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I. HISTORY OF  THE PROCEEDINGS





	On January 2, 2001 a formal complaint was filed by Thomas J. Maloney, Jr. (hereinafter Complainant) against Commonwealth Telephone Company (hereinafter Respondent).  The subject matter of the complaint is the quality of service received by Complaint concerning his telephone service at his residence at RR1, Box 181, Falls, Pennsylvania 18615 during the past three years.


	An answer was filed by Respondent on January 30, 2001 which denies that Complainant has received poor telephone service during the past three years.


	After unavailing mediation efforts, an Initial Hearing was convened in Scranton on February 14, 2002, at which both parties participated (Complainant, at his request, having participated by telephone).   No exhibits were moved into the record.  The transcript consists of 56 typewritten pages.  No briefs were filed.














II. FINDINGS OF FACT


	1.  Complainant is Thomas J. Maloney, an individual who resides at RR1, Box 181, Falls, Pennsylvania 18615 where he receives telephone service from Respondent, having been assigned telephone number 570-388-2806.


	2.  Respondent is Commonwealth Telephone Company, which is a Pennsylvania public utility which has been granted a certificate of public convenience from this Commission which enables it to provide public utility service to the public for compensation within the geographic boundaries set forth in its certificate, including the address of Complainant set forth in Finding of Fact number one.


	3.  Starting approximately three years ago, when neighbors by the name of  Francik moved into the neighborhood, Complainant first started experiencing difficulties with his phone service.  At that time, Complainant’s phone would “cut out” frequently and  Complainant would also experience “clicking” on his phone (N.T. 20).


	4.  Complainant reported the phone service deficiencies described in the next preceding Finding of  Fact to Respondent, which responded by doing tests on the facilities serving Complainant’s service (N.T. 20).


	5.  Since the fall of 2001, after Respondent rewired Complainant’s telephone facilities inside of the house, Complainant’s service has greatly improved, but the “clicking” still remains , but occurs less frequently and intermittently, and mostly at night (N.T. 21).  The “clicking” sounds like another person picked up the phone at another house extension (N.T. 24, 25).


	6.  Complainant has children aged 4 years to 11 years old (N.T. 26).


	7.  Respondent’s Switching Station is located approximately 12,000 feet from Complainant’s home (N.T. 30).


	8. The facilities which travel from Respondent’s Switching Station to Complainant’s house are copper cable.  The path of the cable from the Switching Station to Complainant’s house is straight, and the copper cable travels in the air to one pole, and then underground to the Complainant’s house (N.T. 31).


	9. When Complainant first called Respondent about problems he was experiencing on his phone, Respondent  responded by replacing the “pair” and testing it (N.T. 31).  After a further report to Respondent of poor phone service, Respondent cut and insulated the pair, and changed Respondent’s facilities so that no other telephone access line used the 12,000 feet of cable other than Complainant (making it impossible for another to tap Complainant’s cord telephone) (N.T. 31, 32, 34, 35).


	10. Other measures which were undertaken by Respondent in response to Complainant’s complaints were:  it had its “cable splicer repair team” analyze the complaints (N.T. 41);  it ran a temporary above the ground cable to Complainant’s house so as to insure that the underground cable wasn’t defective;  it changed Complainant’s line equipment in the central office (N.T. 35, 36); it changed the entire telephone line running from the switching station to Complainant’s home, including the underground cable (N.T. 36, 37, 44); it twice replaced the “protecter” (or network interface device) in the Complainant’s basement (N.T. 37, 38, 39, 42); it found and removed a loose, bare telephone wire in the complainant’s home (N.T. 37, 38);  it installed a noise filter (N.T. 39, 40); it rewired Complainant’s entire home, including the installation of new jacks (N.T. 42); it gave top Complainant “loaner” phones (N.T. 42); and it took Complainant out of the Harding switching center and removed him to the Falls remote switching center (N.T. 44, 45). All of these things were done despite the fact that the conditions about which Complainant made complaint could never be detected by Respondent’s personnel (N.T. 41, 42, 43).


	 11.  Many of the problems which Complainant described are problems which telephone users experience with a cordless phone, and Complainant did and does sometimes use a cordless phone (N.T. 42, 43, 45).


	12.  Respondent’s witness testified, and we so find, that he does not know of any additional tests or remedial action which Respondent could have taken concerning 


complainant’s complaints, other than those described in Findings of Fact numbers 9 and 10 (N.T. 45, 46).     


	13.  Respondent’s facilities are not the cause of the telephone problems which has been experienced by Complainant (N.T. 46). 


III. DISCUSSION 


	The preceding Findings of Fact, which will not be repeated in this section of the Decision, make it patently clear to the undersigned that Respondent has not provided unreasonable service to Complainant, and has, to its credit, earnestly attempted to find the source of Complainant’s problems.  Accordingly, no violation of the Public Utility Code has been committed, in our view.


IV. CONCLUSION OF  LAW


	This Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this proceeding and over the subject matter thereof.


	


V. ORDER


	Upon consideration of the foregoing, we now issue this ORDER:


	That the complainant filed by Thomas J. Maloney, Jr. against Commonwealth Telephone Company on January 2, 2001 at docket number C-00014630 be and is hereby DISMISSED.





Dated:                                                  ________________________


                                                             Richard M. Lovenwirth


                                                             Administrative Law Judge
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