BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Ron Abrams	:
		:
	v.	:	C-2020-3016411
		:
Verizon Pennsylvania, LLC	:



ORDER 
DENYING COMPLAINANT’S THIRD MOTION FOR A CONTINUANCE  
[bookmark: _Hlk54606523]
On January 21, 2020, Ron Abrams (Complainant) filed a formal Complaint (Complaint) against Verizon Pennsylvania, LLC (Verizon or Respondent) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission).  In the Complaint, the Complainant objected to Verizon replacing his copper wires with fiber optic wires and alleged the telephone pole in his yard was compromised and needed to be removed.  

[bookmark: _Hlk43109504]		On February 11, 2020, Verizon filed an Answer to the Complaint.  In its Answer, PPL either admitted or denied the various averments of the Complaint and requested that the Complaint be dismissed.  Specifically, Verizon pointed out that the Commission has already addressed the migration of copper lines to fiber optic lines and held, “there are no Commission laws, regulations or Orders regarding copper line availability or migration upon which to order Verizon PA to continue to provide . . . landline telephone service that is based on a copper line.” Fox v. Verizon Pennsylvania LLC, Docket No. C-2016-2576094 (Opinion and Order entered July 12, 2018) at 9; See also Altman v. Verizon Pennsylvania LLC, Docket No. C-2015-2515583 (Initial Decision Dated August 31, 2016; Final Order Entered November 18, 2016).  Regarding the telephone pole, Verizon argued that they have had a telephone pole lawfully located in the easement in the rear of the Complainant’s property since 1956 and they reserve the right to move to dismiss any claims relating to this pole based on claim preclusion, res judicata and/or lack of Commission jurisdiction.

By Hearing Notice dated July 8, 2020, an Initial Telephonic Hearing was scheduled for Thursday, September 3, 2020, at 10:00 a.m., and the matter was assigned to me. 

I issued a Prehearing Order on July 29, 2020, that directed the parties to comply with various procedural requirements.

On August 5, 2020, I received an email from the Complainant requesting a continuance due to a conflict with a doctor’s appointment.  

By Order dated August 13, 2020, I granted the Complainant’s first motion for a continuance.  

By Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice dated August 11, 2020, an Initial Telephonic Hearing was rescheduled for November 4, 2020 ,at 10:00 a.m.

On October 19, 2020, I received an email from the Complainant requesting a second continuance until late the next year in order to pursue a settlement of this case.  Counsel for the Respondent, Suzan Paiva, Esq., informed me via email that Verizon had no objection to the request.

By Order dated October 26, 2020, I granted the Complainant’s second motion for a continuance.  

By Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice dated October 27, 2020, an Initial Telephonic Hearing was rescheduled for August 4, 2021, at 10:00 a.m.

On July 8, 2021, I received an email from the Respondent’s Counsel, Courtney Schultz, Esq., requesting a continuance due to a scheduling conflict and further pursuit of a settlement of this case.  Attorney Schultz represented that the Complainant had no objection to the request.

By Order dated July 9, 2021, I granted the Respondent’s first motion for a continuance.  

By Hearing Cancellation/Reschedule Notice dated July 9, 2021, an Initial Telephonic Hearing was rescheduled for September 28, 2021, at 10:00 a.m.

On August 5, 2021, I received an email from the Complainant requesting a fourth continuance along with a list of multiple new issues/complaints.  The Complainant requests that the matter be continued to February of 2022.  The Complainant indicated that the Respondent did not object to the request.  

		For the following reasons, the Complainant’s third request for a continuance is denied.  

This case was originally filed on January 21, 2020, concerning Verizon’s migration from copper lines to fiber optic lines and a utility pole for which Verizon alleges they have an easement.  I have granted previous continuances due to the fact that both of these issues seem ripe for settlement and/or resolution by the parties without the involvement of the Commission.  However, it’s been 20 months and this case has still not been settled.  Moreover, the Complainant is requesting another 6 months to pursue settlement.  Unfortunately, if this case has not been resolved after 20 months, it is unlikely another 6 months will make any difference.  

The Commission does not have unlimited resources and availability to keep scheduling, cancelling, and rescheduling hearings.  In this case, the parties have had ample opportunity to settle this case and have been unsuccessful.  Accordingly, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 1.15(b), I do not find good cause shown to grant the Complainant’s third request for a continuance.  The parties should be prepared to make their full case at the hearing scheduled for September 28, 2021.  

		


THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED;

1. That the third continuance requested by the Complainant in the matter of Ron Abrams v. Verizon PA, LLC at Docket No. F-2020-3016411 is DENIED; and

1. That the Initial Telephonic Hearing will be held as scheduled on Tuesday, September 28, 2021, at 10:00 a.m.   


Date:  August 5, 2021  		/s/			
		F. Joseph Brady 
		Administrative Law Judge
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