BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Donald L. Williams




:









:


v.





:

C-20043753







:

Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.



:

INITIAL DECISION
Before

Robert P. Meehan

Administrative Law Judge



This Initial Decision sustains, in part, and dismisses, in part, the complaint filed by Donald L. Williams (Mr. Williams) against Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. (Verizon), at Docket No. C-20043753, for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


Mr. Williams filed his complaint against Verizon on October 5, 2004, alleging that his home telephone number was listed as the telephone number for a commercial establishment in the yellow pages, and requesting compensation in excess of $100,000.00 for his time in answering calls to his home telephone for that commercial establishment.  Verizon filed its answer to the complaint, and new matter, on November 3, 2004.



On November 18, 2004, the Chief Administrative Law Judge issued an Interim Order Setting Resolution Conference directing the parties to attempt to resolve the dispute, and directing Verizon to submit a report to the Mediator within 10 days of the conference.  In accordance with that Order, a report was submitted to the Mediator.



By letter dated December 14, 2004, the Commission informed the parties that the hearing in this proceeding would be held, by telephone, on February 23, 2005.  At the request of Verizon, this hearing was cancelled to facilitate settlement discussions between the parties.  The hearing, by telephone, was continued to and held on April 26, 2005.


At the hearing, Mr. Williams was represented by an attorney.  He testified in support of his complaint.  He did not submit any exhibits.  Verizon was represented by an attorney.  It presented the testimony of two witnesses and submitted one exhibit.  The record, consisting of the 63-page transcript of the hearing and the one exhibit, was closed by Order issued May 26, 2005.



Thereafter, counsel for Mr. Williams requested the record be re-opened for the purpose of admitting a copy of a page of the 2005 yellow pages showing that Mr. Williams’ home telephone number is still being listed for the commercial establishment, and represented that counsel for Verizon had no objection to that request.  By Order issued August 3, 2005, the record was re-opened for the admission of Complainant’s Exhibit 1, and again closed.  Briefs have not been filed in this case.

FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Donald L. Williams is the Complainant in this proceeding.  His address is R.D. 3, Box 135, Altoona, PA 16601 (Tr. 6).


2.
The Respondent is Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.



3.
Mr. Williams’ home telephone number is (814) 944-5441.  He estimates that he has had the number for approximately 50 years (Tr. 7).



4.
In the 2001 yellow pages his home telephone number was listed for a Weis Market, a grocery store that used to be open 24-hours a day (Tr. 7-8).


5.
Mr. Williams first learned that his home telephone number was in the yellow pages from the people who called his number trying to reach the Weis Market (Tr. 8).



6.
Mr. Williams estimates that he was receiving 50 calls per day for the 

Weis Market, even from Weis Market employees (Tr. 8-9).



7.
Mr. Williams testified that he contacted Verizon by telephone to complain about his home telephone number being in the yellow pages for Weis Market.  He did not recall who he spoke with at Verizon, but he testified that he was told that nothing could be done until the new phone books came out, and that Verizon would correct the problem (Tr. 10).



8.
Mr. Williams testified that he was not requested to complete any forms or submit anything in writing.  According to his testimony, he did not receive any follow-up from Verizon (Tr. 10).



9.
When the 2002 yellow pages came out, his home telephone number was still listed for Weis Market (Tr. 10).


10.
The pattern of his receipt of telephone calls for the Weis Market continued (Tr. 11).



11.
Mr. Williams again contacted Verizon by telephone about the problem, and was told that this would be corrected.  He did not receive any follow-up from Verizon.  He also testified that he complained to the Commission about the problem (Tr. 11-12).



12.
Mr. Williams’ home telephone number continued to be listed for Weis Market in the 2003 yellow pages.  The pattern of his receiving calls for Weis Market continued (Tr. 12).



13.
Mr. Williams again contacted Verizon about the problem, and was again informed that this would be corrected.  He also testified that he believed Verizon offered him some “free” phone service at that point (Tr. 12).


14.
According to Mr. Williams, he also notified the Commission about this problem (Tr. 12).



15.
Mr. Williams testified that Verizon did not ask him to complete any forms or submit anything in writing, and he did not receive any follow-up from Verizon about the problem (Tr. 13).



16.
Mr. Williams’ home telephone number continued to be listed for Weis Market in the 2004 yellow pages (Tr. 13).



17.
Mr. Williams’ testified that he again notified Verizon, by phone, of the problem, and was again assured that it would be corrected (Tr. 13-14).



18.
Mr. Williams testified that he was not requested to complete any forms and did not receive any follow-up from Verizon (Tr. 14).



19.
He believes that Verizon offered him a years’ free phone service at that time (Tr. 14).



20.
Mr. Williams testified that Verizon offered to change his telephone number.  However, he doesn’t feel like he should have to change his telephone number, because it would be a problem for him to try and notify family members, doctors, etc. of a new telephone number (Tr. 15-17, 20).



21.
At the hearing, Mr. Williams testified that he was finally offered, “this year,” to have a recording put on his telephone number instructing callers trying to reach Weis Market (Tr. 17).


22.
Mr. Williams acknowledged that he never asked Verizon for any follow-up from them about his problem (Tr. 18).



23.
In 2004, Mr. Williams accepted a settlement offer from Verizon and agreed to withdraw the complaint he filed with the Commission.  According to Mr. Williams, in 2004 the amount received from Verizon was about $600.00 and in 2003 it was about $100.00 (Tr. 20-21).



24.
Mr. Williams testified that Verizon should put some kind of recorded message on his telephone number to the effect that callers should “push one, for Don, and push two for Weis.”  When he asked Verizon about that, approximately three years ago, he was informed that it “was out of the question” (Tr. 21-22).



25.
Mr. Williams refused an offer from Verizon to put such a message system on his home telephone number, because his home phone number would have to be changed to accommodate such a system.  He refused that offer, because he believes he should be compensated (Tr. 22).



26.
Mr. Williams believes that the Weis Market ceased 24-hour operation about a year before the hearing (Tr. 22-23).



27.
When a customer contacts Verizon to establish a new service or make changes to their existing service that would affect the customer’s telephone number, a service order is processed and the “listing” section of that service order is sent to Verizon Information Services (VIS) to be published in the next directory (Tr. 25).


28.
Verizon and VIS are affiliated, but separate companies (Tr. 25-26).



29.
The process is the same for both residential and business customers, as long as the business customer only wants to receive the free straight-line listing in the white and/or yellow pages.  However, if a business customer wants an advertisement, the customer is referred directly to VIS (Tr. 26, 28).

30.
As part of Mr. Williams’ telephone service, he receives a free line listing in the white pages of the Altoona Directory.  The information for Mr. Williams in that Directory is correct (Tr. 26).



31.
There are two Weis Markets in Altoona, one at 601 Pleasant Valley Blvd., whose telephone number is (814) 944-5455, and the other at 100 Park Hills Plaza, whose telephone number is (814) 941-5441 (Tr. 27).



32.
The straight-line listings for the two Weis Markets in the white pages of the Altoona Directory are correct.  In addition, the straight-line listing for the Park Hills Plaza Weis Market in the yellow pages is also correct (Tr. 27).



33.
Weis Markets also has a paid advertisement in the yellow pages, which lists both stores and their telephone numbers.  However, the telephone number for the Park Hills Plaza Weis Market is printed incorrectly in the advertisement as (814) 944-5441, instead of (814) 941-5441.  The number printed in the advertisement is Mr. Williams’ home telephone number (Tr. 27).


34.
When Verizon is notified of an error in a directory listing, a service representative first checks the customer service record.  If the listing information is incorrect, a correcting order would be immediately transmitted to VIS.  If the service order is correct, but the listing is incorrect in the directory, the service representative would check for subsequent correcting orders after the closing date of the directory.  If no subsequent correcting order is found, a directory listing complaint form is then forwarded to Verizon’s Directory Support Center (Tr. 28-29).


35.
The Directory Support Center checks the VIS database and issues correction if necessary.  If the customer’s listing information is correct in that database, a memorandum is then sent to VIS for further investigation and correction (Tr. 29).



36.
Once Verizon has transmitted the memorandum for investigation and correction to VIS, Verizon has no further role in correcting the directory listing (Tr. 29).



37.
This process is not used in the case of a customer who has an issue with a paid advertisement, as opposed to a straight-line listing (Tr. 29).



38.
A customer having an issue with a paid advertisement is referred directly to VIS for that company to handle the problem (Tr. 29).



39.
Verizon has no input or control over information that is included in yellow pages paid advertisements (Tr. 29-30).



40.
Verizon does not work with the procedures of VIS for correcting yellow pages advertisements, and has no idea how long it would normally take for VIS to correct a problem, or what would be a reasonable time for VIS to correct the problem (Tr. 33-34).



41.
When notified of an error in a straight-line directory listing, Verizon immediately corrects its internal data base.  However, the correction to the straight-line listing would not appear until the next following directory.  The correction for a vast majority of such errors in straight-line listings is accomplished for publication in the next directory (Tr.34-35).



42.
According to Verizon’s records, Mr. Williams first contacted it about his telephone number being listed in the advertisement for Weis Market in July of 2001.  At that time, the service representative apologized for the error, informed Mr. Williams the problem would be corrected, and issued him a courtesy adjustment on his telephone bill (Tr. 38).


43.
In July of 2001, the service representative also offered Mr. Williams a free change of his telephone number, which he refused (Tr. 38).



44.
Verizon’s records show that Mr. Williams next contacted it about his telephone number being listed for Weis Market in the yellow pages in December of 2001.  Mr. Williams was again offered a free change of his telephone number, which he again refused, and was given a one-year credit equal to the dial-tone rate, as a courtesy (Tr. 38-40).


44.
When Verizon received Mr. Williams’ call in December of 2001, Verizon called VIS and informed that company of the error and requested VIS to correct it.  However, Verizon has no control over actually correcting yellow pages advertisements (Tr. 39).



45.
No new directory had been published between July and December of 2001.  The next directory was issued in July of 2002 (Tr. 39).



46.
On July 22, 2002, Mr. Williams again notified Verizon that his telephone number was included in the Weis Market advertisement.  He again refused the offer of a free telephone number change and requested to speak with a supervisor (Tr. 40).


47.
A supervisor contacted Mr. Williams on July 23, 2002.  Mr. Williams again refused the offer of a free telephone number change.  The supervisor informed him that a “listing correction form” would be sent to VIS to have the advertisement corrected, and informed him of his right to file a complaint with the Commission (Tr. 40).



48.
A listing correction form was sent by Verizon to VIS on July 23, 2002  (Tr. 40).



49.
Mr. Williams filed an informal complaint with the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) on July 23, 2002.  The BCS verbally closed the informal complaint on July 31, 2003 (Tr. 40-41).



50.
Mr. Williams filed a second informal complaint with the BCS on July 31, 2003.  He had not contacted Verizon before this informal complaint was filed.  That informal complaint was verbally closed by the BCS on November 4, 2003 (Tr. 41).



51.
When Verizon was notified by BCS of the second informal complaint, Verizon reviewed the listing information in the Altoona Directory and confirmed that the advertising error was in that telephone directory.  The matter was then referred to the manager of the directory services center (Tr. 41).



53.
The manager of the directory service center informed Verizon that the error would be corrected with the publication of the next directory.  Verizon gave Mr. Williams a courtesy adjustment equal to two-years of dial-tone charges (Tr. 42).



54.
On December 16, 2003, Mr. Williams filed a formal complaint against Verizon.  As the directory service center was already aware of the problem and it was to be corrected, there was nothing more Verizon could do until the next directory was published      (Tr. 42).



55.
Verizon offered Mr. Williams a credit to settle the formal complaint and for him to withdraw the complaint.  Mr. Williams accepted that offer (Tr. 42).



56.
The 2004-2005 telephone directory continued to show Mr. Williams’ home telephone number in the Weis Market yellow pages advertisement (Tr. 43).



57.
Verizon contacted the directory service center and informed it of the error in the directory.  To try to be sure that the problem would be corrected, Verizon asked for a copy of the proof of the Weis Market advertisement that would appear in the 2005-2006 directory   (Tr. 43).



58.
A customer proof of advertising in the yellow pages is not normally provided to Verizon by VIS because they are separate companies, and Mr. Williams is not the customer for the directory advertising, Weis Markets is the customer for that advertising (Tr. 43-44).



59.
Verizon received a copy of the customer advertising proof for Weis Market from VIS.  The customer proof had been sent to Weis Markets, 601 Pleasant Valley Road, Altoona, PA 16602-4903.  It contained instructions that the proof of advertisement would be contained in the next directory, as on the proof, unless signed corrections were received before May 6, 2005 (Tr. 45-46; Verizon Ex. 1).


60.
As shown on Verizon Exhibit 1, the listing for the Weis Market at 100 Park Hills Plaza in the next yellow pages advertisement would be 814-941-5441, which is the correct telephone number for that Weis Market (Tr. 27; Verizon Ex. 1).



61.
Weis Market is the customer for the yellow pages advertisement, not Verizon and not Mr. Williams.  Thus, the advertisement for Weis Market will be published as approved or corrected by Weis Market.  Weis Market has control over the content of the advertisement for which it pays, and its approval or correction overrides any effort by Verizon to correct the yellow pages advertisement listing error (Tr. 46, 48-49, 57).


62.
As of the hearing in this case, Verizon knows of nothing else that it can do to try to get this matter corrected (Tr. 46-47).



63.
If Mr. Williams was agreeable, Verizon could put a “split referral” on his telephone with a message to the effect that if the caller were attempting to contact Weis Market, the caller would be given the telephone number for Weis Market, but if the caller was attempting to contact Mr. Williams, the caller was to stay on the line (Tr. 52-53).


64.
However, for Verizon to give him the split referral, it would be necessary for Mr. Williams to change his telephone number, as such referrals can only be used when the number has been disconnected.  Verizon would then reserve his old telephone number for him, and when the new directory was published, with the corrected yellow pages advertisement for Weis Market, change his telephone number back to his current number.  The changes would be internal, and no one would know the new telephone number assigned to Mr. Williams by Verizon during this period, unless Mr. Williams chose to disclose the new number to someone, or it was viewed by anyone having caller ID (Tr. 52-54).



65.
This year was the first time such an offer was presented to Mr. Williams.  This option had not been offered before, because split referrals can only be done when a telephone number has been disconnected and Verizon couldn’t disconnect Mr. Williams’ telephone number because he didn’t want it changed. (Tr. 54, 61).



66.
In the current yellow pages for the Altoona Directory, the telephone number for the Weis Market at 100 Park Hills Plaza in the paid advertisement contains the correct telephone number for that Weis Market, and Mr. Williams’ home telephone number is no longer contained in that paid advertisement (Comp. Ex. 1).



67.
However, for the straight-line listing for the Weis Market at 100 Park Hills Plaza in the current yellow pages for the Altoona Directory, the published telephone number for that Market is Mr. Williams’ home telephone number (Comp. Ex. 1).
DISCUSSION
Section 332(a) of the Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a), provides that the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission has the burden of proof.  In alleging a directory listing error, and requesting the directory be corrected and he be awarded compensation, it is clear that Mr. Williams is the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, and, therefore, has the burden of proof.  This means that he has the duty to establish a fact by a preponderance of the evidence, and must show that the utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Se-Ling Hosiery, Inc. v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950); Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Company, 50 PA PUC 300 (1976).  Additionally, care must be exercised to insure that the decision of the Commission is supported by substantial evidence in the record.  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  See, e.g., Section 704 of the Administrative Agency Law, 2 Pa. C.S. §704; Norfolk & Western Ry. Co. v. PA PUC, 489 Pa. 109, 413 A.2d 1037 (1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of Review, 194 Pa. Superior Ct. 278, 166 A.2d 96 (1961); and Murphy v. Dept. of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 480 A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth 1984).


Additionally, Section 701 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §701, provides, as pertinent to this case, that any person may complain, in writing, about any act or thing done or omitted to be done by any public utility in violation, or claimed violation, of any law the Commission has jurisdiction to administer, or of any regulation or order of the Commission.


The Commission has jurisdiction over the rates and services of “public utilities”.  The term “public utility,” as pertinent to this case, is defined in Section 102 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §102, as any person or corporation owning or operating in the Commonwealth equipment or facilities for conveying or transmitting messages or communications by telephone for the public for compensation.  Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. (Verizon) is a public utility certificated by the Commission to provide telephone communications to the public for compensation.



Verizon Information Services (VIS) is not a public utility.  It may be an “affiliated interest” of Verizon, as that term is defined in Section 2101 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §2101.  However, to the extent that Verizon and VIS may be affiliated interests within the meaning of the Code, the jurisdiction of the Commission is limited to approving and supervising contracts between a public utility and its affiliated interest, in accordance with Chapter 21 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §§2101, et seq.


In its “new matter” to the complaint of Mr. Williams, Verizon raised, as an affirmative defense, lack of subject matter jurisdiction over this dispute because the dispute involved yellow pages advertising.  In support of this affirmative defense, Verizon cited Felix v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 146 A.2d 347, 350 (Pa. Super. 1959); Teledirections, Inc. v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, Docket No. C-00913638, entered November 12, 1992; and Re:  Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. P-00930715 (entered June 28, 2001).  At the time the answer and new matter were filed, Mr. Williams was proceeding as an unrepresented Complainant.  Consistent with the Commission’s decision in Carlock v. The United Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, Docket No. F-00163617, entered July 14, 1993), the hearing was held to provide Mr. Williams the opportunity to state his position and to determine the correctness of Verizon’s affirmative defense.


There is one aspect of this proceeding over which the Commission clearly lacks subject matter jurisdiction.  That is Mr. Williams’ request to be compensated for his time in answering telephone calls that were meant for the Weis Market.  As I stated at the beginning of the hearing, the Commission has no jurisdiction to make an award in the nature of damages.  The jurisdiction of the Commission in this case is to determine whether the utility, Verizon, failed to provide Mr. Williams with adequate and reasonable service.  In the event that question was to be answered in the affirmative, Mr. Williams would have to initiate an action in the appropriate Court of Common Pleas in an attempt to obtain an award of damages (Tr. 4-5).  See, Feingold v. Bell of PA, 383 A.2d 791 (Pa. 1977); Elkin v. Bell of PA, 420 A.2d 371 (Pa. 1980); DeFrancesco v. Western Pennsylvania Water Company, 453 A.2d 595 (Pa. 1982); and Nagy v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 436 A.2d 701, (Pa. Super. 1981).


Section 63.21 of the Commission’s regulations pertaining to telephone service, 52 Pa. Code §63.21, specifies the information that a public telephone company is required to provide in directories furnished by the utility.  The specified information is contained in that part of the telephone directory that is generally referred to as the “white pages.”  There is no allegation in this proceeding that the listing information for Mr. Williams, including his telephone number, in the white pages of the Altoona telephone directory has been incorrect at any time during the period involved pertinent to this case.  In fact, the evidence in this record establishes that, at all relevant times, that listing is and has been correct (Tr. 26).


The issue in this case has been with the advertisement for Weis Markets in the yellow pages of the Altoona telephone directory, and, with the publication of the current directory, the straight-line listing for Weis Market in the yellow pages.  Verizon is correct that the Commission does not have subject matter jurisdiction over matters involving the classified directory, commonly referred to as the yellow pages.  Felix v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 146 A.2d 347, 350 (Pa. Super. 1959); John Cardone, t/a Captain’s Cruise Center v. Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, 76 PA PUC 371 (1992) Teledirections, Inc. v. The Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, Docket No. C-00913638, entered November 12, 1992; and Re:  Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc., 82 PA PUC 194, 245-246 (June 28, 1994).  In fact, in its Opinion and Order on Bell-Atlantic Pennsylvania’s Chapter 30 Plan (66 Pa. C.S. §3003), the Commission noted, id., that directory advertising includes all paid advertising including yellow pages advertising and white pages bold advertising.  It has never regulated the rates or other terms and conditions of directory advertising.  See, also, Trunzo v. Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. C-20030156, entered March 24, 2004; Harbaugh v. Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc., Docket No. C-20042867, Initial Decision dated July 20, 2004, Initial Decision Upon Remand dated April 15, 2005, Order entered June 7, 2005; and Brande-Saad Group of Johnstown, Inc. v. Verizon North, Inc., Docket No. C-20054470, Initial Decision dated August 30, 2005.


As these decisions make clear, the Commission’s lack of jurisdiction extends only to the paid advertising in the telephone directory.  The free, single-line, or straight-line listing in the directory, in both the white and yellow pages is subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction.  Further, it is clear on this record that the single-line or straight-line listing in both the white and yellow pages of the telephone directory are within the control of Verizon (Tr. 25-26, 28).  Since the 2001-2002 Altoona Telephone Directory through to the 2004-2005 Directory at the time of the hearing, Mr. Williams has complained to Verizon and the Commission about his personal telephone number being included in a paid advertisement in the yellow pages for Weis Markets.  In each of these directories, the telephone number in the single-line or straight-line listing for the Weis Market has been correct.


At the April 26, 2005 hearing in this case, Verizon submitted its Exhibit 1, a customer proof of the Weis Market advertisement that was to be published in the forthcoming Altoona Telephone Directory.  The proof clearly showed that the telephone number to be printed in the advertisement for the Weis Market was that of the Market and not that of Mr. Williams.  When the current Directory was published the advertisement for the Weis Market had finally been corrected, and Mr. Williams’ telephone number was not printed, in the advertisement, as the telephone number for the Weis Market (Comp. Ex. 1).


However, Mr. Williams’ home telephone was printed in single-line or straight-line listing in the yellow pages of the directory as the telephone number for the Weis Market.  It is my opinion, in view of the efforts Mr. Williams has made since 2001 to have his telephone number removed as the telephone number for Weis Market in the yellow pages advertisement, that Verizon failed to provide Mr. Williams’ with adequate and reasonable telephone service in failing to ensure that the home telephone number of Mr. Williams would not be printed in the yellow pages of the current Altoona Telephone Directory as the telephone number for Weis Market.


Accordingly, Mr. Williams’ complaint in this case against Verizon is sustained, in part, and is dismissed, in part, for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and the single-line or straight-line listing error in the yellow pages of telephone directory complaint proceeding.



2.
The Commission does not have jurisdiction over the subject matter of this telephone classified directory listing complaint proceeding pertaining to paid directory advertising.



3.
The Commission does not have jurisdiction to grant an award of damages.



4.
Mr. Williams, the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, has the burden of proof.



5.
Mr. Williams has satisfied the burden of proving that Verizon failed to provide him with adequate and reasonable telephone service in failing to ensure that his home telephone number would not be published in the single-line or straight-line listing in the yellow pages as the telephone number for Weis Market.



6.
Verizon should be directed to take all necessary action to have Mr. Williams’ home telephone number removed from the single-line or straight-line listing in the yellow pages as the telephone number for Weis Market, and to submit a report to the Bureau of Consumer Services specifying the corrective actions taken, and the results thereof.



7.
The complaint should be sustained, in part, and dismissed, in part.

ORDER


THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:  

1.
That the complaint of Donald L. Williams against Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., at Docket No. C-20043753, is sustained as to the single-line or straight-line listing error in the yellow pages of the Altoona Telephone Directory, and dismissed, in all other respects, for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

2.
Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., shall, within 30 days of the date on which the Commission’s Order in this case is entered, take such action as may be necessary to correct the single-line or straight-line listing error of the home telephone number of Donald L. Williams as the telephone number for Weis Market in the yellow pages of the Altoona Telephone Directory.

3.
Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., shall, within 90 days of the date on which the Commission’s Order in this case is entered, submit a report to the Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Service specifying the corrective actions taken, and the results of such corrective action.

Date:  October 25, 2005


[image: image1.png]bert P. Meehan
Administrative Law Judge
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