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OPINION 

Three Group, Inc., doing business as Crazy Girls (appellant), appeals from 

a decision of the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control0F 

1 revoking its license 

because: 1) its agents or employees agreed to engage in an act of prostitution, 

with the intent to receive money from another person in violation of Penal Code 

section 647(b); 2) it permitted a disorderly house, in violation of Business and 

1 The decision of the Department, dated February 15, 2024, is set forth in the 
appendix. 
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Professions Code1F 

2 section 25601, and; 3) it permitted or suffered the licensed 

premises to be used in a manner which created a law enforcement problem for 

law enforcement officials, creating conditions contrary to public welfare and 

morals as set forth in Article XX, Section 22 of the California State Constitution 

and section 24200(a).2F 

3 

Appellant asks this Board to determine whether: 

1) The Department proceeded in a manner prescribed by law; 

2) The Department’s conclusions are supported by the findings; 

3) The Department’s findings are supported by substantial evidence, and; 

4) There is relevant evidence which, in the exercise of reasonable 

diligence, could have been produced or which was improperly excluded at the 

hearing before the Department. 

For the reasons stated below, the Department’s decision is affirmed. 

I. FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The Department issued appellants' on-sale general public premises license 

on August 5, 1998. There are two records of prior departmental discipline against 

2 All statutory references are to the California Business and Professions Code 
unless otherwise stated. 

3 Appellant’s license was also suspended for 20 days for permitting multiple 
patrons to smoke or ingest cannabis products, in violation of Health and Safety 
Code section 11362.3(a)(1) and smoke tobacco products in an enclosed space 
at a place of employment, in violation of Labor Code section 6404.5; 15 days for 
permitting multiple individuals to violate the prohibitions contained in title 4, 
California Code of Regulations, sections 143, 143.2(3), 143.3(1)(a)-(c), and 
143.3(2), and; 15 days for violation of a condition of the license.  These violations 
and related penalties are not discussed in the Board’s opinion since they are not 
at issue in the appeal. 



AB-9996 

3 

the license: one that occurred in 1999 and the other in 2017. On September 14, 

2021, the Department filed an accusation.  The Department filed a First Amended 

Accusation (FAC) on October 26, 2022.  

At the administrative hearing held February 1-3, 2023, and April 4-5, 2023, 

the parties submitted oral evidence, documentary evidence, and evidence by 

oral stipulation on the record. The following individuals testified on the 

Department’s behalf: Department agent Danny Vegara, and; Los Angeles Police 

Department (LAPD) peace officers Ricardo Gonzalez, William Wheat, Ester 

Alvarado, Julio Paredes, Ian Clark, Shannon O’Connor, Sorina Thomas, Jason 

Dollente, Victor Gone, William Coreas, Jose Monzon, Nayeli Medina, Craig Nollner, 

Sinlen Tse, Daniel Lopez, Jonathan Cabrera, Gabriel Holguin, Jessica Solis, Cindy 

Cabrera, Chris Capasso, David Habibi, Daniel Walker, and Benjamin Thompson.  

Appellant’s employee, Sergio Blandino, testified on appellant’s behalf, as well as 

appellant’s attorney, Daniel Freedman, who represents appellant against the city 

of Los Angeles in a collateral nuisance abatement action. 

Evidence established3F 

4 that the licensed premises is a gentleman’s club that 

provides adult entertainment.  LAPD has jurisdiction over the area where the 

licensed premises is located, which is crime reporting district 644.  LAPD provided 

statistical data for the period of January 1, 2020, through December 31, 2020. 

During that time, there were 1,135 crime reporting districts in LAPD’s jurisdiction. 

4 Given the voluminous Findings of Fact in the Department’s decision, only 
the factual background related to the prostitution, disorderly house, and law 
enforcement problem counts will be provided. 
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There were approximately 164,000 criminal offenses reported for all the reporting 

districts. Using the formula set forth in the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, the 

high-crime threshold was established at 174 offenses.  Reporting district 644 had 

282 offenses in 2020, meaning that the licensed premises was within a high crime 

reporting district that year. 

LAPD also provided statistical data for crime reporting from January 1, 2021, 

through December 31, 2021.  In 2021, the high-crime threshold increased to 182.4 

offenses.  District 644 had 296 offenses, meaning that the licensed premises was 

also within a high crime reporting district in 2021. 

A. Counts 6 and 7 

On October 9, 2019, at approximately 11:05 p.m., LAPD officers Clark and 

Manahan entered the licensed premises in an undercover, plain clothes 

capacity, and sat at a table, posing as boyfriend and girlfriend. Officer 

Manahan, who is female, was approached by a female dancer, later identified 

as Daniele Melo (“Melo”).  Melo was wearing a two-piece, silver bathing suit, and 

stood approximately three feet from Officer Manahan while performing a sensual 

dance involving sexual movements for tips.  Melo approached Officer Monahan’s 

right ear and whispered, “You are very pretty,” and walked away towards the 

bar.  (Findings of Fact (“FF”), ¶ 13.) 

Officer Manahan walked over to Melo at the bar and engaged her in 

conversation.  Officer Manahan bought Melo a Corona beer, which Melo 

accepted.  Officer Manahan and Melo walked back to Officer Manahan’s table 
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and engaged in conversation while Melo consumed a small portion of her 

Corona beer.  Officer Manahan asked Melo, “Do you like girls?” and told her, “I 

want you.”  (FF, ¶ 14.) 

Melo told Officer Manahan that there was a back room where they can 

do, “everything.”  Officer Manahan asked Melo what she meant by “everything,” 

to which Melo replied, “You can see when we go to the back room.  It is private.” 

(Ibid.)  Officer Manahan interpreted “everything” as meaning sexual intercourse. 

Officer Manahan asked Melo whether “everything” included going down 

on her and sucking on her boobs?  Melo told her that it did.  Officer Clark testified 

that going down on someone means placing your mouth on someone’s genitalia. 

Officer Manahan asked Melo how much she would charge, and Melo told 

her that it would be “$100 for the dance and an extra $150 for everything.” (FF, ¶ 

14.)  Officer Manahan told Melo that she liked the price and would check with her 

boyfriend (Officer Clark) because he had money.  Melo told Officer Manahan to 

check with her boyfriend and that the two of them could go to the back room 

later. 

Officer Clark was approached by a female dancer later identified as 

Daniele Silva (“Silva”).  Silva approached Officer Clark, and he told Silva she was 

pretty and that his girlfriend (Officer Manahan) thought Silva was pretty too. 

Officer Clark asked Silva if there was more they could get besides a traditional lap 

dance. Silva replied, “Yes, we could do everything.”  (FF, ¶ 17.)  Officer Clark 

understood “everything” to mean oral and vaginal sex. 
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Silva explained that Officers Manahan and Clark could go with her to the 

VIP room in the back and asked for $1,000 in exchange for “everything.”  Officer 

Clark confirmed Silva’s understanding of the term “everything,” and asked if she 

would provide oral sex to him and Officer Manahan.  Silva replied that she would. 

Silva told Officer Clark that she had to speak with her manager to reserve 

the back VIP room and got up and walked away.  Approximately five minutes 

later, Silva returned and advised Officer Clark that the price of “everything” was 

$6,000, and that he needed to go to the back VIP room and pay her manager. 

Silva was very clear about the exchange of sexual acts in exchange for money. 

Thereafter, Officer Clark sent a text message to a uniformed officer outside, 

advised him of the violations, and instructed LAPD officers to enter and make 

arrests.  A team of officers entered and arrested Melo and Silva. 

B. Count 20 

On November 15, 2019, LAPD officers O’Connor, Gone, and Madjd entered 

the licensed premises with several other officers in a plain clothes capacity. 

Officers Gone (male) and Madjd (female) were posing as a couple.  They were 

approached by a dancer later identified as Ariel Rodgers (“Ariel”).  Ariel offered 

to give them a lap dance and sat upon Officer Madjd’s lap. Ariel performed a 

lap dance for Officer Madjd. 

Ariel asked Officers Gone and Madjd about what they like to do and what 

they are into. The officers recognized Ariel’s questions as a tactic used by 

prostitutes to screen for potential clients and to engage in prostitution activity. 
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Ariel told the officers that she liked them, and “for $150 [they] can get [her] for the 

whole night.”  (FF, ¶ 25.) 

Officer Gone asked Ariel what she meant, and Ariel replied, “you can get 

me in the back room completely naked.”  (FF, ¶ 25.)  Officer Gone asked what 

else they could get for more money, and Ariel stuck out her tongue and make 

licking motions as what appeared to Officer Gone as simulating oral sex.  Officer 

Gone asked Ariel what she meant by the licking motion, to which Ariel replied, “I 

will eat out your girlfriend (Officer Madjd),” which Officer Gone interpreted as 

meaning oral sex. (Ibid.) 

Officer Gone asked Ariel the price for her to perform oral sex on Officer 

Madjd and Ariel told him $450.  Ariel then changed the price to $500, which 

Officer Gone agreed to.  Ariel told Officer Gone that they would have to “go to 

the back.”  (FF, ¶ 25.)  Officer Gone agreed, and Ariel got up and began to walk 

toward the back room, at which time Officer Gone told her to come back in 30 

minutes. 

Shortly thereafter, officers Gone and Madjd got up and notified the 

uniformed officers standing by outside to enter the licensed premises and make 

arrests for solicitation.  Ariel Rodgers was arrested for prostitution. She was 

searched incident to arrest and a condom was found in her purse. 

C. Count 23 

At approximately 11:00 p.m. on December 12, 2019, LAPD officers Clark, 

Medina, Dollente, Thomas, and Sergeant Nollner entered the licensed premises in 
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a plain clothes capacity.  Officer Thomas posed as the girlfriend of Officer 

Dollente.  Department Agent Vergara and Supervising Agent Carnet were invited 

by LAPD and waited outside while the undercover team of officers were inside the 

licensed premises. 

Officers Thomas and Dollente sat at a table inside the licensed premises.  A 

dancer later identified as Evelyn Baquedano (“Baquedano”) began dancing in a 

sexual manner in front of the officers.  Baquedano spoke with Officer Dollente and 

gave her cellular telephone number to him.  Officer Thomas asked Baquedano if 

she did anything other than dancing, and Baquedano replied that she charges 

about $300 per hour.  Officer Thomas asked Baquedano how much it would be 

for Baquedano to perform oral sex on her, and Baquedano replied, “$300.”  (FF, ¶ 

31.) 

Officer Thomas asked if Baquedano would go down on her while Officer 

Dollente watched, and Baquedano replied yes.  Baquedano also added that she 

exchanged numbers with Officer Dollente, and he could give her a call. 

Baquedano was arrested later that night when uniformed officers made entry. 

D. Count 44 and 45 

The LAPD investigation into the licensed premises was prompted, in part, by 

complaints of prostitution activity. The investigation began in September of 2019, 

and initially, Hollywood Vice (a subdivision of the LAPD), was the sole unit handling 

the investigation. 
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Initially, there were 13 calls for service at the licensed premises between 

September and December 2019. After several investigations, law enforcement 

action was conducted at the licensed premises on December 12, 2019, and 

several arrests were made, including manager Blandino.  Blandino was notified of 

the various illegal activity LAPD officers observed during their investigation. Due to 

the COVID-19 Pandemic, the licensed premises closed from approximately March 

2020 until July 2021, at which time the LAPD closed its investigation. 

In August of 2021, the LAPD Vice unit began a second round of 

investigations into the licensed premises because there were more calls for 

service, including a robbery in the area, and more complaints of prostitution. The 

Vice unit's investigations found multiple prostitution and narcotics violations 

between August 2021 and December 2021. There were 22 calls for service during 

that time period, including several shootings and robberies connected with the 

licensed premises. 

After several notable follow-home robberies and shootings outside of the 

licensed premises, and finally a homicide inside the licensed premises, the Deputy 

Chief of Operations for the West Bureau, which the Hollywood Division falls under, 

ordered that all specialized units begin dedicating their resources to the licensed 

premises to prevent further violent robberies or assaults within that area. 

In December 2021, other Hollywood Division specialized units were assigned 

to investigate the licensed premises. Each specialized unit worked on the 

investigation from December 2021 through October of 2022, which required 
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surveillance coverage seven days a week while the licensed premises was open, 

generally from 10:00 p.m. to 4:00 a.m. To split the coverage, a 28-day deployment 

calendar was devised. The specialized units worked 10-hour days, resulting in 15 

workdays a month. 

The Vice unit carried the brunt of the workload, dedicating seven days to 

cover surveillance of the licensed premises, with the other units dedicating five 

days. Patrol supplemented any other days which were left uncovered. The Vice 

unit dedicated at least half of a work month exclusively to the investigation and 

surveillance of the licensed premises over 10 consecutive months. 

Initially, Vice assigned 14 officers to the investigation but were down to 11 

officers near the end. Vice would generally send out four to six officers at a time. 

At other times, the entire unit would be sent out depending on the time of the 

week. For example, if it was a Thursday or Friday night, when it was exceptionally 

busy at the licensed premises, Vice dedicated its entire unit to work that entire 

night. 

The Hollywood Entertainment District unit (HED) initially had 20 officers 

dedicated to the licensed premises investigation, but were losing many officers 

during those months, and reduced their number to 12 officers. The HED would 

deploy a minimum of two units (four officers). The gang unit initially dedicated 

two officers and one sergeant to the investigation, and near the end added a 

third and fourth officer. The gang unit was so depleted with officers that their 

entire unit was dedicated to surveillance/investigation of the licensed premises. 
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The narcotics unit initially had one supervisor and two investigators, and 

toward the end of the investigation had a total of three officers. The entire 

narcotics unit was dedicated to surveillance of the licensed premises. The patrol 

units did not conduct surveillance, but instead, performed high visibility patrol 

dedicated to that one block area around the licensed premises. The patrol unit 

often took over for the specialized units because its shifts ended at 2:00 a.m., 

which left two hours not covered. Between December 2021 and May 2022, there 

were 82 calls for service at the licensed premises. 

Because of the burden on law enforcement resources, many of the 

specialized units were not able to conduct any other investigations while 

investigating the licensed premises. The licensed premises investigation had a 

large impact on the Hollywood Division and community. The gang unit was 

already depleted in resources in having to investigate the licensed premises five 

days out of the month, which meant five days they could not police the 

dangerous gangs within the Hollywood Division. For the narcotics unit, that meant 

five to six days a month they were not able to investigate drug trafficking 

throughout the Hollywood Division. For the Hollywood Vice unit, it was seven days 

they were unable to investigate prostitution, human trafficking, and other licensed 

premises becoming problem locations. Other units had to sit in front of the 

licensed premises, which meant that several patrol units were not conducting 

crime suppression or high visibility patrol along Hollywood Boulevard, where there 

are other problems and crimes occurring. 
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The Hollywood patrol units, along with the entire LAPD patrol, are very 

depleted in resources and personnel, which meant that every unit they had to 

pull away was one unit that was not able to answer radio calls generated by 

community members or residents in the area.  The ordered surveillance on the 

licensed premises for the 11-month period created a massive drain on law 

enforcement and its resources, preventing them from policing the rest of the 

Hollywood Division. After October of 2022, the added specialized units ceased 

surveillance of the licensed premises due to the drain on law enforcement 

resources. The LAPD as a whole, and especially the Hollywood Division's 

personnel, steadily decreased and it became incredibly difficult to continue that 

type of deployment schedule. High command weighed where they needed to 

deploy their resources more effectively at that time. 

Investigators personally spoke with manager Blandino during the multiple 

Hollywood Vice investigations at the Licensed Premises. In December of 2021, 

officers were conducting a valet and/or guard card check when manager 

Blandino came outside and asked officers what he could do to help law 

enforcement with the problems occurring at the licensed premises. Investigators 

suggested the licensed premises increase security and close at 2:00 a.m. or 

earlier.  Every other licensed premised bar, restaurant, or club in the Hollywood 

Division closed at 2:00 a.m., and the licensed premises was the only premises 

open until 4:00 a.m. 
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When other establishments close at 2:00 a.m., patrons begin showing up at 

the licensed premises at 2:15 a.m. and 2:30 a.m. Investigators observed that one 

type of crowd leaves the licensed premises at 1:30 a.m., and an entirely different 

crowd shows up to stay until closing. Despite investigator’s recommendations, the 

licensed premises never closed earlier. 

On May 17, 2023, the administrative law judge (ALJ) issued a proposed 

decision recommending the Department sustain counts 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 30, 23, 28, 32, 

33, 41, 44 (sub-counts 1, 2, and 10), and 45 (sub-counts 1, 2, and 10).  All other 

counts and sub-counts were dismissed. The ALJ recommended the Department 

revoke appellant’s license, as well as suspend it for separate periods of 20, 15, and 

15 days. The Department adopted the proposed decision on February 15, 2024, 

pursuant to an order issued the same day.4F 

5 

Appellant filed a timely appeal contending that the Department made 

several errors of law and fact regarding counts 6, 7, 20, and 23 (prostitution), 

count 44 (disorderly house), and count 45 (law enforcement problem). 

II. DISCUSSION 

The Board’s scope of review is limited; it may only review a Department’s 

decision based upon “insufficiency of the evidence, excess of jurisdiction, errors of 

5 There were some procedural and jurisdictional irregularities noted in the 
Department’s February 15, 2024 order regarding the adoption of the proposed 
decision.  However, since those issues are not pertinent to the present appeal, 
they are not discussed. 
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law, or abuse of discretion.”  (Boreta Enterprises, Inc. v. Dept. of Alcoholic Bev. 

Control (1970) 2 Cal.3d 85, 95, [84 Cal.Rptr. 113].) 

Further, the California Constitution provides: 

No judgment shall be set aside, or new trial granted, in any cause, on 
the ground of misdirection of the jury, or of the improper admission or 
rejection of evidence, or for any error as to any matter of pleading, or 
for any error as to any matter of procedure, unless, after an 
examination of the entire cause, including the evidence, the court 
shall be of the opinion that the error complained of has resulted in a 
miscarriage of justice. 

(Cal. Const., art. VI, § 13, emphasis added.)  The burden to show an alleged error 

was prejudicial is on the party seeking reversal.  (Citizens for Open Government v. 

City of Lodi (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 308 [140 Cal.Rptr.3d 459].) 

Appellant argues that the Department failed to prove a required element 

of prostitution offenses in counts 6, 7, 20, and 23. (Appellant’s Opening Brief 

(AOB), at pp. 8-10.)  Appellant also contends that the Department erred as a 

matter of law by sustaining counts 44 and 45 based on unproduced evidence, 

unpled allegations, and other violations outside the statute of limitations.  (Id. at 

pp. 10-11.)  The Board will discuss these contentions in order. 

A. Prostitution Offenses: Counts 6-7, 20, and 23 

Penal Code section 647, subdivision (b)(4) states, in pertinent part, that in 

order to engage in an act of prostitution, there must be “some act, in addition to 

the manifestation of acceptance … .” Statements may be acts, but they have to 

be “unambiguous an unequivocal in conveying that the agreed act of 
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prostitution will occur, and move the parties toward completion of the act.”  (Kim 

v. Sup. Ct. (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 937, 942 [39 Cal.Rptr.3d 338].)  Appellant argues 

that the Department failed to prove an unambiguous and unequivocal act in 

furtherance of prostitution.  (AOB, at p. 9.) 

Here, the Department found that there was an unambiguous and 

unequivocal act in furtherance of prostitution as to each count.  (Conclusions of 

Law ¶¶ 19-22.)  Therefore, this Board is required to defer to those findings so long 

as they are supported by substantial evidence.  (See Department of Alcoholic 

Beverage Control v. Alcoholic Beverage Control Appeals Bd. (Southland) (2002) 

103 Cal.App.4th 1084, 1094 [127 Cal.Rptr.2d 652, 659] [citing Kirby v. Alcoholic 

Beverage Control Appeals Bd. (1968) 261 Cal.App.2d 119, 122 [67 Cal.Rptr. 628] 

[“In considering the sufficiency of the evidence issue the court is governed by the 

substantial evidence rule[;] any conflict in the evidence is resolved in favor of the 

decision; and every reasonably deducible inference in support thereof will be 

indulged. [Citations.]”; see also Kirby v. Alcoholic Bev. etc. Appeals Bd. (1972) 25 

Cal.App.3d 331, 335 [101 Cal.Rptr. 815] [“When two or more inferences can be 

reasonably deduced from the facts, the reviewing court is without power to 

substitute its deductions for those of the department.”].) 

“Substantial evidence” is “evidence of ponderable legal significance, 

which is ‘reasonable in nature, credible and of solid value.’ ”  (County of Los 

Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 805, 814 [38 

Cal.Rptr.2d 304, 307–308], internal citations omitted.) 
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Regarding prostitution, the Department found: 

19.  As to count 6, Dancer Melo, an employee or agent of the 
Licensed Premises, solicited and agreed to engage in an act of 
prostitution with the intent to receive money from another in 
violation of Penal Code section 647(b)(l) with the agreement of 
$150 in exchange for oral sex with Officer Manahan_ The 
manifestation requirement of Penal Code section 647(b)(4) was 
fulfilled after Officer Manahan said, "Okay I like that. Let me check 
with my boyfriend because he has the money," and Dancer Melo 
replied, "Check with him and we can go to the back later." These 
were clear and unequivocal statements directed at completing the 
agreed-to act of prostitution. An act in furtherance may consist of 
words alone, providing the statement(s) made are unambiguous 
and unequivocal in conveying that the agreed act of prostitution 
would occur and move the parties toward completion of that 
act.[fn] 

20.  As to count 7, Dancer Silva, an employee or agent of the 
Licensed Premises, solicited and agreed to engage in an act of 
prostitution with the intent to receive money from another in 
violation of Penal Code section 647(b)(l) with the agreement of 
$6,000 in exchange for oral and vaginal sex with both Officers Clark 
and Manahan. The manifestation requirement of Penal Code 
section 647(b)(4) was fulfilled when Dancer Silva told Officer Clark 
he needed to go to the back VIP room and pay her manager. This 
statement was unambiguous and unequivocal in conveying that 
the agreed act of prostitution would occur and move the parties 
toward completion of that act. 

21.  As to count 20, Ariel, an employee or agent of the Licensed 
Premises, solicited and agreed to engage in an act of prostitution 
with the intent to receive money from another in violation of Penal 
Code section 647(b)(l) with the agreement of $500 in exchange for 
oral sex with Officer Madjd. The manifestation requirement of Penal 
Code section 647(b)(4) was fulfilled when Ariel told Officer Gone 
"Okay, but we can't do it here, we would have to go to the back," 
Officer Gone agreed and Ariel got up and began to walk toward 
the back room. In balancing Evidence Code section 780 
Respondent's claim that Ariel was not an employee is disbelieved. 
The preponderance of the credible evidence established that Ariel 
was an employee and/or agent of Respondent's and was 
permitted to remain and perform as an entertainer/dancer in the 
Licensed Premises on 
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November 16, 2019. On that date, a security guard stood directly in 
front of the officers' VIP booth within plain view of Ariel's actions, 
and he did nothing to stop Ariel. Ariel directed Officer Gone to go 
to the back room to engage in the act of prostitution, aware of the 
solicitation and prostitution scheme at the Licensed Premises where 
entertainers/dancers led patrons to the back room. Officer Gone 
credibly testified to observing other patrons receiving lap dances 
from dancers and then making their way to the direction of the 
back room with the dancers. 

22.  As to count 23, Dancer Baquedano, an employee or agent of 
the Licensed Premises, solicited and agreed to engage in an act of 
prostitution with the intent to receive money from another in 
violation of Penal Code section 647(b)(l) with the agreement of 
$300 in exchange for oral sex. The manifestation requirement of 
Penal Code section 647(b)(4) was fulfilled when Dancer Baquedano 
informed Officer Thomas that she had already exchanged numbers 
with Officer Dollente, to give her a call, which was a clear and 
unequivocal statement directed at completing the agreed-to act of 
prostitution. 

(Conclusions of Law, ¶¶ 19-22 [emphasis added].) 

The Board does not see any error with the Department’s conclusions of law, 

based on its factual findings and the evidence. For each count of prostitution, 

the Department’s findings are supported by substantial evidence that there was 

both an agreement, and an act in furtherance of that agreement: 1) Dancer 

Melo’s offer to take the undercover officers to the back of the licensed premises; 

2) Dancer Silva’s request for the undercover officers to pay her manager; 3) 

Dancer Ariel walking towards the back of the licensed premises with the 

undercover officers, and; 4) Dancer Baquedano exchanging numbers with 

Officer Dollente. (In re Cheri T. (1999) 70 Cal. App. 4th 1400, 1408, [83 Cal. Rptr. 2d 

397] [“[F]or there to be a violation of the statute, there must exist both an act and 

an agreement, but in no particular order.”].) The above acts, although some 
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verbal, are supported by the testimony of the undercover officers offered at the 

hearing.  The Board is not permitted to second-guess the evidence, reexamine, or 

reweigh it. The Department’s decision regarding the prostitution counts is 

affirmed. 

B. Disorderly House and Law Enforcement Problem: Counts 44-45 

Appellant contends that the Department “presented testimony based on 

police statistics not provided to Appellant […], evidence of unpled allegations 

offered improperly in rebuttal, and evidence of allegations outside the statute of 

limitations.” (AOB, at p. 10.)  Appellant specifically takes issue with Detective 

Thompson’s testimony, which is characterizes as “wholly improper, and should 

have never been permitted in the first place.”  (Ibid.)  Finally, appellant alleges 

legal error inasmuch as the Department considered “any of the lewd acts counts 

allegedly committed before September 14, 2020 [as] outside of the statute of 

limitations.”  (Id. at p. 11.) 

In sustaining counts 44-45, the Department found: 

48.  [T]here was ample evidence of pervasive illegal conduct taking 
place in the Licensed Premises, such that the Licensed Premises has 
been and continues to.be a law enforcement problem, that the 
owners were actually or constructively aware of the problems and 
were not effective in controlling the rampant, open and overt 
illegal activities and violations permeating in the Licensed Premises. 
Those include, but are not limited to, violations ranging from the 
health and safety code, business and professions code, penal 
code, labor code, and rule 143-type violations. A clear history was 
established from September of 2019 to May 15, 2022, of calls for 
service to the Licensed Premises, open and overt solicitation and 
agreements to engage in prostitution, cannabis and tobacco 
smoking within the Licensed Premises, conditions violations, and 
open, overt lewd conduct violations. 
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49.  Despite multiple warnings, discussions and notice given to the 
Respondent and its management by the LAPD and Department of 
the history of repeated violations at the Licensed Premises, illegal 
activity continues with no improvement. In fact, evidence 
established that violations were permitted by and done in the 
presence and view of management, staff and the Licensee. Ms. 
Ezerzer continues to be an absentee operator. Sergio Blandino 
testified that Marcel Ezerzeris is "never, at all" at the Licensed 
Premises. Sergio Blandino has been working at the Licensed 
Premises since 2017 and acknowledged that prostitution and 
smoking at the Licensed Premises were problems prior to 2019. 

50.  Sergeant Holguin testified at length to the significant drain the 
Licensed Premises' operation has had on the LAPD Hollywood 
Division and to public resources. Over a combined 18-month period 
the LAPD Hollywood Division, responsible for covering 17 square 
miles in Los Angeles, had to dedicate its vice unit, and then for 11 of 
those months dedicate multiple special units, including the vice, 
gang, narcotic, and patrol units, as well as the Hollywood 
Entertainment and Special Investigations Sections, to conduct 
operations at the Licensed Premises per the orders of the Deputy 
Chief of Operations for the West Bureau. The undercover operations 
revealed the multitude of open and overt illegal conduct and 
violations at the Licenses Premises as described above. 

(Conclusions of Law, ¶¶ 48-50.) 

First, the Department does not cite Detective Thompson’s testimony as the 

basis for sustaining counts 44-45.  Rather, the Department cites the testimony of 

Sergeant Holguin, who testified at length about the licensed premises as a law 

enforcement problem and disorderly house, and the extensive resources the 

LAPD invested into its investigation.5F 

6 Sergeant Holguin’s testimony is substantial 

6 The Department also sustained counts 44 and 45 based on the other, 
numerous sustained counts as pled in the accusation. 
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evidence supporting the Department’s decision sustaining counts 44 and 45, 

notwithstanding Detective Thompson’s testimony, assuming arguendo that it was 

improperly admitted or considered. 

Second, appellant asks the Board to overturn counts 44 and 45 because 

some of the lewd acts that occurred at the licensed premises were outside of the 

criminal statute of limitations at the time the Department filed its accusation.6F 

7 

(AOB, at pp. 10-11.) Appellant argues these acts cannot be considered as a 

basis for the Department’s findings that it maintained a disorderly house and 

created a law enforcement problem.  (Ibid.) The Department argues that 

Business and Professions Code sections 24206 and 24207 “prescribe limitation 

periods of one or three years for bringing various violations of the ABC Act.” 

(Department’s Reply Brief, at p. 15.)  The Department adds that the “numerous 

violations that occurred at the premises show a continuing course of conduct 

demonstrating that appellant failed to operate as a diligent licensee … .”  (Id. at 

p. 16.) 

We agree with the Department.  There is no legal authority cited by 

appellant that the Department is limited by the criminal statute of limitations or 

the doctrine of laches for crimes in which it intends to use in an administrative 

action to establish that appellant operated a disorderly house and created a law 

enforcement problem. The Department’s decision to sustain counts 44 and 45 is 

7 Appellant also similarly cited the doctrine of laches at oral argument. 
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supported by substantial evidence; namely, the testimony of all the officers 

involved in the investigation of the licensed premises, with or without the 

testimony of Detective Thompson. The Department’s decision, must therefore, 

stand. 

ORDER 

The decision of the Department is affirmed.7F 

8 

SUSAN A. BONILLA, CHAIR 
MEGAN McGUINNESS, MEMBER 
SHARLYNE PALACIO, MEMBER 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL 

APPEALS BOARD 

8 This final order is filed in accordance with Business and Professions Code 
section 23088 and shall become effective 30 days following the date of the filing 
of this order as provided by section 23090.7. 

Any party, before this final order becomes effective, may apply to the 
appropriate court of appeal, or the California Supreme Court, for a writ of review 
of this final order in accordance with Business and Professions Code section 23090 
et seq. Service on the Board pursuant to California Rules of Court (Rule 8.25) 
should be directed to: 400 R Street, Ste. 320, Sacramento, CA 95811 and/or 
electronically to: abcboard@abcappeals.ca.gov. 

mailto:abcboard@abcappeals.ca.gov
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BEFORE THE ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL APPEALS BOARD 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

THREE GROUP, INC., 
dba Crazy Girls 
1433 North La Brea Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028, 

Appellant/Licensee, 

v. 

DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGE CONTROL, 

Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

AB-9996 

File: 48-340125 
Reg: 21091400 

DECLARATION OF SERVICE 
BY MAIL 

I, MARIA SEVILLA, declare that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years, and not a 
party to the within action; that my place of employment and business is 400 R Street, Suite 
320, Sacramento, CA; that on the 23rd day of July, 2024, I served a true copy of the 
attached Decision of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Appeals Board in the above-entitled 
proceeding on each of the persons named below: 

BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION: Based on a court order or an 
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused 
the document(s) to be sent to the person(s) at the e-mail address(es) listed below: 

Ralph Barat Saltsman 
Solomon, Saltsman & Jamieson 
426 Culver Boulevard 
Playa Del Rey, CA 90203 
rsaltsman@ssjlaw.com 

Department of ABC 
Office of Legal Services 
3927 Lennane Drive, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95834 
yuri.jafarinejad@abc.ca.gov 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed at 
Sacramento, California, on the 23rd day of July 2024. 

MARIA SEVILLA 

mailto:rsaltsman@ssjlaw.com
mailto:yuri.jafarinejad@abc.ca.gov

	Structure Bookmarks
	BEFORE THE ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL APPEALS BOARD OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
	AB-9996 
	THREE GROUP, INC., dba Crazy Girls 
	DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL, 
	ISSUED JULY 23, 2024 
	OPINION 
	I. FACTS AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
	A. 
	B. 
	C. 
	D. 
	II. DISCUSSION 
	A. 
	B. 
	ORDER 
	BEFORE THE ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL APPEALS BOARD 
	THREE GROUP, INC., dba Crazy Girls 
	DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL, 
	AB-9996 
	DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL 





Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		ab-9996-issued-decision.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found no problems in this document.





		Needs manual check: 2



		Passed manually: 0



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 0



		Passed: 30



		Failed: 0







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Passed		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top



