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 The above-captioned proceedings concern petitions for review of agency action by the 

Federal Communications Commission ("FCC"). Petitioner Pay Tel Communications, Inc. ("Pay 

Tel"), has filed in Appeals 24-8028 and 24-1969 a motion for stay pending judicial review. The 

motion has seen full briefing, and we have considered all relevant papers, including the opposition 

filed by an organization the court has permitted to intervene. 

 

 To start, we address procedural matters. There are several unopposed motions to file under 

seal the unredacted versions of the motion, the oppositions, and the replies, along with associated 

exhibits. These motions to file under seal are granted, and the tendered unredacted versions of 

these filings are accepted for filing under seal. 
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 We turn now to the merits of Pay Tel's motion for stay. When resolving a request for a stay 

pending judicial review of agency action, the court considers the four traditional stay factors. See 

Ohio v. Env't Prot. Agency, 144 S. Ct. 2040, 2052 (2024). Thus, this court considers "(1) whether 

the applicant is likely to succeed on the merits, (2) whether it will suffer irreparable injury without 

a stay, (3) whether the stay will substantially injure the other parties interested in the proceedings, 

and (4) where the public interest lies." Id. The burden to demonstrate that stay relief is in order 

resides with the party seeking a stay. Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 433-34 (2009) ("The party 

requesting a stay bears the burden of showing that the circumstances justify an exercise of that 

discretion."). 

 

 Having carefully reviewed the specific arguments Pay Tel offers in favor of a stay, the 

motion is hereby denied, without prejudice to later revisitation of relevant points in briefing and 

during merits review. 

      

        

By the Court: 

 

       Anastasia Dubrovsky, Clerk 
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