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CORRECTED OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:



Before the Commission for consideration are the Exceptions of the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) and Verizon North Inc. (Verizon North), separately filed on July 25, 2002, to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Michael A. Nemec, issued on July 5, 2002.  The OCA filed Reply Exceptions on August 5, 2002.  

History of the Proceeding



On October 11, 2000, Marjorie L. Bubner (the Complainant) filed a Complaint against Verizon North seeking Extended Area Service (EAS) for her Hooversville Exchange.  Specifically, the Complainant asserts that nearby communities can place calls toll free to the Somerset Exchange.  Accordingly, the Complainant requests that a study be conducted to determine if there is an interest by the customers of the Hooversville Exchange in calling Somerset toll free.  

 
Verizon North filed a timely Answer to the Complaint, averring that the Complainant resides in its Hooversville Exchange, which has a local calling area that includes the exchanges of Boswell, Hooversville, Johnstown and Stoystown.  Verizon North also noted that the 1997 traffic study for the Hooversville to Somerset route did not show traffic volumes sufficient to meet the threshold standards set forth in the regulations.  Further, Verizon North states that it offers two Optional Calling Plans that would allow the Complainant to place reduced rate toll calls from her telephone number to numbers assigned to the Somerset Exchange.
  Finally, Verizon North avers that the current local calling area of the Hooversville Exchange is sufficient to allow customers to access business, medical and other social services needed to conduct their day to day activities. 
On or about January 24, 2001, the OCA filed a Notice of Intervention.  A Prehearing Conference was convened on March 21, 2001.
Thereafter, on May 23, 2001, a hearing was held at the Hooversville Community building, during which the Complainant plus twelve (12) other witnesses presented testimony.  An evidentiary hearing was held on February 8, 2002, in Pittsburgh, at which the OCA and Verizon North participated.

Discussion

A.
Initial Decision



The ALJ made thirty-eight (38) Findings of Fact and reached four (4) Conclusions of Law.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are incor​porated herein by reference and are adopted without further comment unless expressly, or by necessary implication, they are modified or rejected by this Opinion and Order.



The ALJ noted that Section 63.74 of the Commission Regulations, 52 Pa. Code §63.74, requires a subscriber poll if a traffic study between contiguous exchanges, or between qualified noncontiguous exchanges, indicates an average monthly calling frequency of 5.5 or more calls per access line (the calling rate) from one exchange to another and where at least 50% of the access lines in the calling exchange have been used for 1.00 or more calls per month to the receiving exchange (the percentage distribution) for an intraLATA route.  (I.D., pp. 14-15).



The ALJ also stated that the instant Complaint concerns discretion​ary EAS matters
 that are evaluated based on the criteria contained in the Commissions Regulations at 52 Pa. Code §63.77, as follows:



1.
The amount of toll charge traffic between the two exchanges.



2.
The cost to the utility of implementing EAS.

3.
The potential increase in local service charges due to implementation of EAS versus the current cost to subscribers for interexchange toll calls.

4.
The demography and the proximity of the exchanges as indicating a community of interest.

5.
The availability of alternatives to EAS.

6. The economic effect on the community if the local service area is not extended.



The ALJ evaluated the criteria of Section 63.77 and determined the following:

· With regard to Criterion 1, the ALJ found that the results of Verizon North’s March 2001 toll traffic study appear to show insufficient recorded toll traffic to warrant mandatory EAS from the Hooversville to Somerset Exchange.  However, the ALJ found further that the results of the toll traffic study portray an incomplete picture.  Specifically, he noted that although other competing interexchange carriers carry intraLATA toll call traffic originating in the Hooversville Exchange, this traffic was not considered in the March 2001 toll traffic study.  The ALJ concluded that the study fails to capture significant alternatives to Verizon North’s service that individuals utilize to conduct the affairs of their daily lives in their communities of interest while avoiding the burden of toll calls, and that the weight one accords this toll traffic study must be considered in conjunction with the other factors set forth in 52 Pa. Code §63.77. (I.D., pp. 15-18).

· With regard to Criterion 2, the ALJ concluded that the capital and regulatory costs associated with implementation of EAS from Hooversville to Somerset are a miniscule fraction of Verizon North’s overall revenue.  The ALJ cited Norton v. Verizon PA Inc., Docket No. C‑00992980 (Order entered March 29, 2002), (Norton), for the proposition that consideration of lost toll revenues is irrelevant, because these revenues are distinct from the Company’s cost of implementing EAS.  (I.D., pp. 18-19).

· With regard to Criterion 3, the ALJ found that if Hooverville’s local calling area were expanded to include the Somerset exchange, local rates would increase by approximately $1.05 per month. (Finding of Fact No. 25)  The ALJ noted that the witnesses testified that an increase in the local service charge will be out-weighed by the economic hardship they must endure.  The ALJ concluded that whether the same opinion holds true for the majority of customers in the Hooversville Exchange can only be determined by a poll to determine the degree of interest in EAS from Hooversville to Somerset.  (I.D. p. 20). 

· With regard to Criterion 4, the ALJ concluded that the record showed that community needs, have been demonstrated throughout this proceeding, and that ample support exists for the conclusion that a community of interest exists between Hooversville and Somerset.  (I.D., p. 22).

· With regard to Criterion 5, the ALJ concluded that although Verizon North offers two Optional Calling Plans (OCPs), an increase in the local service charge of $1.05 is more economical that either of the OCPs.  (I.D., pp. 22-23).

· With regard to Criterion 6, the ALJ concluded that the record supports a conclusion that Hooversville exchange customers are suffering from substantial economic disadvantages caused by the limitations that the existing local calling area places upon them. (I.D., p. 23).

Finally, based on his evaluation of the six criteria for discretionary EAS, above, the ALJ recommended that Verizon North be directed to conduct a customer poll within 120 days of entry of the final order in this matter, pursu​ant to the Commission’s regulations, to determine if a majority of the customers of its Hooversville exchange favor EAS to Somerset.  The ALJ determined that this poll would provide Hooversville customers with the opportunity to obtain the remedy they seek, i.e., one‑way EAS from Hooversville to Somerset.  

B.
Exceptions



We note that any issue or Exception, which we do not specifically address, shall be deemed considered denied without further discussion.  It is well settled that we are not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  (Consolidated Rail Corporation v. Penn​sylvania Public Utility Commission, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 485 A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984)).



1.
Toll Traffic study



We note that the threshold requirements of the Commission’s Regulations at 52 Pa. Code §63.74 are strictly applicable to mandatory EAS cases as opposed to a discretionary EAS case as in the matter before us.  We do not automatically disregard those toll routes with traffic usage less than the mandatory threshold requirements when we consider discretionary EAS cases that arise as a result of a Formal Complaint.



In Norton, supra, we addressed the issue of traffic volume as follows:

Although the record does establish the fact that calls have been made by Mt. Gretna customers via other interexchange carriers, pay telephones, cell phones, calling cards, use of an employer’s WATS lines, e-mail or internet service providers, etc., we note that it has become very difficult for ILECs to measure all types of toll traffic within a toll traffic usage study.  This problem was addressed by the Monitoring and Reporting/Subscribership Subcommittee of the Universal Service Task Force in its Report on EAS, and nothing in this Opinion and Order should be construed to dictate what that Subcommittee will eventually determine.  (Footnote omitted).

Nevertheless, we encourage ILECs to attempt to include as much intraLATA and interLATA toll traffic from other IXCs, pay phone toll calls, toll dial-around calling, etc., as possible.  Also, in light of the newly developed methods of circumventing toll calls, nothing in this Opinion and Order should be construed so as to require Verizon to count traffic usage for the following types of calls in future EAS proceedings: cell phone, calling card, e-mail, or internet service providers.  This, however, does not mean that ALJs are prohibited from acknowledging that these types of calls exist when making a discretionary determination for EAS.

(Norton, p. 30)



Verizon North argues that modifying the traffic data in this proceeding to remove access lines not subscribed to Verizon North for intraLATA toll service shows that [START PROPRIETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY] of the access lines in the Hooversville Exchange made at least one call to the Somerset Exchange during the study month.  However, Verizon North continues that the average call rate was [START PROPRI​ETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY] calls per access line.  Verizon North concedes that this data would appear to meet the “close to the threshold standard” articulated in Norton, supra.  Verizon North continues that the calling statistics set forth above represent only [START PROPRIETARY]      [END PROPRI​ETARY] of the total customer base of the Hooversville Exchange.  (Verizon North Exc., pp. 2-3).



Verizon North continues that in Norton, supra, only [START PROPRIETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY] of the customers in the Mt. Gretna exchange received intraLATA toll service from a carrier other than Verizon PA.  In the case before us, Verizon North argues that [START PRO​PRIETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY] of the customers in the Hooversville exchange received intraLATA toll service from a carrier other than Verizon North.  Verizon North contends that for this [START PROPRIETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY] no actual or quantitative data is available to demonstrate the calling needs of the majority. Based upon the foregoing, Verizon North submits that Norton, supra, cannot be applied in the matter before us.



The OCA rejoins that traffic studies conducted by Verizon North in 1993, 1995 and 1997 showed that over 50% of the access lines placed at least one call per month to Somerset.  The OCA continues that for the years 1993 and 1995, the average number of calls per access line from Hooversville to Somerset exceeded 5.5 calls per month.  According to the OCA’s calculation, in 1997, the calls per access lines of customers calling Hooversville to Somerset was just under 5.5 calls per access line per month.



The OCA continues that for the 2001 traffic study, factoring in the calls carried by Verizon North from Hooversville to Somerset with the calls carried by the three major interexchange carriers over the same route shows a calling rate or calls per access line that is in excess of the Commission’s qualifications for mandatory EAS.  Specifically, the OCA calculated a call rate of [START PROPRIETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY].  (OCA R.Exc., p. 4; Footnote 2).



Upon our careful review of the positions of the parties, we agree with the ALJ that the weight accorded this toll traffic study must be considered in conjunction with the other factors set forth in 52 Pa. Code §63.77.  First, we are cognizant that the Commission thresholds were exceeded in the 1993, 1995, and 1997 toll traffic studies.  We also note that the OCA’s calculations which factor in intraLATA phone calls from the three top IXCs indicate a call rate which exceeds the Commission threshold for mandatory EAS.



Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall deny Verizon North’s Exceptions and adopt the finding of the ALJ that the toll traffic study results must be considered in conjunction with the other factors set forth in 52 Pa. Code §63.77.

2. Cost to the Utility



In its Exceptions, Verizon North argues that if EAS is imposed it will incur one time costs of approximately [START PROPRIETARY]         [END PROPRIETARY].  Verizon North explains that included in the approximately [START PROPRIETARY]         [END PROPRIETARY] are one-time costs of [START PROPRIETARY]            [END PROPRIETARY] for polling and customer notification, [START PROPRIETARY]        [END PROPRIETARY] to make the required Commission filings and [START PROPRIETARY]               [END PROPRIETARY] in additional one-time costs.



Additionally, Verizon North states that it will incur [START PROPRIETARY]                                               [END PROPRIETARY] and annual lost toll revenues of [START PROPRIETARY]             [END PROPRIE​TARY].  Thus, Verizon North claims a total of [START PROPRIETARY]           [END PROPRIETARY] in one time costs and [START PROPRI​ETARY]           [END PROPRIETARY] in annual costs.



The OCA cited Norton, supra, for the proposition that lost toll revenues are not one of the criterion that must be reviewed in EAS deliberations.  The OCA argued in its Exceptions that the overall cost to Verizon North to provide EAS service to the Somerset exchange should exclude the estimated lost toll revenues of [START PROPRIETARY]            [END PROPRIETARY].


In Norton, supra, Verizon PA raised a similar argument.  Specific​ally, Verizon PA raised the argument regarding the estimated toll revenue loss of requiring it to implement EAS in one-fourth of its exchanges in Pennsylvania.  In Norton, we stated the following with regard to Verizon’s argument:

We agree with the OCA that Verizon PA’s cumulative estimates of requiring it to implement EAS in multiple cases do not represent evidence properly admitted into the record and cannot be deduced from evidence that has been admitted into the record.  Furthermore, Verizon PA’s argument is not relevant to the instant proceeding.  We also agree with the OCA that consideration of Verizon PA’s lost toll revenues is irrelevant because these revenues are distinct from the Company’s cost of implementing EAS.  Also, lost toll revenue is not one of the criteria that must be reviewed in determining whether EAS should be implemented on a particular route.  As such, we shall deny Verizon PA’s Exceptions on this issue.

(Norton, p. 42).



Consistent with our prior action in Norton, we deny the Exceptions of Verizon North and adopt the finding of the ALJ without further comment.

3. Community of Interest



In its Exceptions, Verizon North appears to urge us to revisit the position that we took on this issue in Norton, supra.  In Norton, supra, we rejected Verizon PA’s argument that a community of interest argument should only be considered when the Complainant’s exchange does not have adequate local calling to educational institutions, doctors, shopping, restaurants, etc.  In Norton, supra, we labeled this reasoning as irrational because it would result in establishing a precedent that an EAS Complainant’s home exchange could never be considered to have a community of interest with an exchange outside of its local calling area when a similar community of interest already exists with an exchange located within the Complainant’s local calling area.  (Norton, p. 37).  



Verizon North argues that if the Norton language is followed, a community of interest is established any time the customers of an exchange, even if only a small percentage of the customer base, indicate a personal calling preference to make calls on a regular basis to a specific exchange outside of their local calling area.  Verizon North contends that adoption of such a standard renders the Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa. Code, Section 63.77, 52 Pa. Code §63.77 moot.



Verizon North continues that the ALJ’s position, which follows the Norton precedent, flies in the face of the Commission’s EAS regulations.  Verizon North contends that pursuant to the EAS regulations, the overriding concern in determining whether discretionary EAS should be granted should be the needs of the community as a whole, and not individual needs or preferences expressed by certain customers.  Verizon North contends that the Norton standard means that an insignificant number of customers, in this case [START PROPRIETARY]   [END PROPRIETARY], can gather together, give testimony that they prefer to deal with establishments in a specific exchange area outside their local calling area or want to call their friends in that exchange, and EAS should be granted.



According to Verizon North, the individual calling preference of a small portion of the customers of an exchange is of minimal help in determining whether discretionary EAS should be granted.  Verizon North proffered the following summary of the customer testimony:

· Only three customers identified a need to call their place of employment NT 74,110, 113

· Only the Rescue Squad and three other customers identified a need to call a doctor. NT 62, 92, 106, 141

· Only one customer identified a need to call the Somerset Hospital NT 74, 92

· Only one customer identified a need to call the County Commissioner’s office or the local State Representative.  NT 62

· Only three customers call their offices so that they can conduct business from home or to make contacts with vendors in connection with their businesses. NT 68, 74 91-94, 157-158.

· Only three customers needed to call a veterinarian. NT 74, 92, 141-142.

· Only two customers needed to call an attorney. NT  74, 141-142

· Only four customers identified a need to call Somerset for other business reasons.  NT 74, 92, 113, 141

· Only the Rescue Squad and one other customer identified a need to call any County social service office. NT 106, 180

(Verizon North Exc., pp. 13-14).



Verizon North opines that the customer testimony is not sufficient to suggest that the majority of the Hooversville exchange has a compelling need to make calls to the Somerset Exchange.



In its Reply Exceptions, the OCA cites Norton, supra, for the proposition that a community of interest is based on relationships, either personal or professional, which are established with doctors, dentists, businesses, relatives, friends, etc., in a specific exchange area.  According to the OCA, the record clearly establishes that Hooversville customers have both business and personal relationships with the parties in the Somerset exchange, just as was true for the customers of Mt. Gretna and Hershey in Norton, supra.


The OCA continues that the ALJ considered community needs in reaching his finding.  The OCA cites the large turnout at the hearing, as well as those who presented testimony.  The OCA points out that the traffic data corroborates that the need to call Somerset was not unique to those testifying.  



The OCA then proffered the following summary of the testimony:

· Every witness, including the [C]omplainant, emphasized that the community of interest extended beyond the Hooversville exchange to Somerset.  I.D. at 22

· The county seat, courthouse, and State Representative offices are located in Somerset and require toll calls from Hooversville. Id.
· Customers from the Hooversville exchange “must call Somerset for employment or business reasons” including medical assistance and medical treatment. Id.
· Residents consider the geographic proximity of Somerset to offer more attractive medical and shopping opportunities than Johnstown.  Id.
· Nearly all of the Hooversville witnesses testified they or their children have friends and relatives living in the Somerset area. Id.
(OCA R.Exc., pp. 11-12).



Upon our careful consideration of the positions of the parties and the ALJ’s recommended disposition of the issue, we are persuaded that the arguments proffered by Verizon North do not rise to a level which would cause us to reverse or modify our previous position taken in Norton, supra.  Norton stands for the proposition that because an exchange’s existing local calling area supports toll-free calling to the medical profession, business and educational entities, friends, and families, does not mean that a community of interest cannot exist with an exchange outside the local calling area.  We also found in Norton that complain​ants are not required to prove that they cannot make certain types of calls toll-free. (Norton, p. 38).  


Verizon North’s arguments do not persuade us to reach a conclusion contrary to Norton, supra.  In the matter before us, we note that in addition to the testimony adduced at the Public Input Hearing, a petition containing nearly 300 signatures in support of toll-free calling to Somerset was produced at the hearing.  We believe that in light of that evidence, plus the results of past traffic studies discussed previously herein, the argument advanced by Verizon North that a small minority of customers could request and be granted EAS must fail.  Accordingly, we find that the OCA and the Complainant met their burden of proving that a community of interest exists between Hooversville and Somerset. 



Consistent with the foregoing discussion, the Exceptions of Verizon North are denied.  We adopt the finding of the ALJ.

4. Alternative to EAS

 
Verizon North excepts to the ALJ’s finding that reasonable alternatives to EAS are not available to Hooversville exchange customers. Verizon North argues first that [START PROPRIETARY]      [END PROPRIETARY] of the Hooversville customers have chosen to receive intraLATA toll service from a carrier other than Verizon North.  


Verizon North addresses the ALJ’s statement that EAS service at an additional $1.05 per month is more economical than the reduced prices offered through Verizon North’s OCPs.  Verizon North states that the Commission’s Regulations on EAS do not require that OCPs become a substitute for EAS, or that these alternatives be offered free of charge.  Verizon North argues that the ALJ’s conclusion leads to a standard that the only acceptable OCP is either free, or offers unlimited calling at a single, nominal flat rate.  Verizon North opines that EAS will always be the most desirable or most economical alternative if the ALJ’s recommendation is adopted.  (Verizon North Exc., pp. 15-16).



The OCA replies that the Commission’s Regulations do not require that an OCP offer a specific block of time, or that it be offered at a specific fee to be considered as an alternative to EAS.  The OCA contends that the One Price Plan enables customers to reduce the per-minute regional toll rate from 13 cents per minute to 10 cents per minute.  The OCA argues further that the ALJ found that cellular service is not always reliable or cost effective.  (OCA R.Exc., pp. 15-16).



Based upon our review of the record, we shall adopt the finding of the ALJ that adequate alternatives to EAS do not exist for calling from the Hooversville Exchange to Somerset.  We note that the projected increase to local service if EAS was granted is substantially less than that of the OCPs, and substantially more reliable than cellular service.



Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Exceptions of Verizon North.  We adopt the finding of the ALJ that reasonable alternatives to EAS are not available.


5.
Economic Effect if EAS Is Not Granted  


Verizon North argues that the testimony does not support a conclusion that Hooversville customers are suffering substantial economic disadvantage by not being able to call toll-free to Somerset.  Verizon North submits that the ALJ relied on the testimony of three witnesses to arrive at this finding. 



According to Verizon North, two witnesses stated that their monthly toll bills were between $5.00 and $10.00; five witnesses testified to toll bills between $20.00 and $30.00; and there was one customer with monthly toll bills over $40.00.  Verizon North submits that the amount of calling and the number of calls does not support the ALJ’s recommended disposition of this issue. (Verizon North Exc., pp. 17-18).



The OCA cites the testimony of its witness to respond that residents and small businesses are disadvantaged when they incur substantial toll bills to meet their day-to-day needs.  The OCA also cites the testimony of a local bank branch manager that bank customers were hindered by toll charges in effectively communicating with the community that they identified with the most.  (OCA R.Exc., pp. 16-17).



We agree with the OCA that the record evidence in this proceeding supports the ALJ’s conclusion that toll calling between Hooversville and Somerset produces harmful economic effects in the Hooversville community.  First of all, the mere fact that the airline mileage, calling rate and percent distribution in this proceeding almost meet or exceed those in our EAS regulations for mandatory EAS is a compelling indication that EAS should be implemented.  Second, as we have previously stated, it does not appear that the available OCP options significantly benefit those customers that testified in this case.  



Although we are not able to specifically determine from the record whether the majority of Hooversville customers pay between $5.00 to $40.00 per month for calls to Somerset, the record does demonstrate that the customers that did testify in this proceeding do indeed pay monthly toll bills within the $5.00 to $40.00 range to Somerset, whose rate center is located 14 airline miles away from the rate center of the Hooversville exchange.



Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Exceptions of Verizon North.  We adopt the finding and recommendation of the ALJ.

6.
EAS Poll



Finally, the OCA excepts to the ALJ’s recommendation that Verizon North be directed to conduct a poll of its Hooversville Exchange customers to determine their interest in implementing one-way EAS service to Somerset, within 120 days of the date of entry of a final order.  The OCA argues that the direction is inconsistent with the Commission’s usual timeline for polling in an EAS case and does not set forth a time period for EAS implementation following a poll.



The OCA cites Golden v. Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc.
, Docket No. C-00981878 (Order Entered January 26, 2001), (Golden), for the proposition that EAS polling should be conducted within sixty (60) days of the entry date of the final order.  The OCA also cites Golden for the proposition that the Commission practice for implementing EAS on intraLATA routes is 120 days.



Accordingly, the OCA urges that the ALJ’s recommendation be modified consistent with Golden, supra. Verizon North did not reply to the OCA’s Exception.  (OCA Exc., pp. 1-2).



In Golden, supra, we found as follows:

So that no party can feign ignorance or confusion, it is appropriate to restate this Commission’s practice regarding the timeline for implementing EAS.  For intraLATA routes, the timeframe is four months (120 days).  For interLATA routes, the timeframe is six months (180 days) to allow sufficient time for FCC waivers.  If a company believes that it cannot meet an EAS implementation deadline, it should file a petition requesting an extension of time, including the approp​riate technical evidence in support of its petition

(Golden, p. 6).



Consistent with our action in Golden, supra, we will grant the Exception of the OCA and direct that an EAS poll be conducted within sixty (60) days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order.  Pending the results of the polling, we will direct that if EAS service is desired by the Hooversville customers, implementation of EAS should be completed within one hundred twenty (120) days of notification of the results of said EAS poll.  

Conclusion



Based upon the foregoing discussion, we shall deny the Exceptions of Verizon North and grant the Exception of the OCA.  We shall also sustain the Complaint of Marjorie Bubner, and modify the ALJ’s Initial Decision; THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Exceptions filed by Verizon North Inc., to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Michael A. Nemec are denied.



2.
That the Exceptions filed by the Office of Consumer Advocate to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Michael A. Nemec are granted.



3.
That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Michael A. Nemec is modified by this Opinion and Order.



4.
That the Formal Complaint of Marjorie L. Bubner filed at Docket Number C-00004308 is, hereby, sustained.



5.
That an EAS poll for the purpose of implementing one-way EAS from Hooversville to Somerset be conducted under the Commission’s regulations at 52 Pa. Code Sections 63.71-63.77, within sixty (60) days of the date of entry of this Opinion and Order.



6.
That if EAS service is desired by the Hooversville customers, Verizon North shall complete implementation of EAS within one hundred twenty (120) upon notification of the results of the EAS poll described in Ordering Paragraph No. 5.








BY THE COMMISSION,








James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  December 19, 2002

ORDER ENTERED:  December 24, 2002
� 	Verizon North observes that AT&T currently is the Preferred Interexchange Carrier assigned to the Complainant’s account and that she would have to change this designation to Verizon North for intraLATA toll service, in order to take advantage of the referenced Optional Toll Plans.


�	The ALJ uses the term “discretionary EAS” for cases when the minimum threshold requirements for the calling rate and percentage distribution have not been met, and the Commission must decide, based on the criteria set forth at 52 Pa. Code §63.77, whether EAS is warranted. 


		� Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc.  is now known as Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.
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