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OPINION AND ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:
Before the Commission for consideration and disposition is the Letter Petition for Reconsideration (Petition) filed by Jean Reese (Petitioner) on July 11, 2006, to the Commission’s Opinion and Order entered on June 27, 2006.    
HISTORY  TC "I.
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS" \f C \l "1" 


On August 12, 2004, the Petitioner filed a Formal Complaint (Complaint) with the Commission against Verizon North, Inc. (Respondent) alleging areas closer to the 298 exchange of the New Tripoli exchange area are local long distance while areas further away are local.  The Petitioner requested that the Respondent be ordered to extend the local calling areas to include the exchanges 769 and 799 in the Schnecksville area.  



On August 25, 2004, the Respondent filed an Answer opposing the Complaint.  On May 17, 2005, an Initial Hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Ember S. Jandebeur on the Complaint.  By Initial Decision issued on February 1, 2006, ALJ Jandebeur determined that a polling of the customers was necessary before a final resolution could be reached in this matter.  The ALJ found that the Petitioner had met her burden of proof of showing that polling the Verizon North 298 exchange customers to determine if they want to accept the cost of an extended area for local calling is warranted.  (I.D. at 11).  By so doing, the ALJ neither granted nor denied the relief sought by the Complainant.  The Respondent filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision on March 13, 2006.  Reply Exceptions were filed by the Petitioner on March 23, 2006.  By Opinion and Order entered June 27, 2006, we modified and reversed the Initial Decision; granted, in part, and denied, in part, the Respondent’s Exceptions; and, dismissed the Complaint for failure to meet the burden of proof.  Whereupon, the Petitioner filed the instant Petition contesting the Commission’s Order.  

DISCUSSION 

Pursuant to Rule 1701 of the Pennsylvania Rules of Appellate Procedure, Pa. R.A.P. Rule 1701, the Commission must act to grant a petition for reconsideration within thirty days of the date of entry of the order for which reconsideration is sought, or otherwise lose jurisdiction to do so if a petition for review is timely filed.  The thirty-day period within which the Commission must act upon this Petition in order to preserve jurisdiction, is July 27, 2006.  Accordingly, we shall grant reconsideration, within the meaning of 1701(b)(3), pending review of, and consideration on, the merits of the Petition; THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:  That the Petition for Reconsideration filed by the Jean Reese on July 11, 2006, is granted, pending review of, and consideration on, the merits.  








BY THE COMMISSION,








James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  July 20, 2006
ORDER ENTERED:  July 20, 2006
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