


and continue to violate, the Stipulated Final Judgment and Order for Permanent

Injunction (“2001 Order”) entered by this Court on March 1, 2001.
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irreparable damage to the Commission’s ability to obtain effective final relief for
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continued violations of the 2001 Order, from the Defendants’ billing practices.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Defendants Neal D. Saferstein and Mercury,
whether doing business in the corporate name or doing business under any trade name or other
name, including, but not limited to, Golnternet.net, Mercury Internet Services, Mercury

Communications, Mercury, MIS, Mercury Internet Service Wireless, Venus Voice Mail, or

Mercury Technologies, their successors and assigns, officers, agents, servants and employees,
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force and effect.

Ui

all purposes.

SO ORDERED, this Z7 day of 2>2¢-+ 2003 at}ﬁ o’clock.

BY THE COURT:
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CL ORd SCOTT GREEN, S.J.
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the parties. Nonetheless, on the temporary injunction hearing record presently before the court
there is sufficient evidence to support the finding that the plaintiff has satisfied its burden of
persuasion by clear and convincing evidence that the FTC has a reasonable likelihood of success
on the merits. There is clear and convincing evidence that defendants’ telemarketers purposely

mislead consumers into receiving goods and services without clearly disclosing that defendants




have similarly complained. Now, based on thousands of citizen complaints, the FTC seeks to

enforce the stipulated order by these contempt proceedings. Clearly the problem is not de

minimus as defendants urge.
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only in limited circumstances, the evidence of record clearly supports a preliminary injunction to
prevent the public from continuing to be deceived and deprived of funds in an unauthorized way.
The remedy is appropriate here where: (1) there is high likelihood that Plaintiff will succeed on

erite: (?) the ininnction is limited and tailared to nrevent the imanthnrized cnndnet of

defendants from continuing; considering the effort heretofore by Federal and State agencies to
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