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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

MOBILE RADIO SYSTEM OF )
SAN JOSE, INC.,

- Complainant é
VSe

INTRASTATE RADIOTELZPHONE, INC.

OF SAN FRANCISCO, ACTION=-PHONE

ANSWERING bERVICE BLOSSOM VALLEY ‘
ANSWERING BUREAU, TEL~PAGE ANSWER~ Case No. 9871
ING SERVICE, and MISSION TELE-

PHON” ANSWZRING SUREAU.

Defcndant~

ORDER_DENYING INTZRIM RELIER

Complainant iz a radiotelephone utility regulated by this
Commission. Defendant INTRASTATE RADIOTZELZPHONE, INC., of San
Francisco (INTRASTATE) is also a radiotelephone utility under this
Commicsion’s Jurisdiction. The remaining defendants are allegedlj
tolophone answering services, and are not regulated by this Comeis-
sion. ' »

Complainant alleges that defendant INTRASTATE, 'shrough the
use of defendant's telephone answering services, has wnlawfully
invaded complainant's service areca. Complainan’ alleges that, in
concert with the telephone answering services, defendant INTRASTATE
has establiched message ceniters outside Lts sorvice area, has
foreisn exchange lines ext ending outside 1ts zervice area, adver-
tizcs outside of 1ts service area, represents to votential customer
that 1t provides service beyond Ats service area, and requi*eg the use
of commerclal answering seorvice as a condition to receipt of util;ty
service. According to complainant, all of these actions are 4mproper
and unlawful. Complainant reguests Lssuance of an Zmmedias ve ex parte
restraining order forbidding thece activ;tico pending a hnarinc and
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£inal order of the Commission permanently enjoining the activities
complained of. In cupport of 1ts request for interim relief,
complainant alleges loss of patronage ané revenue as vell as wnfair,
unlawful, and fraudulent interference with 1ts business.:

We cannot tell from the complaint how many customers are
allegedly subseribing to what has been characterized as unlawlul
sexrvice by defendants. Thus we have no way of kowing whether this
1z a serious interference with complainant's business, assuming the
allegations of the complaint are proved to de true. Therefore, we
chall decline to grant interim relief.

In fairness to ¢complainant, defendants are hereby
cautioned that failure to grant the interim rellefl requested herein
chould not be interpreted as encouragement by this Comnission for
ezpansion of the activities which fqrm the bazis for this cohplaint.
Nelther the costs of removing the equipment and canceling contracts
made pursuant to these activities nor the inconvenience to the
eustomers will be conzidered by the Commizsion as adeguate reason for
continuing what complainant may prove to be unlawful activities.

IT IS ORDERED that: . -

Complainant's réquest for Interim relief 1= dénied.

The effective date of thic order is the date hereof.

Dated at San Franclseo _ California, this _"{i
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