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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
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v.





:








:
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:

INITIAL DECISION
Before

Robert P. Meehan

Administrative Law Judge



On April 18, 2002, Mary Lee Mattie (Ms. Mattie) filed a formal complaint against Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc. (Verizon), alleging an inadequate local calling area and requesting an expansion of her local calling area.  Verizon’s answer to the complaint was filed on May 8, 2002.  By notice dated May 10, 2002, the parties were informed that this matter had been scheduled for a telephonic prehearing conference to be held on Monday, July 29, 2002.  I issued a Prehearing Conference Order on May 16, 2002.  The telephonic prehearing conference was held on July 29, 2002, as previously scheduled.  Ms. Mattie appeared, without counsel, while Verizon was represented by counsel.  As explained more fully below, this decision is being written in advance of the receipt of the transcript of the conference, as this case can be disposed of without the transcript.



At the beginning of the conference, I explained to Ms. Mattie that her complaint was being treated as a request for extended area telephone service (EAS).  I also explained to her the Commission’s regulations pertaining to EAS, including the possibility that providing EAS may result in an increase in that portion of her telephone bill pertaining to basic service.  Counsel for Verizon provided an explanation for the increase in the basic service part of her telephone bill.



After hearing the explanations pertaining to EAS and the effect it would have on her telephone bill, Ms. Mattie commented that she saw no point in pursuing her complaint if, in the end, it would mean that there would be an increase in her monthly telephone bill.  If she was going to have to make monthly payments to call other areas toll free, she thought she might be better only paying the tolls for when she calls other areas.



In response to my question, Ms. Mattie clearly stated that she was not going to request to withdraw her complaint.  However, she also made it clear that she was not going to pursue this matter to a formal hearing on her complaint.



Although Ms. Mattie did not request to withdraw her complaint, in light of her decision not to prosecute her complaint at a formal hearing, I am considering her comments at the conference to be the equivalent of a request to withdraw the complaint.  Verizon has no objection to having this case closed as if Ms. Mattie requested to withdraw her complaint.



Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:



1.
The comment of Mary Lee Mattie, in the nature of a request to withdraw the complaint at Docket No. C-20027481, is granted.



2.
The complaint of Mary Lee Mattie against Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc., at Docket No. C-20027481, is withdrawn.



3.
This case shall be marked closed.

Dated:  August 6, 2002
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