 'Professional , (s.ic)"Codes·:.·": :/:;~"'. 

We find that the affidavits·:·on which' the'·'Ju.ly '26~, , 
July 30, and August 15, 1991 Findings of Probable Cause were based" 
do state pro~le cause to believe that· the identified::~e1.ephone 
numbers 11 have been, or are 'to be 'used to" £acili tate' ei'ther the: ,', 
unlicensed practice of law, false advertising, violation:o.f: a·:court ': 
order, or all three, which are ,illegal. acts'~ 'The' violation 0'£' 

criminal statutes is not always o,f a, "character that·/absent~'3,umma:ry' . 

action, will result in signific.ant. danger to public health/safety,' 
and welfare.-However,. the unlawful' pract,ice of law· 'severely 
threatens the public's individual rights and. libert'iesas:· 'Well" as " 
its financial resources.'·California·'pro·hibits the unlawful, -
practice 'of, law .... to afford, protection, against, persons \ whO:·) are' not, 

" ,..' ~' 

, ' , . 
• .... •• ' , I • 

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

. , 
, ,~. .. 

", 
.' ••• ",I • I ' 

10 Section 6126 refers to the penalties for unauthorized 
practice, ad.verti$ing or holdinq out. Section 6127 refers to Hthe 
acts and. omissions in respect to the practice of law (which) are 
contempts of the au-ehority of the courts." . 

11 Telephone numbers:' (510.) 2'12--9335, (510) 27'2'';':92'05,~:'',·;" '. ' 
(800) 675-4529, (5-10) 8-34-14S1 r ('5'10,) 8'34-1482', (51'0') 8'34·~148·3·~: 
(510) 8:34-1484, (-510) 273-02'S., '(-S:1'0~) 2'72-9336,: (510) 2'72'';'9337:, 
(510) 272-03S6, anQ (510) 272-0463. 

- 13 '-



C.91-08-064, C.91-08-055 ALJ / J'AR/teq .. ': .. ., ...... /". 

qu~lified: to practice the .profess:ion •. '~·: (Gerhard,V'.·Stephens,. .,.; .' 
68 C .2d;8-64·, 9·18, (19 &8)~)· ~he:,a.f£idav'its.es.tabl:ish\,probab:le, eause:.)::> 
to believe that unless the. telephone·<serviee: is ·d·isconnected:.and·. \,.;:. 
remains disconnected, it will be used to: faeili tate ,the· un:lawfu.l ... ' 
practice of,law,..resulting in, significant dangers: to' public health, 
g",fety .and. welfare., "', :':, ,;, . . ... 

We find the affidav,its, here-in. 's·ufficient to- .. estab:l.is:h;' ,. 
probable. cause.,to believe: that termination', without notice . was ," 
directly necessary to prevent, continued use· ofte-lephone ,-facili ties-: , 
as an instrument~lity for violating.Sections .6125 ,and ·1750.o·:~o·f the···· .. 
Business;: and Professions Code- and, Section 16·6 of, the- ·Penal'Code •. 
Prompt and immediate' action without prior. notice: was required'", .in ,: 

order to shield.unsuspectinq memberso,f the ,public, from additional 
harm. , . 

. '.' 

_ ." Accordingly, complainants' requests for "immediate~ and ,: '.I: 

permanent reinst~tement of telephone.:serviee~2 are'. denied-. ,'.. ,".::::-

tindings of J!ac;t: .. ..;., ,'." '.' .',", '.,: :,,'1." ;,,;) 
1 . .,: Complainant does. business ... "'t 6'00 ,Grand Avenue ,;: Su:i;te . -. ~ :.,", 

3 04S.,Odkland, .. under the names ·First·: Generation',F:irst :Law- -Group ,'.; -~::l 

and/ or Oakland· .. Legal Group-: (law: clinics,.). and .adverti~eg, its, ". , .... ,,'. I: , 

services in the Oakland yellow pages of. the"Pacific ,.phone.d-1rectory· 
under. "Attorneys.... . , ., , . 

2. . The law clinics. have operated: under .. the-business: :numbers:: .. 
(510) 27·2~9~35, (5-10). 272-9205,,, (80,0): ·6·:75·-4-529, (.510).' 834-:148l..,.· .~ ': 
(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. 

3. The affidavits herein establish probable Cause to believe 
that the law clinics are engaged in violations o·f Sections ,612-5' and 

/' ~7 ,: ,. ,'~, .... \ ... ;~ \,1.\, . 

, } •• _, ,,' r .~ , • ..... '", I .,.':' ~:~ ; '! ' ..... ~:: ; . . , ' :~I .~ .. :-: ::, ;': .... ;, <~ 
I" ", 

I :.' . ~ '~,' < ,'"., , .. ;', I ~ I:',:' e" ;-', • '. ~: :,,~(:.' ,);": (', :,~:~ ~!~;\ 

12 Telephone numbers:' (510).· 272-'9'3:3$0,.. (.510) .. 2-7.2:-92:0s..,t:.(:8·00l}·.·· . 
675-4529', ... (.510) 834-l481,:· (5l0:) 8:34.-l482:,;.( 5·10-) S34.-:14.S"3··";: ;(-S1'O:) . ,J 

834-1484, (5-10) 273-0275·,.'~ (510" 2'72-9336~;:~~(Sl'O') 272-93.>7,,;·:(-51:0·) ,~ 2 \ 
272-038&, and (510) 272-0463..1 ':-~":.i;. ,:."::,.: .. '.:r':.·:;,:, . .'.' 
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. ' C.91-08-064, C.91-08-065 ALJ/JAR/tc'g" 
C." _. ;:; !,.' .... 

., ...... ,OJ. \ 

17'5"0:0 o'ftli~'Business 'and Pro'fes!s'io'n:s cod~' 'and: section' iss') -0'£' :th'~' : :': " 
Penal Code';~':' ,~' , ' ' '. '. ," , " , ': :. : ,'" ' " , " ":;.. ,; ":: ' '\' 

- -4.: The"iffidavi ts herein' es~ablish "i)l:obable 'cause"to':,;'believe '{' 
that the\basic exchange access lines" known.' as telephone: !nutnb'ers' ',' ,:~ 
(510)' '272'-9'335-/' (51'0) 2"72-9'2"05,· (8'00') 6iS~4529'~ '('510) '8"3:4":1483:', "', "" 
(510)' 8'34:':'1482", (5'10) 8'34-148"3',( 510') 8'3'4'-14~S-4,'( 510-)'" '2', 3;";0275,' ' . 
(510)2"72'-9336,. (510) 2"72-9'337~ (510') 272.;03"86; and'{Sl'0)~J:2'i2-0463' , 
are being or are to be used' as an 1nstrWnEmtalrt~i for' the; i.;;i"oJ:ation 
of Sections 5125 and 17500 of the Business and Professions Code and 

Section 166 of the Penal Code. " 
5. The nature of the violation of Business and Professions 

Code section '6125 ('unauthorized"praetice'of' ld....:,)i::a·n:d: £':50'6: (false 
.advertising)" and Penal Code Section 166 (,violat1ng'a :court 'order) , '" 
is such that absent summarY termination: of "telephone' service'<;io"< 
telephone numbers' (510) 27'2-93'35'~ (510';) '2'12-9"205 >caoo"t 67:5-45,29~ , 
(510 )~34-1~481, (510) a34-14iz, rSiO') S:3'4-14'83:~ (,510) g:i4'~~i-.i8.'4·~· 

, , • '" • ' ,,(' " , .... ' .e', ' 

(510)2'73'-02'75, (510)272';"93'36, (510') 2'72';'93'37', ('510') 272'·~,,'03'8"6~and:! 

(510)272'-0463", a significant.' danger to' 'the p~liC hea'lth,"-3~'fety': 
and welfare will result. 

S. The Alameda County District" Attorney"s Off'ice ~.:riivision 
• • • , I , • '. " ' " t ." '.' I (, 

of Consumerand'Envirorunental Protection, has sustained its burden 
of proving that telephone numbers (SI0) 272-9335, (510) 272-9205, 
(800) 675-4529, (510) 834-1481, (510) 834-1482, (510) 834-1483, 
(510) 834-1484,.<:(.510) 273-02'7:5, (510) 272-9336, (510) 272-933:7, 
(510) 272-0386' and ("5'10 ).2".12'70463 arebe,inq used as an 
instrumentality 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 diseontinued,:<siqnificant dangers to public 
health, safety, and welfare Will result. 

~onelusion o~w 

Rule 31 of Pacific's tariffs requires that telephone 
service, to,:CS'lO} "272-9'3'35 ;:0':'( 510) 272-9205, (800) 675-4529, 
(5fO").'S'3·4'~·I481 ;· .. ·(·~];:O)· 834-148'2, (510) 834-1483, (510) 834-1484, 

.':........ . ,- " .... ' ,,_ .,f 

_.,,.,,. 

-, 15 '- ' , 
. .,.~. 
\ 
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C. 9l-08-064, C.9l-08-065 ALJ / JAR(tC,g:, I': ' 

(510) 273-0·275,. (510) 272-~33&, (.510),",2~.2~9337, .(Sl~) ... 272~03S;6, and-" 
, . '." '.' ' ... ," . I'". \ t. ."" •. ~' __', I.,' . ., ..... ,.\ ' ... Mol ,. , ~.., ~" .... '"J',' "', , • 

(510) 272-0453, and at 500 Grand Avenue, Suite 304B, Oakl,,:~~,:.,<sha~l\l: 

be disconnected. and that .there. shall, not. be. allY' ,.rec~.n.nec .. ~~on ,at or 
new ser:vice at that location to Musta,fa , Ansari or Thomas. . Perkins·,... , _ . 

• ". , ' , '. ,~ .,. t..', ," ., • I ' • ~ • , •••• " _' • .., .,_ • • ..... .) 'I ....: 

under the names First Generation, ,First,Law,Group" Oakland _Legal. 
• , , t' • . \ ",I' • ' • .,.., ~ \ ~ 

Group, Equtll Access Proposition and. their succes,sors, assignees" 
~,'" , . ' ". " .. " , ~' \' 

agents, representatives and employees until" further order I~f· ,:the 
,. I .', ~ ,,,... ••• • ~ \ ,. 

Alameda County Superior Court or this Commission. . ,:.' 

o R D E R ,.; ','; .," ,.'~, . .~. 

IT IS ORDERED that there~~sts;.?~. cor:n~la~~:'-?t .!~:;,s~t::.:.' . 
Generati,on doing business. as, ~irst .Law,Group/O~and .. ~~.ga,~!:~r?~p ': .. : 
and complainant Equal Access Proposition, \for, immediate and, 

. .' - -. '.. .,'., . ..' '". ". ~) 

pe~a~ent_ ,r~storation of ,service to t.el~pho.ne n~ers " .. ,',:;" " 
(510) ,272-9,.335-, (510) 272-920?" (800,) 6-75-,:",45-29, ('>10) a~:-::l~~l" 

(~10) 834-14~, (5l0) ,a.34-1~a.3-, (,5:10) .~~1_4~-4, <,5:,1,0) ,27;~.0.2?:s.., '.' ,. '. 
(510) ,27,2,-:-9,336", (510) 272~9337,. (.510 t,272-0}·8,6~, .. ,and (S,l,~)-,'27f-::,046-3:-, e 
are denied. 

'. i .... ~ ... ~.. 'ri.' " '.:~ '., .. 

This order is e f fecti ve today. , '" ,', 
\ '. • , , ,. •• ~.~ T • , ••• , • '_, •• 

Dated October 11, 1991,. at ~n Francisco, .. ,California .• ,.· 
~ • •• , .... ' , , ,"" , • ')'" r 

, " .;. • ~. . ~ ~ I • ',: 

. \ f ,"!' 

\ ,~ : ,:; ,'~J'OHN- ;:13::: OI-IANXAN,:';' ;'.~ - ;<;; .:,: :::: 
. . . ., "' .. OANIEL· .Wm,. FESSLER "" __ ,.. - i" .. :.' .•. ~. 2' .• 

. - NORMAN' 0'." iSHUMWAY' ,',.' "-
,c, ,: ,: ...:.: "c-.'~ ':.Comxnj;,ss;j;oners;: ~:,~:- \; "'::.:.:'~,:: :. ,':.: 

: ;COmn\i;s:5;:;on~r'pd~:r icta~' M':( :E~k~~~})'~ : .. ' 
. ' being, :necessarily) absentp'·did,··not>:, 
,."p~r't.icipate. .:j;~;, '. ,.:.:~. ,;CO'. I' " , 

, - "I" (. 


