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History of the Proceeding



On April 4, 2001 Leann Wolfe (“Complainant”) filed a formal complaint against ALLTEL Pennsylvania, Inc. (“Respondent” or “ALLTEL”) concerning her residential telephone utility service.  Residing in Beaver Township, Crawford County, Ms. Wolfe requested the Commission’s assistance in changing her telephone exchange from 756 to the neighboring exchange (587) and thus reduce her long distance telephone expense.  ALLTEL filed a timely answer and motion to dismiss asserting that the existing exchange boundary was established over 80 years ago, has been approved by the Commission, and that the complaint makes no violation that ALLTEL violated its duty under the Public Utility Code.



A prehearing conference was held on June 27, 2001 to consider the motion to dismiss.  Ms. Wolfe explained that she had just moved to her current address in February 2001 and found herself in an “Erie exchange” (756) even though the majority of her telephone calls were to Crawford County, the county in which she resided.  She complained about her high long-distance expenses.  She also states that the telephone exchange she wanted (587) ends some 800 feet from her property.  Ms. Wolfe also stated that she did not have cellular telephone service but that her recent bankruptcy was the primary reason for that situation.



For its part, ALLTEL indicated that it was prepared to show the antiquity of the existing exchanges, compliance with its tariff provisions, the availability of alternate telephone service and the expense which boundary changes would impose ultimately on its ratepayers.  ALLTEL was also prepared to show that telephone exchange boundaries and county lines are not necessarily contiguous.



A further prehearing conference was held on August 10, 2001 to allow ALLTEL time to investigate Ms. Wolfe’s claim that 911 emergency responders would not be able to locate her.  That issue was determined to have been favorably resolved and, in addition, the inquiry had led to clarification concerning 911 assistance to some of the Complainant's ’neighbors.  For the reasons stated below, I am granting the Respondent’s motion to dismiss this complaint.

Discussion
In John R. Minik, et al. v. General Telephone Company of Pa. 51 Pa. P.U.C. 526 (1978), the Commission ruled that a complainant requesting an alteration of an exchange boundary line must establish that the present boundary lines are arbitrary or improperly drawn or contrary to public interest.  Ms. Wolfe does not raise either claim in this case.  Financial reasons are the only basis for her personal preference.  While this may definitely result in higher telephone bills for Ms. Wolfe, the existing exchange boundaries existed as they are for over 80 years and were ascertainable to Ms. Wolfe prior to her moving there.



Wireless telephone service is available from several providers, and such service is likely to increase in the near future.  Prepaid cellular service is also available for individuals with past credit problems.



The Commission’s opinion in Carlock v. United Telephone Co. of Pa., 82 Pa. P.U.C. 68 (1994) stresses that unrepresented complainants who are pursuing small claims are entitled to an “oral opportunity” to explain their positions before a ruling is made on prehearing motions that would terminate a proceeding.  Ms. Wolfe has had that opportunity.  There is nothing in her allegation to imply that the Respondent has violated its duty under the Public Utility Code.  On the contrary, the allegations themselves support a conclusion that ALLTEL is complying with its Commission-approved tariff.



In my opinion, the Complainant’s request to change the long established boundaries between exchanges 756 and 587 does not rise to a level that can be characterized as one of general public interest, and the Respondent is entitled to a dismissal of the complaint.

ORDER


THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the complaint of Leann Wolfe v. ALLTELL Pennsylvania, Inc. at Docket No. C-00015212 is dismissed and the docket marked closed.

Dated: October 29 2001















FRED R. NENE          








Administrative Law Judge
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