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InwsllgaUon on the Commission's own MoUon &J UtW~UWb\Ub 
into ratinp arc.' consistent)' and routing ~r'lCti('('s PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
bctw('('n Incumbent toe,,' Exchilnge earners and l\fARCH 18 1997 
certified COlllpetiti\'c Local Carriers in instanCes SAN FRANCIsCO OFFICE 
where expanded local ser\'ice has bE.'Cn afforded. INVESTIGATION 97'()3-025 

ORDER INSTITUTING INVESTIGATION 

This Order Instituting Investigation (011) is issued to address the tactual and 

legal issues relating to the reassignment of NXX prefixes and the rating and ~outing of 

telephone calls between intumbentlocal exchange cMriers (LECs) and certified . . . 
competiti\'e lotal carriers (CLCs) in instances where expanded local service has been 

established. There is an outstanding complaint case that pron\pls this investigation 

wherein intraLoeal Access and Transport Area (intraLATA) telephone calls front LEe 

customers are not being completed to CtC customers because of discrepancies in how 

the calls are routed and how the calls are rated (or charged for). As the market for 

telec::ommunications becomes more competitive, the Con\mission has the dual role of 

adjudicating this dispute while simultaneously reviewing the generic isSues associated 

with the reassigmllent of NXX prefixes that have preViously been associated with 

e.xpanded local service. 

Background 

The referenced complaintl C.96-1o-GIBI was filed by Pac-\Vest Teleromm Inc. 

(Pac-West), a ~'ertificated CLC, agail'st Evans Telephone Company (Evans) and Volcano 

Telephone Company (Volcano), two small incumbent LECs. Pac-West alleges that these 

LEes arc improperly routing calls made to Pac-\Vest's customers such that the calls 

cannot be completed. Evans and Volcano argue that Pac-\Vest is manipulating the 

'tel~ommunications network in an attempt to cause toll calls to be carried on 
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e inlr,lLATA toll facilities without payment of the tariffed charges associated with usc of 

those toll facilities. 

Our understanding of the facts underlying this rouling and r,lting dispute is as 

follows: Pac-\\'est entered into an interconnection arrclngement with Pacific Bell 

Company (PacBell), under which c~rtain prefixes (NXXs) previously assigned to 

PacSell's Jackson and Crows Landing central offices Were assigned (soJd) to Pac-\Vest. 

Pac-\Vest then sold local exchange service to its customers, assigning then, numbers 

from these prefixes. (Sec Aril'ict" Letter 18115, March 19, 1996.) 8ased on available 

inforrnation, it appears that Pac-\Vest's customers (e.g., regional businesses, Internet 

providers) do not reside in Jackson or Crows Landing. Hence, the NXX s assigned to 

Pac-\Vest are no longer associated with the geographic rate centers of Jackson and 

Crows Landing, as they have been in the past. 

Calls made from Patterson, which is served by Evans, to Crows Landing (served. 

by PacSell) have historically been routed to Pac Sell's access tandem in Stockton, where 

they are switched to terminate at Pac8ell's central office in Crows L1.nding. Under the 

routlng arrangements between Pac-\Vest and PacBell, it appears that these calls no 

longer terminate at the Crows tanding central office. h\stead, these caUs are routed 

from Stockton to Pac-\Vest's customers residing in the Stockton area, where Pac-\Vest 

has switching facilities. It appears that similar routing arrangements are made (or calls 

originated by Volcano customers to the NXXs that pre\'iousl)' ten'ninated in the Jackson 

central office and which Pac-\Vest purchased (rom PacBel1. 

For rating purpo~s, cans originating (rom Patterson to NXXs associated with the 

Crows landing centr,11 office are considered local, and are included in the flat monthly 

charge that E\'an's customers pay. Similar)y, calls from Volcano to Jackson are rated as 

local calls. This treatment stems (ronl our d~isions to extend the geographic boundaries' 

of local service (through either extended area service (EAS) or expanded loeal calling 

are.l (ELCA)) to tie together communities of interest in rural areas. In riulneious cases 

We have expanded toll-free calls to areas in which essential sen'ices are ()ffered.{See, (or 

e exarnple, Decision (D.) 77311, D.77921, D.87664, D.88939, D.89255 and 0.91-07-016 (or 

EAS; D.90-11-058 (or ELCA.) 
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e E\'ans and Vok.lno contend that the CJBs in question are destined for Stockton, 

which is a (0)) route to which end user loll charges and carrier aC«'ss charges should be 

applied. Pac-\\'cst argues that customcrs (or the purchased NXX prefixes do not ha\'e to 

physicollly reside in the comnumity of interest or IOColl calling area, and that calls should 

be rated as locJI calls (per tarilfs (or EAS and local ser\'ice) and routed per the local 

exchange routing guide. Pac-\Vest filed its complaint when these LECs changed the 

rouling of calls to Pac-\Vest customers such that the Collis Were routed directly to Crows 

Landing and Jackson central offices, which do not have {acilities to switch traffic to 

Stockton. As a result, calls inade to Pac-\Vest customers ha\'ing the Crow's Landing and 

Jackson NXX prefixes could not be completed. 

Procedural History 

Pac-\Vest in{ormed our TelecomIl1unications Division of the dispute by letter 

dated July, 29, 1996. During the subsequent weeks, staff attempted to {acilitate 

communication "roMlg the partirs in order to resoke the dispule. The parties did nol 

reach agreement on the issues, and Pac-\Vest filed a complaint and motion for a 

temporary restraining order and permanent injunctive relief on October 15, 1996. The 

assigned Administrative L"lW Judge (AL}) denled the motion for issuance of a 

tempor~uy restraining order, but set a November 25, 1996, hearing date oh the issue of 

preliminalY injunction. (See ALJ Ruling dated October 24, 1996.) The assigned 

Commissioner and ALJ also requested the presence and participation of a 

representative of PacSell at the hearing. (ALJ Ruling dated November 8, 1996.) 

Cala\'eras Telephone Company petitioned to intervene in this case. Evans and Volcano 

filed a Hnlely response to the complaint on November 18, 1996. 

B)t letter dated N<Wcn.lber 14,1996, Pac-\Vest withdrew its motion for 

preliminary injunctive relief, without prejudice to its requesting sirnilar relief further on 

in this proceeding. In its letter, Pac-\Vest noted that the resolution of its complaint 

would probably require the CommiSsion to address issues of broader interest to both 

incumbent LEes and CLCs that were not currently parties to theproceedirig. 

Accordingl}', Pac-\Vest preferred to withdraw its request for prelinlinary injunctive 
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e reUef so that issues co\11d be addres.scd in a bro.lder context in a (C'5S constricted 

timefr,ln1e. On November 18, 1996, the assigned ALJ granted Pac·\\'C'sl's rcqu('st to 

withdraw its motion, without prC'judire, and gr.lIlted the pc-Iilion to inl('I\'('ne by 

Calav('[as Tetephone Company. 

Compliance Issues 

Our inquiry in this invcstigation will examine the specific facts of the complaint 

in light ot current Con'mission policies, and determine if those poJicies were violated, 

and by whom. To this end, we will address the following questions, among others: 

1. Do Evans and Vokano have certificate of public convenience and necessity 

(CPCN) responsibilities to complete calls even if underlying carrier arrangements do 

not compensate then\ to their satisfaction? 

2. Old Pac-\Vest, in the above-n\entloned interconnection agreenlent, dearly 

represent to PacBell how it WQuld usc the NXX prefixes it purchased, i.e., did they 

mention that they would use inconsistel'\t rate centers? 

3. \Vas PacBell or Pac-\Vest obligated to inCorrn the ComrrliSSlon of these· 

rating/routing inconsistencies? 

4. Did Evans and Volcano know that the NXX prefixes were sold to Pac·\Vest? 

5. Did PacBell violate any of its interconnection agreements or toU settlement 

agrcements \\'Hh Volcano and Evans in entering into agreements with Pac-\Vest? 

6. \Vhat were the technical, contractual and payn'ent arrangements for call 

origination and completion bel\\'een Evans and PacBell and Volcano and PacBeIl before 

Pac-\Vest entered into the interconnection agreement with PacBeIl? What are those 

a rrtlngements now? 

7. What is the impact on Volcano's and Evans' toll te"enuC's it caUs made to 

Pac-\Vest customers were rated as local? How is this loss in to)) calculated and what are 

the sources (e.g., access charges, toll pooling)? 

8. How did Evans and Volcano change the routing of calls to prevent call 

completion and were these changes consistent with their obligations under the Federal 

Telecol;nmuniC"alions Act of 19961 
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GenetIc Issues 

The complaint raises the generic issue of r.,ting and routing inconsistency in 

instanCt's where EAS or expandC'd loe." c.,mng arr"ngements ha\'c been afforded. In 

particular, how should NXXs pre\'iously assignoo and used under EAS or I~LCA 

arr"ngemenls be handled when they arc repurchased to be uscd in different geographic 

areas and terminate outside of previously-assigned ratc centers? On the onc hand, our 

local competition rules creatc the possibility that geographic prefix (NXX) d('signations 

could change. In 0.96-03-020, we did not require that CLCs conform to the LECs' 

('xisting rate centers in the interest of preserving scarce llurnber resources and 

promoting the deVelopment of facilities-based competition. (See 0.96-03-020, mime<>. 

pp. 72-84.) On the other hand, our rutes Bnlll local con'petition to Pac Bell and GTE 

California and do not spedficall}' contemplate the impact that rating/routing 

inconsistencies could have on small LEes' revenues where there are BAS or other 

expanded l<xal calling arran.gernents. Therefore, we wilt address ill this investigation 

the following quesliOlls, al1:\ong others: 

1. For what purposes or policy objectives have EAS or ElCA been established in 

the past? 

2. For a1l LECs and CLCs entering into intercoflllection arrangements since the 

issuance of 0.96·03-020: 

a. Have EAS or ELCA-related NXX prefixes been reassigned to CLCs? 

b. If so, how is the traffic rated and routed (e.g., rated local, touted toll)? 

c. Do these interconnection agreements have conditions on use of NXXs new or 

previousl}' assigned? 

3. What is the J..")()tential re"enue irllpact on small LEes of allOWing NXXs 

previously assigned to EAS or ECLA-designated rate centers to be used for calls 

terminating in a different geographic are.,? 

To address these questions, We will examine how small LEes recover their costs, 

the history of how EAS routes and ECLA arrangements have been established In the 

past, and what rcyenue impacts these routes have had on PacBeIl and various small 

LECs. Depending on the results of our inquiry, we may decide to refet issues to Our 
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e loe,,) competition pr~~"'C\iing (R.95-0-l-043), broaden the scope of this invcstig"Uon, or 

take othl'r actions, as appropriate. 

Senate Bill 960 . 
\\'e are currently tondw;ting an experimental implementation of procedures that 

will bt'<ome mandatory for our proceedings, cffecth'e January I, 1998, pursuant to 

Senate Bill (SB) 960. These Experimental Rules arc set (orth in Resolution (Res.) ALJ-170, 

which is appended to this OIl. \Ve propose to consider the generic issues in this 

proceeding, but not the compliance issues, under the Experimental Rules. 

\Ve therefore begin the process in Res. ALJ·170 (see Experimental Rule 2.c) as 

follows. \Ve identif}; the generic phase of this proceeding as a candidate (or inclusion in 

our 5B 960 experiment. \Ve preliminaril)' categorize the generic phase as quasi­

legislative because the issues in that phase, which we summarized earHer in this OIl, 

ha\'c to do largely with interpretation of prior Com01ission decisions and the policies 

underlying those decisions. Ho\\,e\'er, an eVidentiary hearing may be appropriate 

regarding the revenue impact issue. At this point, we arc unable to set a detailed 

schedule, but intend to address the con'lpliance issues first. \Ve intend to complete both 

the compliance and generic phases within 18 nlOI\ths o( issuance of this 011. 

Conunissioner Josiah Neeper and Administrative Law Judge (AL}) l\feg Gottstein are 

assigned to this proceeding. 

A prehearing conference (PHC) (or both the compliance and generic phases of 

this proceeding will be held at 10;00 a.01. on \Vednesday, April 30, 1997, at the 

Commission Courtroom, State Building, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, 

California. At the PHC, we will establish service lists (or each phase. 

Interested parties should file PHC statements at the Commission Docket Office 

no later than April 15, 1997. Copies should also be served on the assigned 

Commissioner and ALJ by ApriltS, 1997. All parties filing PHC statements should 
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e bring 30 extr,) copies to the PIIC. Copies to the assigned ALJ should be mailed to the 

following address: 

A lJ ~feg Gottstein 
PO Box 210 

Vokar\o~ California 
95689-0210 

All parties filing PHC statements shall provide a proposed scoping n\emo~ as 

d('scribed in Experimental Rule 3.e. Specifically, the memos should raise any concerns 

the parties may have regarding 1) inclusion of the generk phase in the S8 960 

experiment, 2) categorizalioll of that phase as quasi-legislative, or 3) the list of issues for 

that phase. Also, the (nemoS should contain the parties' scheduling proposals~ which 

should be consistent with our goal of completing both phases ot this proceeding in 18 

n\onths or less. 

Thereforc, good cause appcarin~ IT IS O-RDERED that: 

l. An ilwestigation on the Commission's own motion is hereby instituted into 

rating area consishmc)' and touting practiCes between incumbent local exchange 

carriers and certified con\pelithte local carriers in instanceS where expanded local 

service has been afforded for the purpose of determining whether such practices 

promote local competition in a r'nanner that creates an unreasOnable burden on small 

LECs or is unreasonable or lawful in any other respect. 

2. Case (C.) 96-10-018 is consolidated into this investigation. 

3. A prehearing conference shaH be held at 10;00 a.m. on \Vednesday, April 30, 

1997, at the Comn\ission Courtroom, State Office Buildins- 505 Van Ness Avenue, s..1n 

FrancisCo, CalifoIl\ia, at which time and place aU interested parties may appear and be 

heard. 
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e 4. the Exccuth'c Director is directed to callsc a certified COP}' of this order to be 

immediately served upon all incumbent loe,,1 exchange carriers and Certificated 

-e 

. 
compctiti\'e toc",} c(lrriers and all appcarclnces and the state sc n' ice list in C.96-10-0IS. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated l-.farch 18, 1997, at San Francisco, California. 

~8-

P. GREGORY CONLON 
President 

jFSSIB J. KNIGHT, fR· 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 
RICHARD A. BILAS 

Commissioners 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TH~~~1n~~lI~NIA 

Order Instituting Investigation ) 
and Order To show Cause into ) 
whether the Charter-party Permit ) 
(TCP 7348P) of Jaime L. Atilano, ) 
an individual, doing business as ) 
Tri Star Li~usine, should not be ) 
r~voked. ) 

Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 

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

F I LED 
PUBLIC utILITIES COMMISSION 

MARCH 18, 1~97 
SAN FRANCiSCO OFFICE 

I.~7-03-026 

ORDER INSTITUTING INVESTIGATION REQUIRING 
JAIME L. ATILANO TO SHOW CAUSE WHY 

HIS OPERATING AUTHORITY SHOULD NOT BE REVOKED 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) 
pursuant to the California Constitution, Article XII, by Public 
Utilities code Sections 1031 et seq., 5351 et seq., the Charter­
Party Carrier Act (Public Utilities Code Section 5351 et seq.), 
and General Order 157-Series regulates carriers of passengers on 
the public highways, These statutes and regulations require 
carriers, among other things, to operate only when there is a 
valid permit in force, and to maintain adequate proof of public 
liability and workers' compensation insurance. These regulations 
further require that operators obey the provisions of the 
California Vehicle Code and participate in the Department of 
Motor Vehicles (DMV) pull Notice Program, thereby ensuring that 
only qualified, Commission-licensed charter-party carriers with 
properly licensed employees are authorized to operate passenger 
vehicles. The regulations which are set forth in General Order 
157-Series impose specific requirements Upon charter-party 
carriers which are designed to promote safe and legal operations. 

1 
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~ BACKGROUND 

Jaime L. Atilano, doing business as Tl-i Star Limousine, 
operates as a charter-party carrier of passengers pursuant to a 
permit first issued on July 24, 1991 under TCP 7348P. 

On September 1, 1994, the Commission issued Order 
Instituting Investigation No. 94-09-006 into the operations and 
practices of Atilano, doing business 'as Tri Star Limousine. The 
011 sought to determine whether Tri Star Limousine violated 
Sect~on 5379 of the California Public Utilities Code by 
conducting for-hire transportation during the suspension of its 
charter party permit for lack of liability insurance; whether Tri 
Star Limousine-violated Section 5378.1 of the California Public 
Utilities Code by engaging employees without workers' 
compensation insurance coverage on file and in effect with the 
Commission; whether Tri Star Limousine violated Part 5.02 of 
General order 157~B, by failing to enroll in the Department 6f 
Motor Vehicles' (DMV) Pull Notice Program; and whether Tri star 
Limousine should pay a fine of $5,000 pursuant to Public 
Utilities code Sections 5378 and 5415 as well as the fee 
established pursuant to Public Utilities Code Sections 421 and 
5387.5. 

On March 16, 1995, Atilano, dba Tri Star Limousine, 
entered into a settlement agreement with the staff of the Rail 
Safety and Carriers Division (formerly known as safety and 
Enforcement Division) to resolve issues raised in the 011. The 
Agreement was formally adopted by the commission in Decision 
95-08-018, which placed Tri Star Limousine on probation for 18 
months and ordered the carrier to remit $3,000 fine to the 
Commission, with $500 held in forbearance unless Tri Star 
Limousine violates the terms or conditions of the agreement. In 
addition, Atilano agreed to enroll in the DMV Pull Notice 
Program; to comply with the workers' compensation requirement and 
General Order 157 provisions; and not to engage any unlicensed 
driver to operate company vehicles. 

2 
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The Rail Safety and Carriers Division staff advises us, 
through its declaration of January 16, 1997, that it initiated an 
investigation into the operations of Atilano, dba Tri Star 
Limousine and his compliance with Decision 9S~08-018. The 
results of that investigation, su~~arized below, lead us to 
institute this investigation. 

INVESTIGATION 

The Rail Safety and Carriers Division staff informs Us 
through the declaration suppOrting the issuance of this order 
that Atilano, dba Tri Star Limousine, failed to comply with any 
of the agreed terms of the settlement and order of the Commission 
in Decision 95-08-018. Atilano faiied to provide the staff with 
monthly progress reports of his compliance with commission 
regulations; failed to remit the $3,000 fine imposed by the 
Decision; and failed to comply with the Department of Motor 
Vehicles Pull Notice.driver-enrollment requirements imposed by 
General Order 157 and the California Vehicle Code. Moreover, the 
staff has disclosed evidence that Tri Star Limousine apparently 
engaged subcarriers that were not licensed by the Commission. 

Failure To Comply With Commission-Ordered Probation 

In Decision 95-08-018 the Commission adopted the 
stipulated settlement agreed to by Atilano and the staff of the 
Rail Safety and Carriers Division. In the settlement, Atilano 
agreed to an eighteen month period of probation during which the 
staff would monitor his compliance with Commission regulations. 
During this probation, Atilano would prepare and present progress 
reports to the staff which would include: (a) a list of drivers 
and their drivers' license numbers engaged for the prior month; 
(b) evidence of compliance with section 1808.1 of the Vehicle 
Code which include the Pull Notice and DMV printouts; (c) 
waybills for the prior month; and (d) income and expense 
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statements for the prior month. These reports were due on the 
15th of each month, commencing September 15, 1995. Atilano 
further agreed to provide the staff copies of Employment 
Development Department (EDD) Form DEl filed quarterly with EOD 
within 15 days of filing them. The staff advises us, through the 
declaration supporting the issuance of this order, that to date 
Tri Star Limousine has not compiied with the probation progress 
reports as required by Decision 95-08-018. 

Faiiure To Pay Commission-ordered Fine 

By Decision 95-08-018 the C~rnission ordered Atilano, 
to pay to the Commission a fine of $3,000. The first installment 
of $140 was due no later than the 1st of the month after the 
August 11, 1995 effective date of the Decision. The staff 
ad~ises us, through the declaration supporting" the issuance of 
this order, that Tri Star Limousine has not remitted any fine 
payments to the commission. 

Failure to Comply with Pull Notice Program 

Pursuant to General Order 151, Part 1.06, "every 
charter-party carrier and their drivers shall complY with the 
provisions of the California Vehicle Code.- Also, pursuant to 
General Order 151, Part 5.02, all charter-party carriers shall 
enroll in the PUll Notice Program of the Department of Motor 
Vehicles as defined in Vehicle Code Section 1808.1. The Rail 
Safety and Carriers Division staff's investigation disclosed 
evidence that although Atilano opened an employer Pull Notice 
account with the Department of Motor Vehicles on August 8, 1994, 
he failed to enroll five drivers that he used between August and 
November 1995. 

/ / / 
/ I / 
/ / / 
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~ Engaging Unlicensed Subcarrier Drivers 

Pursuant to Genet'al Order 157, Part 3.04. -a carrier 
shall not use the services of another carrier (subcarrier) that 
provides the vehicle and driver, unless the second carrier holds 
Co~~ission authority as a charter-party carrier." Also, pursuant 
to Part 5.03 of GO 157, -(elvery driver of a vehicle shall be the 
permit holder or under the complete supervision, direction and 
control of the (TCP} operating carrier. The staff advises us, 
thl.-ough the declal.-ation supporting the issuance of this order, 
that Tri Star Limousine utilized unlicensed subcarriers between 
August and November 1995. 

DISCUSSION 

The requirements set forth in the Public utilities Code 
for the operation of a charter-party business, as well as the 
rules which we have promulgated to implement those requirements, 
are largely to ensure public safety. We are concerned that 
Respondent failed to comply with the terms and order of the 
Commission in Decision 95-08-018. Moreover, we are particularly 
concerned that Respondent has continued to engage drivers without 
enrolling them in the Department of Motor Vehicles Pull Notice 
Program, and that Respondent has engaged uniicensed-subcarriers. 
If this apparent pattern of violations continues the public will 
be exposed to an unacceptable level of risk. 

Because of the serious nature of the allegations and 
complete disregard of in Decision 95-08-018, we believe that 
Atilano, doing business as Tri Star Limousine, should be ordered 
to show cause why his operating authority should not be revoked. 

/ I / 
/ / I 
/ / I 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. An investigation on the Commission's own motion is 
instituted into the operations and practices of Jaime L. Atilano, 
doing business as Tri star Limousine, Respondent, to determine 
whether the Respondent: 

a. violated Public Utilities Code Sections 421, 
5378, 5415 and 5387.5 by failin~ to remit 
the $3,000 line and to comply w1th the order 
of the Commission in Decision 95-08-018. 

b.violated Gene(al Order 157, Parts 3.04 and 
5.03, by engaging the services of unlicensed 
charter-party carriers; 

c. violated General Order 157, Parts 1.06 and 
5.02, by failing to enroll drivers in the 
Department of Motor Vehicles pull Notice 
Program as required by Vehicle Code section 
1808.1. 

2. This investigation is also instituted for the purpose of 
allowing the Respondent to show cause why his charter-party permit· 
should not be revoked, in view of what appear to be continuing 
violations of applicable laws and regulations. 

3. The Rail Safety and Carriers Division staff, if it 
elects to do so, may present additional evidence at any hearing 
beyond that described in its declaration supporting this order, 
either through testimony or documentation. The staff's 
declaration supporting this order shall be filed in this 
proceeding's formal file, and shall also be provided to the 
Respondent, Jaime L. Atilano, when this order is personally 
served. 

A hearing will be scheduled and held only if the 
Respondent requests a hearing within thirty days from the date 
this order is personally served on him. A request for a hearing 

, . 
must be separately sent to Assistant General Counsel Ira R. 
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Alderson, Jr. and Chief Administrative Law Judge Lynn T. Carew, 
both at the Commission's headquarters, and a hearing shall be 
expeditiously scheduled upon receipt of a request. If 00 hearing 
is requested, wewil! enter all order revoking the Respondent's 
operating authority for cause and with prejudice based on the 
staff's submitted declaration. 

The Executive Director shall-cause a certified copy of 
this order and the supporting declaration to be personally served 
upon: 

Jaime L. Atilano, Respondent 
DBA~ Tri Star Li~ousine 
25531 Vista Famoso Drive 
Moreno Valley, CA 92388 

A copy shall be sent by certified mail to Atilano's 
brother and his representative in i.94~09~006: 

Jesse L. Atilano 
President/CEO 
Labor Law 
2500 South Atlantic Blvd., Bldg. C 
city of Commerce, CA 90040 

If personal servic~ cannot be made On RespOndent, 
despite diligent efforts, then service may be made by sending a 
copy by certified mail to Respondent at the last known physical 
address of record supplied by the Respondent to the commission. 
(Staff shall file a declaration explaining efforts to effect 
personal service, and if the chief AW finds staff's efforts 
diligent, the service by mail will suffice). 

This order is effective today. 
Dated March 18, 1997, at San Francisco, California. 
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P. GREGORY CONLON 
President 

JESSIE J.- KNiGHT, JR. 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 
RlCHARD A. BILAS 

Commissioners 


