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Decision No ..... 8"-4_1_6:~1"'--___ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

MOBILE RP~!O SYSTEM O? 
SA..~ JOSE, INC., 

Compla1nant 
vs. 

INTRAS~A~E RADIOTELEPHONE, INC. 
OF SAJ.'"'J FRANCISCO,. ACTION"'PHONE 
ANSWERING SERVICE, BlOSSOM VAL~-Y 
ANSWERING BUREAU, TEL-? AGE ANSWER
INC SERVICE" and MISSION TELE- . 
PHONE ANSv~G BUREAU. 

Def~ndantc 

Case No .. 9871 

. . 
ORDER 'DENYING !NTZRIM RELIEF 

Complainant 1= a radiotelephone utility regulat~d oy this 
COrnIl".1ssion.. Defendant INTRASTA~E RADIOTELEPHONE, INC .. , of San 

Francisco (INTRASTATE) is also a radiotelephone ut111tyunder t~~s 
CO~G.1zz1onrs j~$diction.. The :ema1r~~~ defenca.~t~· are allegedly 
telephone ans .... :cnng ~c:rv1ce:;". and. a:'e not rczu.lated by th.1s Co:n:::1z-

31on. 
Compla1."lar' .. t alleges that def'en<ia."'lt INT?w-\s'l'ATE,'~hro~..: the' 

use of dcfendantts telephone answering serv1ccz i _ has u.~aw!ully 
invaded complainant's se~/1ce area.. Co6plai~~t alleges that, in 
concert with the telephone aris\'~er1.."'lg, se::-v1cC's" defe:ldan-: I~TRASTATE 
haz ectab11zhed me:sage centers out~ide its service area~ ha: 

foreizn exchar.gc lines' extendir..g outSide its ze!"V1cc area,. adver
tizes outSide of its service area, reprecents to potential customerz 
that it provides service 'beyond its se::"'Vice area, and requires the use 
of commercial answering service as a co~d1tion to receipt, of utility 
service. According to co~pla~~t" all of these actior~ are improper 
and unla."'lful.. Cotnplair..:l:lt requests 13S1.:.a.."'lCe of a.."l !::nnediate ex parte 
rectra1ninz orde~ torb~dd1ng thece activities pcnd1r~ a hear1r~ ar.d 
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final order of the Cornm1ssion pe~~e~tlY enjoining the activities 
com~la1ned ot. In support of its request tor L~ter1m reliet, 
co:n?la1nant alleges loss of: patronage a.~d revenue as ... ,ell as unfair .. 
ur.lawtul, and fraudule:lt 1r.tc~erence wi tll 1 t$ bU31..~esz.-

"Ire cannot tell from the complaint how ..... <:tny custorne .. z are 
allegedly $ubscr1b1ng to what has been characterized a$ unlawful 
service by defendants. Thus "Ire have no "Jray of k:lo .... ~ whether thiz 
is a serious 1nterference ..... ith compla1.."l.a..""lt'~ business .. assum!.r.g the 
allegations of the complaint are proved to be true. Therefore.. we 
:hal1 decline to grant l..~ter1m relief. 

In fa1rnesz to eOl:lpla1r..ar..t, defendant: are hereby 

cautioncd that failure to ~~t the interim re1iet reque~ted hereL~ 
:hould not be interpreted as encouragement by this Com=1ss10n tor 
expansion of the activities which for.n the basiS tor thi~ cornp1a1..~t. 

Neither the cost::: of remoVing the equipme!'lt and cance·lir..g contract::; 
=adc pursuant to these activities :lor the 1nconver~ence to the 
cus tome.rs "1,111 be eo~o1dered by the Com::1::;::;10n as adcc;:ua te reason tor 
cont1nu1ng what compla,1:"'.ant may ?rove' to be u..""llawtu1 act! yj, tics. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
Comp1a1nant f s request tor 1nter1m relief is denied. 
The effective date of thi~ order is the date hereof. 
Dated at S:lll Fr:melseo , California, this 1:~ 

MARCH day of ________ ..Ir 1975 .. 

oners 
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