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, BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Mr Stump, Inc.
C-20066082

V.
Venzon Pennsylvania Inc,
INTERIM ORDER

DENYING MOTION FOR
A MORE SPECIFIC PLEADING

AND NOW, to wit, this 19'" day of July, 2006, upon careful consideration of the
motion for @ more Spéciﬁc pleading filed by the Complainant, Mr. Stump, Inc., on June 2, 2006
pursuant 10 52 Pa. Code §5.101(a)(4) and the answer thereto filed by the Respondent, Verizon
Pennsylvania Inc., on June 12, 2006 and after thorough review of the complaint and answer
thereto filed in this case, I'T IS HEREBY ORDERED that the said motion for a more specific

pleading is denied.

Aok 0. Bbett, Jr. /
Mdministrative Law Judge  J/

JAN 1 0 2007




®

CHRISTOPHER PAUL DERBY
Attorney at Law

November 14, 2006 VIA EXPRESS MAIL

James J. Mc’Nuhy, Sccretarj | D OCU ME NT ‘

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ; ,
Commonwealth Keystone Building FO LD ER
400 North Street - Filing Room (2 North) '
P.0O. Box 3265 , o
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 ;
Re: Mr. Stump Inc. v. Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc.
Docket No. C-20066082

Dear Mr. McNulty:

Enclosed are the original and nine copies of Mr. Stump, Inc.'s Main Brief for the above
captioned casc,
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Christophér Paul Derby B p%%m o
Attorney for Mr. Stump, Inc. , %ng@s
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Since the year 2003 Mr. Stump, Inc's customers and poténﬁal cuslomers have been unable
to locate our basic white page and "free” yellow page listings in the Verizon directories.
This has caused many hundreds of thousands of dollars in damages. With each attempt to
x:{)r‘réct the problems Verizon and its white page agent, Verizon Information Serv‘ices’ '
("VIS"), only make matters worse as these two Verizon groups blameéach other and
each refuses to take responsibility for their ongoing tailures. Therefore the formal

complaint,

”I’his refusal (o take responsibility continues in the realm of these formal complaint
proceedings as Vérizon PA refuses to answer this Commission-servedcomplaint on
behalf of VIS. The result is that Verizon PA handed i an answer that is worthless.
Worse yet, Veﬁzon’s documentary filings in this case have been intentionally orchestrated
to deffaud the Court and the Commission into believing that VIS only provides paid
advertising, that VIS has no involvement in providing the public service, and ihat‘
regardless the Commission is not entitled (o an answer from Verizon PA ihat includes
VIS. Sénior executives at Verizon corporate in New York and at VIS headquarters as
well as other states’ PUC's all disagree with Verizon PA's assertions ~ the assertions are
a complete fraud. Yet Verizon's fraud has resu‘ited' in Mr. Stump being denied the due
process of obtaining an answer and discovery from Verizon PA that includes VIS, and
resulied in a hearing that was both premature and unfair as the court entertained and

rewarded Verizon's fraud,




SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

1. These proceedings have been a sham. Verizon PA has defrauded the Court and the
Commission from the beginning. This fraud has resulted in a denial of due process.

As a result, the court's "findings of fact" can not be confused with a search for the truth,

2. Mr. Stump, Inc. herein demands once again that Verizon PA answer the complaint
on behalf of Verizon Information Services ("VIS"), the company that iksr‘esponsibie for
desttoying Mr. Stump's white page and "free" yellow page listings over ihe past three
years. Verizon PA refuses to do so and has lied to the Court and Commission about
VIS from the beginning. Verizon f‘raudu’lently avers that VIS does only paid ’advcrﬁsing

and that a public utility commission is not entitled to an answer that includes VIS.

3. Happily, with this tiling we now have new an conclusive evidence that was
uﬂpu‘b]ishcd as of the dates of my other 6 filings in this case. The auached court
document Iabeléq "Complainant Exhibit #2" was published by the Virginia Public
Utility Commission on September 7, 2006, one day after [ sent the C()n1h1issio,n a
brief requesting interlocutory review. This document is absolute proof of what 1
have stated all along; (1) that VIS is intimately involved in providing the public
Scrv’icc, (2) that a public utility commission can and must compel answers that
include VIS, and (3) that there is nota shred of‘ truth to Verizon PA's assertions
that VIS does only paid advertising and that a PUC is not entitled to an ’z’mswcr.
VIS plays a crucial role in providing the directory white page and "free" vellow
page Hstings public service nationwide and is critical and indispensable to any
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discussion or answer regarding directory white pagc‘ complaints.' According to
senior executives from Verizon corporate in New York and from VIS
‘headquarters as well as the Virginia PUC, VIS is the "golden source” of
directory listings, maima‘ins’ the directory datébase, and is‘ responsible for the
directory errors and otnissions. Finally, this report proves that any answer to
directory white page complaints that excludes VIS would therefore be
worthless and any attempt to obtain equitable relief wouid be fruitless

without VIS being intimately involved in the discussions.

4, Yet Verizon PA intentionally defr’auds the Court and the Cémmission by
aUeging that VIS does only paid advertising, is not imrblved in the white pages,
and that therefore the Commission is not entitled to an answer. Apparently

- what is good for the PUC of Virginia and other states is no good for the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commiission and Pennsylvania subscribers, at

least according to counsel fbr Verizon PA. This renders Penngylvania to
having the only Commission in the nation that can not regulate the directory.
Nationwide Verizon has delegated its tariffed duties and responsibilities to
VIS@ its white page agent. If the Commission and the Commission-served
complaints are not entitled to an answer that includes VIS then the

Commission can not exercise its subject matter jurisdiction.

5. The Court accepted Verizon PA's fraudulent assertions without
~ discussion - twice. The Court continued with the scheduled hearing despite
my claims of fraud and motions to regain due process by compelling a

2.



nonfraudulent answer. In addition to having been denied an answer that
includes VIS (and the discovery that would have then followed) Mr Stump
was dented a fa:ir’hear‘ing. Onc can not get a fair hearing on the substance

~ of the complaint without an answer and discovery. Therefore the "findings
of fact" can not be confused with a search for the truth, and the court

rewards rather than prosecute the fraud.

6. Accbrdingly, Mr. Stump herein requests that the Commission compel
Verizon PA to provide an answer to the complaint that inc,!udes‘ VIS so ;ha,t
we can continue these proceedings with constitutional due process and fair
play to be followed by a rehearing that seeks the truth and addresses ihe

requests for relief as detailed in the original complaint.




ARGUMENT

I. Mr Stump, Inc. herein requests that the PUC compel Verizon PA to provide an answer
to the complaint that includes VIS, Verizon's white page-controlling agent. VIS is critical
to the directory white pages and their associated listings and the business "free” yellow

pages, and is indispensable for answering complaints and requests for relief.

‘2. Due to the denial of due process ﬁxis brief will be brief. There is no basis upon which
io delve into the substance of the complaint including its d’etai‘ied requests for relief. Nor
is there any basis upon which to discuss the details of the transcript or findings of fact as
the hearing was hopelessiy tainted by Verizon's ongoing fraud. Not having an answer or
discovery, Verizon's false testimony went uncontested by necessity. (Trénscripi pgs. 61,
68). Mr. Stump’s testimony and requests for relief weré, similarly handicépped. Once
Verizon PA is instructed to cease its fraud and tell the truth about VIS, starting with the |
Answer, then we can discuss the details of this public service complaint and seék the

truth via a fair rchearing,.

3. Therefore this brief is about jurisdiction, denial of due process, and fraud. The
argument will be limited to providing additional information on some of the topics
stressed in the above Summary Of Argument including jurisdiction, VIS

involvement in the public service, and a few notes on the hearing.

4. And there is little value in going into great detail in this brief. This is now the
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7th document that I have filed over the course of 7 xﬁomhs of this frauduklent |
Verizon garbage. Liach document pleads for an answer from Vcﬁzon that
includes VIS, the company whose ongoihg directory listings public service
ﬁziséoes aref’ destroying my business. Either the Commission has jurisdiction over
the white pagés including Veriz{m‘s agents or it doesn't. The principal answers

for its agents.

5. Happily. with today's filing we now have new and conclusive evidence that

was unpublishéd as of the dates of my other 6 filings in this case. The attached
court document labeled "Complainant Exhibit #2" was published ﬁy the

Virginia Public Utility Commission on September 7, 2006, the day afier [ sent

the Comumission a brief requesting int,crl‘ocu‘tory review. This new document is
absolute proof of what [ have stated all along; (1) that VIS is intimateiyinvélved in
‘ providing the public service, (2) that a public utility commission can and nfust |
compel answers that include VIS, and (3) Ihat‘therc is not a shred of truth to
Verizon PA’s assertions that VIS does only paid advertising and that é PUC s

not entitled to an answer.
durisdiction

6. The Commission has subject matter jixrisdiction over the Verizon direétory white pages
and their associated listings and the business "free” yeliow page listings (collectively the
“public service™). In order to exercise this subject matter jurisdiction the Comumission
must have personal jurisdiction over those involved in providing the public service,

.
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Verizon PA and its atfiliates. Verizon PA filed the tariff but has delepated directory
public service responsibilities and duties to VIS. This agency relationship is
duplicated nationwide. In order to regulate the public service all states must require
that Commission inquiries and Commission-served complaints be responded to by
Verizon and VIS, its while page agent. Exhibit #2 is absolute proof ,lhatk ViSis
indispensable in providing the public servi'ce’an’d that all public -utility commissions
_can and must compel Veﬁzon to answer on behalf 6f VIS. The \?ir}gin‘ia PUC

‘has done all of the work for us.

7. Verizon PA tells us that the Pennsylvania Public Uﬁ'iizinbmmission’does not hévc
jurisdiction over VIS and that Verizon PA will refuse to answer Commission inquiries on
behalf of VIS. (see e.g. Verizon's ’Answer‘ and New Matter dated 5-31-06, pg. #28,

para. #4 and Verizon's Answer to Motion dated 64?:06, pg. #3, both incorporaled by
reference.) Counsel's contention is that a utility can file a tariff, imniediately delegate
tariff duties and responsibilities to an agent, and then the very nexvt day refuse to

answer Commission inquiries on behalf of the agent. Verizon PA wQuld thereby deny

the Commission its ability to regulate the public service. This is nonsense. Verizon PA
can and must answer tariff-based, Commission-served complaints on behalf of its

wh_it}c- page agent VIS,

VIS Involvement

8. Mr. Stump, Inc. has stated from the beginning that VIS is intimately fn.volved in
providing the public service. (Sce e.g. Complaint Exhibit A, pg #1, para. #1,

3.
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| incorporated by reference). Note that the allegations and the demand for an
answer from VIS were made prior to anyone having any inkling that Verizon PA
would deny VIS involvement and refuse to answer on behalf of VIS. Having

since filed six more documents 10 date all demanding an answer that includes
VIS, I now find myself relying instead on the Virginia PUC repoft labeled

Exhibit #2 which is conclusive, just in case those reading my other six documents
questioned my credibility or allowed Verizon's fraudulent demals to outweigh my

valid assertions.

9. Note however that even the Virginia PUC report does not cover the full scope of VIS
involvement in the public service. There is a whole additional layer of VIS invol?ement
in providing the public service that impacts only business subscribers who adverﬁse in
the yel]bw pages that the Virginia PUC report does not cover, The VIS yellow pages
sales reps involve themselves in all phases of the baéic white page and “free" yellow

page listings, the public service, They take new listings orders, make changes and

corrections, make errors and omissions, switch "main listings" for “additional listings"

to take advantage of "free listings”, etc..

10. This additional layer of VIS involvement that impacts only business advertisers
is discussed at length in the complaint. And as the complaint makes clear, ‘t’he

VIS sales organization known as "TCC" (The Customer Center) in [fving,, TX

isa dysf'unctionaf disaster that not only fails to place the advertising but destroys
Mr. Stump's basic white page and "free” yellow page listings as well.

{See C'omplaint Exhibit A, e.g. pg. #1, para. #1).
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11. Counsel for Verizon’ PA likes to use mycémplaints about the TCC to defraud the/
Commission. My complaint speaks to the TCC deétmctian 61” my public service basic
lisﬁngs, yet throughout its Answer Verizon says "Verizon PA is without sufficient
information or knowledge to respond to the Complainant's allegations regarding paid
advertising or contact with VIS personnel; therefore these allegations are DENIED".
(see e.g Vcrizon Answer pg. #6, para, #13). The fraud continues dozens of times
throughout the Answer, Counsel likes to hoodwink the Commiésibn into believing that
Because VIS also does paid advertising it somehow exempts Verizon PA from

| answering the Commission as to VIS's extensive involvement in the public service

white page and "free” yellow page listings.

12. Please read Exhibit #2, the new Virginia PUC report. It is absolute proof that
VIS is extensively involved in the public sewi‘ce, that a publié utifity éorhmissian can
and must compel Verizon to answer on behalf of VIS, and that Verizon PA's filings
to this case are a totél fraud. I will quote just a few ofthe,morc‘ salient findings from
this report:

"I'he staff held multiple investigative meetings with Verizon and VIS™ (bottom of
page #1) (obviously a PUC can compel Verizon to answer for VIS.)

"VIS as the 'golden source’ for directory listing information. The golden source
directory data is then incorporated into VIS' primary database..” (bottom of page #4)

"T'he majority of the directory errors and omissions occurred primarily because of
- discrepancies between the contents of the Verizon and VIS databases.” (top of page #6)

"“The respective responsibilities of Verizon, VIS or other Verizon afliliates in the
directory process and how issues are coordinated and reselved in a timely matter
were not clear.” (top of page #8)

5



“Finally, there appears to have been little financial incentive for Verizon to fix its
directory related problems.” (bottom of page #8)

“Senior executives (from both Verizon and VIS) provide the LQI with guidance and
oversight.” (bottom of page #10) R

13. Wow! And counsel for’ Verizon PA has the gall 1o tell the I’enr;sylvania Public
Utility Commiission that VIS is h,ot at all involved in the public service. Verizon PA's
‘ongc)ing frauds on the Court and this Commission have brought us to where we are
today - still at square #1. 1 still do not have an answer to my public service complaint,
- an answer that by necessity must include VIS, | certainly would also not get any
answers 1o ihtcrrﬁogatories from VIS so I have no discovery either. And of course we
went headlong into the scheduled hearing without these most basic procedural due
process requirements. Any “findings of fact™ drc worthless, hopelessly tainted by
Verizon's never-ending fraud. 7 months and 7 filings later and we still do not have an
answer. The costs to Mr. Stump, Inc. in terms of time. distraction, expense, and
attorney fees are astronomical and Mr. Stump expects an award of compensaﬁon

for these costs incurred as a result of Verizon's ongoing intentional fraud.

The Hearing

14, The rules say that if a party fails to participate in the inﬁial teiephtynic hearing they
may lose, Having been denied the basic due process requirements of a nonfraudulent
answer followed b} discovery that includes VIS, I lose either way. 1 will not aitempt
to carry my burden without an answer and discovery ﬁor am | even required to. The
law does not require one denicd constitutional due process to even attempi 1o carry a
burden of proof, tather, the law grants a rehearing once due process is reinstated. My
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sole reason for agreeing to participate in the scheduled hearing was to present to the
Court the brand new Exhibit #2 as proof of Verizon's fraud and thereby remotion the
court to compel Verizon PA to answer the complaint on behalf of VIS.

15 Mr. Stump initially motioned the court on May 31st {incorporated by reference).

’I told the court that Verizon PA's answer to the complaint required a more specific
pleadi'ng, one that included VIS as Verizon PA's indispensable white page agent.
Verizon had initially claimed in its Answer that VIS Only did paid advertising. At this

- juncture Verizon PA was forced to admit the apency but stifl lied saying that VIS
“rﬁerély publishes" the directory and once again claiming that the Commission

- therefore could not cbmpel any answers from Verizon PA regarding VIS. (Answer

to Motion dated 6-12-06 and incorporated by reference.} And this time Counsel

had a Verizon lobbyist execute a false Affidavit subject to the penalties of 18 Pa.

C.S. §4904, In July the Court subscribed to these fraudulent statements, denying

Mr. Stump's motion without discussion. Oﬁ September 7th the Virginia PUC issued
th‘eir‘ final report. 1t is conclusive but was p&blished too late to Scnd to the Commission
for interlc)cutory review which was requested via brief one day earlier, September 6th.
On September 20th, amh.ed with the brand new Exhibit #2 that proves Verizon's fraud,

I participated in the hearing for the sole purpose of remotioning and regaining due
process.

*Your honor, if I might, Counsei hinges on the motioﬁ {of May 31st) and the motion
having been denied. Exhibit #2 shows that Counsel's reply to the motion has not a shred
of trath, and therefore I motion the Court to once again compel Verizon and its affiliates
to answer the complaint fully and truthfully..." (Transeript pp. #42).

-



16. The court refused to reconsider the motion in light of the proven frand telling me
1o take‘ the error to the Commission. And the court cut off my anehxpt to prove the

fraud via Exhibit #2 (transcript pg. #28, line #s 20~2S). Subsequent to this second
'd'enial of the motion I had nothing to say for the rest of the hearing. Verizon's false
testimony went uncontested with no cross-exam (transcript pg. #s 61, 68). Again,
I can not be expected to cross or carry any burden having been denied an answer,
discovery, and how an unfair hearing. Towards the end of the hearing the court
inquired as to Mr. Stump's requests for relief butkby this time I was too disillusioned
‘ with the court's having rewarded Verizon's fraud to detail the relief Sought‘ (Mr. Stump
seeks the relief detailed in Exhibit B to the Complaint and will address each of these
requests one at a time once there 'is a fair hearing.)
“I'm asking for the Commission to compel Vcrizori and Verizon Pennsylvania to answer
my complaint fully and completely on behalf of Verizon Pennsylvania and its affiliates
and subsidiaries, including Verizon Information Services as it relates to the public
service, the white pages and the free yellow pages. so that the Public Utility Commission

can have the jurisdictional ability to regulate this public service and so that I can get on
with the substance of the complaint and corrective action..." (Transcript pg #31)

17. Counsel for Verizon will undoubtedly fully subscribe 1o the hearing transcript as the
fraud is almost cbm’p!ctcd and has now been rewarded. Of course any "findings of fact”

cannot be confused with a search for the truth.
Conclusion

18. Mr. Stump requests that the Commission compel Verizon PA to provide an answer
to the complaint that i’nc‘ludesk its white page agent VIS. Verizon PA has defrauded the
Commission and the Court throughout these proceedings stating that VIS is not involved
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i the public service and that the Commission is not entitled to an answer. The new
Virginia PUC report on the directory problems proves that Verizon knows otherwise‘
VIS'S in\)olvemcnt in the white pages is both entical and omnipresént and all public
utility commissions can.',’and must compel Vcﬁzcm to answer on behalf of VIS.

Only then can Mr. Stump get a fair rehearing and equitable relicf.

19, Verizon's ongoing intentional fraud over the past seven months has cost Mr. Stump
an immensce amount of time and money. Accordingly, Mr. Stump demands that Verizon
cmﬁpenéaxe our attorneys fees and expenses, and Mr. Stump requests that the Court and

the Commission conduct an investigation into the falsified aftidavit dated June 12, 2006.

(.hnsmf:her Paul Derby /(ttomuy D #93368
271 Phoenixville Pike

Malvern, PA 19355

Telephone: (610) 640-9434
E-mail: chrispalaw(@earthlink.net

: Counse! for Mr. Stump, Inc.
DATED: November 14, 2006 '



" CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that | have this day served a true copy of the foregoing document
upon the parties, listed beiow, in accordance with the requirements of §1.54 (relating to

service by a party).

Service via first class mail:

William E. Lehman

Hawke McKeon Sniscak & Kennard LLP
* Harrisburg Energy Center

100 North Tenth Street

P.O.Box 1778 .

Harrisburg, PA 17105

John H. Corbett, Jr.
Administrative Law Judge
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
1103 Pittsburgh State Office Bmldmg,
300 Liberty Avenue
~ Pittsburgh, PA 15222-1210

Dated this 14th day of November, 2006. | oSy ‘
, V27, /4/ L
A

Christogher Paul Derby
Counsel for Mr. Stump. Inc.
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STAFF REPORT
VERIZON DIRECTORY INVESTIGATION
CASE NO. PUC-2005-00007
INTRODUCTION

On lanuary 21, 2005, the State Corpoﬁxion Commission issued an O;—der
Establishing Investigation in this proceeding in which the Commission no’ted significant
icidences of ervors and omissions in the Verizon directories and expressed cuhcem that
these problems, the effect of which are costly to both the customers and Venzon, be |
adcquaté,ky addressed. During the 2004 directory period, directory complaints concerning
Verizon Virginia Inc. and Ven’zoh South Inc. (*Verizon™ or “Telco™) filed with the
Commijssion increased ten-fold from 33 and 32 in 2002 and 2003 respectively, to 354 in
2004 The €ommission directed the Staff “f(rinveStigaac and review the directory listing
processes of-Venzon and uts affiliates from the time Lisungs arc established unti] the
listings are published in directorigs.?’ The Staff was further directed “1o identify the

source of soutces of the continuing publication errors and omissions,” and then report ils

~ findings and recommendations o the Commission.

The focus of the Staff investigation was on errors and omisstons, dimc‘dy
atinbutable 10 Venzon, in directory listings included as part of a subseription 10 regulated

local exchange telecommunications services. This examination included yellow page

Jistings that come with the purchase of businesstelephone serviceand the “blue” page

e . SR A e B

listings used for government.
The Staff held.multiple investigative meetings with Verizon and Verizon

Information Services (“VIS™), a subsidiary of Verizon Communications Ine. responsible
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for publishing the directories i Virgima and other states. We analyzed retail and

| wholesale directory processes, consulted with other {elephone companies tesponsible for
directory publications, and interviewed customers and competitive locul exchange
carsiers (*CLECs”). We also reviewed approximately 400,000 pages of documents
provided by Venzon in response to Staff interrogatories and requests for productionof
gocuments

On August 31, 2005, the Staff issued a Status Report’ that found that the pnmary

- causes of the errors and omissions in Verizon's directories appeared 10 be attributable to
several ml‘errclatéd probiems. including the merger of direciory operations; convening
directory related computer systems; unnecessarily cumbersome processes for both
wholesale and retail listings: and human error.

During the course of our investigation, Verizon and the Stalf discussed the events
jeading to the directory errors and omissions, identified the primary cavses of the errors
and omissions. ang considered actions that could be undenaken 1w resolve the problem,
As aresult of these discussions, the Staff and Venizon have rcachcd‘an agreement on an
Offer of Settiement for Comumission consideration. The Offer of Settiement seeks to
address many of the issues discovered during the Staff investigation, and proposes a
corrective action plan designed to reduce the errors and ofniss‘mns in Verizon directories.

The proposed Offer of Settlement is atached hereto and contains the following

agreed upon terms:

* A comrective action plan to compensate customers affected by past

errors and omissions;

' Case No, PUC-2005-00007, Stwius Report of Division of Compunications, Avgust 31, 2005, DCM
361248,
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¢ Anincentive plan imde,r which Vedzon will be required to meet a
directory listing accuracy metnc:

o Tariff revisions 1o expand the relief available 1o future customers
whio experience errors and bmissipns;

¢ Payments for multi-year business Iistirgg crro}s:

« New processes for customer verification of directory lis‘ﬁngs;

s Clarification that the Telco is in command and control with rcgurd’
to decisions on republishing or supplementing a directory;

« Reporting requirements; and /

« A directory hotline so customers can verify ﬁndwcorre;i errors and
omissions bcﬁforé a directory is published. _

The Staff believes that the terms of the Offer of Settlement will address and hel p
corect past and any future problems, as weli as improve the quality of Verizon
direciories, This Report provides a summary of the major findings of the Staf_f‘.s
investigation,

THE DIRECTORY PROCESS

Venzon's obligation to publish directory listings stems from several sources

including the Telco’s tariffs.? the Commission's service quality standards,” and

 Yerizor South Inc. Virginia, General Cusiomer Services Tasiff, §2.3.9. Provision and Owrership of
Directonies = The Cormpany will furnish 10 its customers withcut charge, a minimum of one directory per
access line. Verizon Vitginia Inc., General Regulations Tariff, S C.C.-VaNo. 201, €. 10, Provision and

Ownership of Directories — Directories are fumished by the Telephone Company 1o customers as on aid to
the use of the setvice,

1 2VACS-427120. B., Rules For Local Exchange Telecommunicanons Company Service Quoline

Standurds, ALEC snan publish directories or cause its customers® listing mrommuon 16 be published in
irecrories at yearly intervals, ,
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interconnection agreements with CLECs. Directory histings consist of residential,
business, professional, and organizational listings in white, yellow, and blue pages.
White page iistings come from the retail customer service records or the Jocal service |

- requests (“LSR”) from wholeséle customers. Yellow page listings are derived from the
primary, or main, white page listings. Yellow page listings are grouped with other
similar businesses under a heading of the customer's choice (e.g., “Lz{wysrs“). Ycllow
pagé, classified advertising falls under the purview of 2 commercial contract and is nota.
watiffed service, The blue page listings an& reserved for government ’Iisﬁngs.

The s@cturc of each Jisting e either straight line or complex. Siraight—iinc
listings are printed directory listings that Lypically take one lin¢ in the white pages of the
printed book. A straight line Jisting normally consists of the customer’s last name, first
aarnie or initial, street addre_ss, city, and the 7 or 10 digit telephone number. At the
customer’s request, certain modifications to the content of the listing are aflowed.

Complex listings take myorc than one line in the pnnted white pages. Complex
fistings may include information found in straight-line listings, but also allow for other
information as well, i.c., locations, department names, and so forth. Most complex
listings are for business customers, although there are some residential comp)e‘x listings,
.z, asecond ‘tclcp’hoﬂc number listed as “children’s phone.” |

Verizon customer service representatives use service orders to create or update
directory listings. At the wholesale level, CLECs provide directory listings to V‘erizon’
via the LSR. The directory listing data is ,compi}ed from Verizon's customer service
record database and is eventually forwarded to VIS as the “golden source™ for directory

isting information. The golden source directory data is then incarporated into VIS’
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primary database known as “VAST,” which stands for Verizon Advertising System for
Tomorrow. VAST 1s the directory listing svsiem used for Verizon directory ptblica(ions
in Virginia and other states.

For each directory publication cycle, VIS extracis data from VAST and transfers
specific portions of the directory listing data for p\;bhcatmn.k Vcr';z@n publishes 39
directories in Virginia containing approximately 2.700,000' residential listings ah‘d Over
500,000 business, professional and government listings. Each book is désigncd to
inclddc the directory listings for a specific community of interest, |

Most Virgimia directories are a single book combining both white and yellow |
pages. The larger metropolitan areas (Northern Virginia, Richmond, and South Hampton
Roads) receive separate white and yellow page directories. Once the data is selected and
extracted from the publication database, VIS sends the dawa to R: R. Donnelly & Sony,
 the contractor ﬁzat 1s Tesponsible for the actual publication of the printed direc{orsz.

WHAT WENT WRONG

‘The causes of Verizon's dnrcctory‘hsting problems date back to 1997 when a
decision wias made 10 begin modetnizing Bell Atantic Corporation's {"Bell Atlantic™)
mujor dalabase systems, a process scheduled to last sever years ending in 2004. Things
became more complicaied with the merger of Bell Atlantic and GTE Corporation
(“GTE")in 2000 This merger necessitated additional system conversions as the merged
company, Venizon, began (0 merge Bell Atlanue and GTE’s directory histing systems into
4 common V'erj zon zutlomated database. The Verizon system conversion required manual

“work arounds™ to correct the errors that occurred when merging the databases.

* Joint Petition ¢ll Atlantic Corporation and GTE Corp

merper, Case No. PUC-1999-00100. 1999 5.C.C Ann. Rept. 321,

3
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In sddition to problems experienced with converting and merging the existing -
database sys‘icms* the Verizon database also needed to be synchronized with the separate
VAST database maintained by VIS for directory publications. The majority of the
directory ervors and omissions occurred primarily because of discrepancies between the
contents of the Verizon and V1S databases. These sﬁhchionizaﬁon problkems ca,uséd. in
sorne cases, tens of thousands of listings to be rejected by VAST and required Verizon
-and VIS to correct manually erroneous listing information housed in their respective
duvccmry listing systems. |
Errors and omissions also arose due to other factors unrelated to the system
conversions, merper, and synchronizgtion problems. Frequently, an error occurred as 8
result of Thuman error in keying in the directory listing information. Errors slso occutred
when information provided by the cusmmer‘ was not verified or there was a
misunderstanding on How a listing should appear i the directory. 1n addition, problems
arose when procedures designed 1o ensure the accuracy of directories were not .fo!lowed‘
properly,
| Moreover, service orders gcner'aic/d by Verizon or LSRs generated by CLECs may
not have up&axcd the VAST database correctly or the listings rcjectéci by VAST may have
been worked incorrectly. The fact that these databases were not synchrogized alfowed
changes 10 be made in one database without matching eniries being made in the other
databases. Normal processing of service orders or LSRs in the Venzon golden source
database should have caused data to update automatically ta VAST . However, some
service orders were rejected (iie., did not aummalicaliy wpdate the VIS database} and,

therefore, required manual intervention by T elco Directory Suppon Centers (*DSCs™},
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which were tesponsible for processing alf tetail complex directory histings and for
correcting all straight-line Jistings that did not correctly update 15 the VIS publishing
systems database. There were also problems with the parameters defined for exuacting
the data i’or the publication of a particular directory.

According to Verizon. there is no one measure of minimum accuracy by which
the directories are judped. Verizon measures the quality of the directory process in
numerous and Qarieé ways, including. but not Tunited to.'complainfts, Jisting rejects, sales
adjusiments, LVRs, wholesale trouble uckém and pub’iishc:d errors per 1,000 listings. |
Vetizon indicated to the Staff that it nas a 4% rejection rate for histings with the target of
clearing/correcting 98%: of the rejections prior 1o publica’non.;

Fusthermore, there is no one method for handling dircciory crrors and omissions.
For example, orie-of-a kind individual errors are handled by Venzon or the CLECs.
Where errors occur that may affect an entire dircciory; “PRIDE" (E,mns‘ consisting of
¢ross functional specialists, identify the root cause of the ervors, facilitate “fixes.” and
determine what corrective action should be taken.

The deetsion to reprint or supplement a dircctory, dr to take no action at all,
appears not 1o be based on any one factor, Customer feaction, cxpense, seiting

- precedents, the relative imporiance of the missing listings, as well as media, rcgu’latory‘
political, and competitive factors apparently all play a role. A suppiem,em may be ordered
rather than 3 full reprint becavse it is faster and less expcnswé, 1o produce and distribute,
miay cause less customer confusion. and has fewer epviropmental impacts. Moreover, a

supplemcm may be issued in liew of a reprint depending upon the volume of affected
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customers, the nature of the problems, and whemcr' discrepancies and errors could be
identified and corrected quickly und easily.

The Staff was also uhab]e 10 dezefminc whia actually controls the decision making |
process when determinations are made to issue a new directery, supplement a directory,
or o nothing at a}i, The sespective responsibilities of Verizon, VIS or other Verizon
affiliates in the directory process and how issues are coordinated ;md fesoived in"a !imc‘l)'
manner were not ¢lear. It was also unclear to the Siaff whether Verizon or VIS made the
decision on the required accuracy level for directones.

Additionally, it appeared to the Staff that directory ervors and omissions increased
because there may have not been enough human fcsourccs devated to the conversion and
synchronization process. The Staff learned that the crroneous and dupliéativa listings
resufting from the database conversion eventually required Verizon to hire temporary
employees as well as former Verizon employees fo review and correct manually the
directories pending clean up and synchronization of the database  Verizon employees
also had ia be reatiocated from other positions in order to make corrections ma‘nualiy,
vcn’fj{. proof check, and otherwise clean up the listings.

Finally, there appears to have been little finuncial incentive for Veriion 1o fix its
directory relétcd problems. Verizon's fiability for errors and omissions 1 directory
listings is limited to one-half of the amount of the fixed monthly charges applicable to

~local exchange services. Accordingly, the only fi inancial’consequence that would resull |

{rom an esror or omission in a directory was a small credit to the customer's bill.
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CUSTOMER IMPACT

In this docket, 483 comments were filed by parties representing a broad spectrum

of interests, including government officials, businesses and residential customers, and

CLECs. Of the 483 comments, 236 reported enors in directory listings; 150 reported that

listings had been omitted from the directory: ané 149 commented that directory problems

oeeurred for more than one year.

In addition 10 comments that unlisted telephone numbers were published, that

incorrect Jistings were published, that listings were omitted, and that these problems

~ oceurred over multiple years, other comments, Commission complaints, and customer

interviews yielded that:

A o S VA il WS .

« A major newspaper's circulation and classified listings were omitted from

the directory.

The owrner of a lawn care company stated that he derived approximately
33 percent of his business from the yellow pages and that being listed
under the wrong heading was extremely cosy to his business. |

The owner of a franchised busineés home inspection service clainied that |
his business failed largely as a result of the thousands of dollars Tost
because of consecutive directory omissions. -

One heami system considered mailing its own direcioryr of listings to
consurmers when its local directory was published with some 400 ervors.
A dentist said tbut he was Jeft out of the-directory for three consecutive
years and that, in addition to the missed opportunitics for new clients,

existing customers had to reson to calling hiry at home,
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s One town’s listings were left out of the directory ahogethér. with the
exception of its main nusnber that was listed under a local rescue squad.

« A mayor state unmversity lost 75 oot of its 78 listings because of a system
conversion error,

CORRECTIVE ACTION

The Commission Staff became aware of the significant jncrease in ¢rrors and
omissions and, in 2004, initiated an informal invcsﬂgmiar‘i. Verizon then reported to the
Staff that it was taking corrective action 10 fix the problem. These corrective sctions
appeared to the Staff {0 increase after the Commis.éion Jaunched its formal investigation
in catly 2005.

Specifically, in 2004 Veiizon organized an intemal working group to find
Soluﬁonskm Jisting errors and ornissions, This working group, named the Listihg Quality
Initiative (“LQJ") Team, was formed with members from Wholesale, Rexa}ii, Information
‘Téchnology, LiveSource (directory msistance}k divisions of the Company, and n{dtnbcrs
from VIS, The LQT Team examined the end-to-end process of listings and ideantified and
implemented initistives to improve the quality of the listing process. The 1.Q1 Team met
weekly and continues 10 do so 1o identify any additional initiatives necessary to improve :

the quality of Verizon's directory publications. Senior executives (from both Verizon

 and VIS) provide the LQI with ongoing guidance and oversight.

As indicated above, as a result various system conversions o the former Bell
Atlantic and GTE companies and in the VIS systems, several databases were used to
produce directory listings. After cxamining the cnd-to-cnd process for the creation of

directory listings, the LQI team identified the lack of synchronization between the

10
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databases of the telephone and dir‘e(’loryv companies 10 be the most significant source of
potential directory listing errors. |

The LQI Team also determined that the manual process employed to recongile
iﬁct)ns;isrencies petween the systems and process complex listings post-merger potentially
added to lisungs discrepancies. Without 2 single master database, any ,lisn‘ngs corrected
in one database wcie subject 1o subsequent errors introduced by this manual process.

Thus, Vetizon concluded that the desigoation of a single database as the master
repository of directory listings information wes necessary, and that a sigmficant effont
would be required to ensure that the master database’s records were correct. Once
canﬁdenﬁ& in the accuracy of the master database was established, the puhlishing
database éould then be synchronized to it.

Based on the recommendations of the LQL, Verizon established a single database
(eLiétings) as’its. aster database for directory listings. As part of this initiative, Verizon
retired its legacy systems, and ciiminu,(ed manual processing of caption listings. The
conversion of all caption listings in the él,is(ings database has been cump'le,téd, and errory
resulting from this conversion process have been identified, reviewed and corrected.

Following this conversion and cleanup process, Verizon then began synchronizing
its publishing database with the masier elastings database. This was accomplished by
reviewing all previously used ’man&al documents for accﬁracy. as well as manually
comparing 2004 and 2005 direciories for discrepancies. All discrepancies between the
databases were investigated, and the master eListings database was éorrected s needed

The publishing database was then synchronized with eListings.




In ordet 1o prevent fuiure directory errors, Verizan has created an ongoing,
mechanized process to campare the eListings and 'pubiishing databages and ensure that
the databases remained synchronized. This mechamized process idcnliﬁcs potential
discrepancies {or review and comection if necdcd; and then the publishing database is
synchronized 1o the muster eListing database, This process is u;ihzed for each directory
to increase the accuracy of fistings in the cLisiing database, and to provide increased
assutance that “*do not publish™ and “do not Jist” numbers are not inadvertenily published
or listed. |

1o addition. Verizon is timplementing an enhancement to transmit all fines of -
caption listings Iokthe publishing database when changes are made to acustomer's
caption iisting, not just the éaptién lines thai are being updated. This permits the entire
caption (© be viewed for analysis und comparison, keeping thie databases in synch and
reducing the risk of publishing incomect information.

Verizon has zdvised the Staff that it has invested $8 million to resolve the
pr,éblems causing past errors, and (o prevent future errors in the system used to produce
directory listings in Virgunia. The LQJ team continues to meet on a regular basis to
uﬁemﬁf y opportunities (o further enhance the quality of Verizon’s directories. Verizon has
represented that il is committed to producing high guality directories. The Staff will
éon‘ftinue 10 monitor Verizon's progress under the terms of the incentive plan contained in

the proposed Offec of Settlerent.”

¥ For 2008, directory listing related complaints against Verizon were still at an unusually high volume of
157, Directory complainis have dropped Significantly in 2006, however, coming in year-t0-date ot 35,
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CONCLUSION

Verizon has cooperated with the Commission Staff during the course of this
investigaﬁén and has responded in a positive fashion in an effort to improve the guality
of its directories. The corrective actions undertaken by Verizon to date, the
implementation of the corrective action plan in the proposed Offer of Settlement, and
confinied monitoring ‘nf the quality of Venizon directories should lead 10 belter quality
and accuracy in directory listings in Virginta. With the proper measures - incl’uding
financial incentives, a specific required accuracy metric, tanff revisions, opportunitics for
customer verification of listing prior to publication, Verizon having command and control
of the d,ecision of whether 10 republish or supplement a directory, reporting, and a
dedicated avenue for complaints - the Commission’s objective is {o ensure that Verizon
directories are reasonably free of efrors and omissions and that Verizon responds to any

future problems that may occur in a timely fashion.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
BEFORE THE
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION ’
CASE NO. PUC-2005-00007
Ex Parte: In the Matter of Investigating
Dirgctory Errors and Omissions of Verizon
Virginie lnc. and Verzon South Inc.

OFEER OF SETTLEMENT

This Offer of Setilement represents the agreement bétween Verizon Virginia inc.,
and Verizon South Ine. (collectively “Verizon®) and the Staff of the State Corporation
Comrnission (“Staff”) as 1o the most appropriate resolution of this proceeding. Verizon
and Staff thercfore agree o, and request that the State Corporation Comimission
(“Commission™) enter an order accepting, without change or condition, the following
stipulated terms; ' ‘

1. Corrective Action Plan. Verizon agrees to place i upfront payment of $2
yaillion in an eserow asccount for the benefit of affected customers. Further,
Verizon will make disbursements (o affected cusiomers in accordance with the
terms of the corrective action plan to be developed by the Commission Staff, who
will establish the parameters for inclusion in the affectéd customer group and
payment grmount(s) to each such affecied customer, subject to approval by the
Comrmission, Any amount of the $2,000,000 paymen not paid to affected
cusiomers &t the end of the sunset period, as provided in Section X, will be paid
to the Treasurer of Virginia. Verizon also will pay up to £4 million in incentive
poyments for future directory quality as outlined in Secdon IL

I Incentive Flan. Verizon agrees to a directory listing accuracy rate of 99% (10
servics affecting ervors out of 1000 listings is the lowest acceptable accuracy
rate). Within three years from the date the Coramission approves this settlernent
proposal, the Staff will audit 80 directories of its choosing and measure service
affecting ervors proven to be Verizon's responsibility. Directories subject to audit
are those published afier the Commission approves the setilement proposal.

For each audited diréctory that fanls to meet the metric, based on service affecting
errors or omissions, Verizon will pay to the Treasurer of Virginia £50,000. Based
on the Staff's audit of 80 direciories, Verizon's liability shall not exceed $4

million under this incentive plan (80 x $50,000 = $4 million). Vérizon will make

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
RECEIVED -/~

U6 10 2006
Office of General Counsel

s .
T LR




| . 3

the total payment for the directories that fail the metric at the end of the thxee.yeer
audit period.

Service affecting errors for both white and yellow page tariffed listings are
determined by the following critena:

e Complete omission of a listing that was published in the Telco records
Publication of & listing, that was either pon-listed, not-published, or ne
longer in scrvice in Telco records

¢ Reversal of first/last name
Misspelling of the listed name, incorrect telephone number, or any
other error 50 as to make it unlikely that a user of the printed book
could locate the Listing in the expected alphsbencal location or locate
the correct number for the listing, including, but not Jimited to, the
appearance of a listing under the zppropriate yellow pages captioned

*heading

11 Tariff Revisions, No later than thirty (30) days afler the Commission
approves this setilement proposal, Verizon will modify its relevant tariffs
pertaining 1o business listings to allow for an eutomatic customer credit of 12
months of the fixed monthly charges for Local Exchange Service for any service
affecting diréctory listing error or omission - Vetizon will modify its 1asiffs
pertaining 10 residential servies to allow for 4n automatic customer credit of 6
tonths of the fixed mionthly charges for Local Exchange Service for any service
affccting directory listing ervoror o:m'ssion for residentiel listings.

1IV. Malt-year Business Listing Errors.  Failure to correct 2 prcvxously
reported service affecting business directory listing error or omission for the 2™
consecutive publication will result in a separate p mym«:m of 87,500 to the
Treasurer of Virginia. Failure to correct for the 3™ and following consecutive
publication will resulf in 8 payment of $10,000. Alternatively, Verizon may
choose to negotiaté with the customer to provide a resolution acceptable. to the
customer io Heu of such payments.

V. Customer Verification of Directory Listings. All end user customers,
including those of CLECs with blanket written permission from their CLEC, will
be provided the opportunity to contact Vérizon directly to preview their directory
Tistings prior to publication. A CLEC choosing not to grant written permission for
it customers to contect Verizon directly may continue 10 contact Verizon on their
customers” behalf, Showbook or its equivalent is sufficient for caption listings.
Whether contacted by retail or wholesale end-users, or the CLEC itself, Verizon
will verify that Telco records and those of the dzractory publisher are
synchronized,

V1. Command and Control. Verizon local telephone companies will, or cause
an entity publishing directories on their behalf to, respublish or supplement a




directory when, in the Jocal telephone companies’ sole discretion, they determine
there are an excessive amount of errors and omissions. This provision does not
preclude the Commission from exercising any authority granted by the
Constitution and Code of Virginia.

VII, Reporting. Verizon shall provide monthly reports to the StafT detailing all
_customer complaints, whether retail or wholesale, for all dxredmyhsnng errors
and omissions. The reports will include;

o The number of complaints for errors and omissions reported to the hotline
outlined in Section VHI and/or to Verizon's Customer Relations Group

o Cause/enslysis of each complaint

s When and how each compiaint was resolved, including any credits xssued
to the costomner

¢ For complaints/concerns regarding Directory listings reccived by the
Verizon business offices, Verizon will provide the total mxmbcr of -
complaints logged :

VIiI. Directory Hotline. Verizon shall establish & scparate toli-free directory
hotline and e-mail address for directory listing related complaints, inquiniés, efc.;

make Verizon retail, CLEC end-users, and CLECS, aware of the new hotline; and

ensure that wait times during normal business hours are reasonable, i.e. no more

than 3 minutes on avernge for calls before a "live™ person is connected to handle -

all compluints and othér inquiries.

IX. Sunset. The requirements imposed herein will automatically sunset in three

years after the Commission enters an order approving this settlement proposal,
unth the rrrﬁpﬁmofSecﬁnn‘ﬂrmhinhm‘mmnir&ﬂ} the earlier of three years

after the Commission enters an order approving this settfement proposa] or the
conclusion of the StafPs 80® dircctory audit, '




Agreed upon this 10 dxy of Avgust 2008.

VERIZON VIRGINIA INC.
VERIZON SOUTH INC.

Beward L. Flippen, Esquire

MoGuireWoods LLY

T Jamesy Center ’

901 East Cary Strest :
Richmond, Virgirds 23218

Coursel for Verizon Virginis Inc.
and Verlzon South Ige.

STAYF OF THE :
BTATE 'CORPOR;A’I‘ION COMM}SSION

By. 5""““ 46&4&/

Qlen P, Rx&m&cm, Esqule
Katharing A, Hart, Esquire
Douald H, Wells, Ir., Bsquite
Offies of Ornernl Conigel

Sunte Corpocation Corrdision
1300 Bast Mazo Street, 10° Floor
Richmiond, Virginia 23219

Counset for the Comwnisslon Soff




. ‘ | | .

COMMONWEAJ TH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

AT RICHMOND, JANUARY 21, 2005, "
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex ret | -

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

SRR PR

CASE NO. PUC-2005-00007
Ex Parte: In the Matter of Investigating v .t
Directory Errors and Omissions of Verizon
Virginia Inc. and Verzon South Inc.

ORDER ESTABLISHING INVESTIGATION

‘IHe State Corporation Commiésion ("Comunission"), pursuant to Article IX of the
Constitution of Virginia and Title 56 of the Code of Virginia, is charged with the duty of
supervising, regulating, and controlling all public service companies doing business in the
Commonwealth of Virginia relating to the performance of their public duties and correcting any
abuses commx’tted'by such cotnpanies, |

The Commission 15 aware of significant ongoing incidences of directory errors and
‘omisgions in !hé White Page directory listings of Verizon Virginia Inc. and Verizon South Inc.
(collectively, "Vetizon®), and we are concemed that these problems, the effects of which are
eostly to both the public and to Verizon, be adoquéte’ly addressed. Recent directory Iisﬁng
problems in the Ham‘piokn Roads, Richmond, Roanoke. and Northern Virginia areas have been
the source of complaints to the Cornmission.

Our bi\tision of Communications ("Staff") has been conducting an ongoing informal
investigation in an effort to resolve and reverse the increasing trend of errors and omissions
contained in Verizon directoties. Despite Staff effotts énd efforts by Verizon, there appéms to

be inadequate improvement in the quality of White Page directory listings of Verizon. Indeed,

the recent directory problems experienced by customers in Chesapeake and Virginia Beach
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tesulted in a complete reprinting of approximately 83,000 directones. Corrective actions
promised by Verizon as the result of ongoing informal discussions with the Staff have not,
'zzpkparentl ¥, resulted in sufficient improvements ia the quality of White Page directyory listings.
Numerous complaints bave been filed with the Cormission concerning the errors and
omissio’ns ‘in Verizon directories. These complaints have heen filed by private individuals,
~ businesses, and several competitive local exchange cartiers. Those who have filed compi’aints
are encouraged 1o participate in this investigation ja an effort to identify the source or soumes of
the problems causing the errors and omissions. We direct our Staff, with appropriate input from
Verzon, the public, and other interesied persons, to m%s&igate and review the directory listing
processes of Verizon and 1ts affiliates from the time listings are established unti) the listings are
publiébed in directories. We ekpwt our Staff to identify the source or sources of the continting
: publication errors and omissions and direct the Staff to file a Report ("Report™) comaming its
findings and recommendations
Verizon and its affiliates are further directed to cooperate f‘unykwith the Commission
Staff during the course ofits‘inthigation and to respond to all requests for information, reports,
or otﬁcr data in a timely and efficient manner so all listings and publication pro’blcins can be
resolved forthwith. No persons other than the Staff and the Ofﬁée of the Attorney General shall
have discovery rights pending further order of the Commission.
Finally, depending on the nature of the Staff's Report and the findings and
recommendations therein, we anticipate issuing future orders io this proceeding 1o resolve the
problems, including possible provisions for a hearing, ifneccssafy. |

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that an investigation into the

continaing problem of omissions and errors in the directories of Verizon should be commenced,




and we direct the Staff, pursuant to Va. Code §§ 56-35, 56-36, 56-234.4, 56-247, and 56-249, to
investigate the matter and file a Report regarding Verizon's directory errors and omissions.
Additionally, we mvite and will accept comments from the public regarding this matier.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(13 This case is docketed end assigned Case No, PUC-2005-00007,

(2) The Staff shall investigate the errors and omissions contained in the White Page
fistings of the directories of Verizon and file a Report containing the Staff's findings and
recornmendations.

(3) Verizon may respond to the Staff Report and to public comments no later than thirty
© (30) days afier the filing of the Staff Report.

(4) On or before February 11, 2005, the Commission's Division of Information
Rcsourcc:, shall complete publication of the following notice to be published on one {1) occasion
as display advertising in newspapers having general circulation throvghout the Company's
service tefritory:

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC OF AN INVESTIGATION BY THE
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF VERIZON'S
TELEPHONE DIRECTORY ERRORS AND OMISSIONS

CASE NO. PUC-2005-00007
- Due to the rising number of complaints and problems
associated with thie publication of Verizon Virginia Inc.'s and
Verizon South Ine.'s ("Verizon™) White Page directory listings, the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued an Order
Establishing Investigation, directing the Siaff of the Commission

to investigate this matter and file a report. The Commission {nvites
public cornments on Verizon's directory problems.

On or before March 25, 2005, any person desiring 10
comment on the quality of Verizon's White Page directory listings
may do so by directing such comments in writing to the Clerk of
the Commission at the address set forth below. Interested persons
desiring to submit comments electronically may do so by
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f‘onowing th‘c instractions found an the Commission's website:
hitp/fww irginia pov/caseinfo him

All written communications to the Commission CODCLINIng
this matter shall be directed 10 Joel H, Peck, Clerk of the State
Corporation Cormmission, ¢/o Document Control Center,

P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virgina 23218, and shail refer to

Cage No. PUC-2005-00007,
(5) Any person desiring to comment on this matter may do so by directing such
' comments i writing on ot before March 25, 2005, i Joel H. Peck, Clerk of the State
Corporation Commission, /o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia
23218, Interested persons desiring to submit comments electronically may do so by following

the instructions found on the Commission's website: hitp://www sce.virginia.gov/easeinfo htm.

Coroments must refer o Case No. PUC-2005-00007.

(6) Staff }nay convene a workgroup of interested parties to assist in gathering data for
use in its Staff Reporx

(7) This matter is contipued generally pending further order of the Commissior.

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be scﬁt by the Clerk of the Commission to:
Lydia R. Pulley, Vice President, Secretary, and General Counsel, Verizon V‘n‘gml,, Ine,, 600 East
Main Street, Suite 1 !00, Richmond, Virginia 2321 9-2441: C. Meade Browder, Jr.; Senior
Assistant Attorney General, Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of Attorney General,

%00 East Main Street, Second Floor, Richmoﬁd, Virginia 23219; and the Commission's Office of

General Counsel and Division of Communications.
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James J. Mciulty, Seeretary < e
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission f m o
. e T ey g2 > h
Commonwealth Keystone Building D O C U M E NT <
400 North Street - Filing Room (2 North)

P.O. Box 3265 FO LDE R
Harrisburg, PA 1710543265 ‘

RE:  Mr. Stump, Inc. v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc ; Docket No. C-20066082; MAIN
BRIEF OF VERIZON PENNSYLVANIA INC.

Dear Mr. MeNulty:
Enclosed, for filing with the Commission, are the original and nine (9) copies of the Main

Briel of Verizon Permsylvania Inc. in connection with the above-captioned matter. A copy of
this Brief has been served as indicated on the attached Certificate of Service.

If you have any questions with regard t this filing, please direct them to me. Thank you
for your attention to this matter.
Regards,, / [)

William k. Lehman ,
7  Counsel for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.
WEIL/kmg ’
Enclosures
v¢:  Christopher Paul Derby, Owner
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adherence to tariff requirements bavs further litigation of this elaim. ... ... .10

Verizon PA provides reasonable alternative listing services that would allow the
,('“mnp!.un.mt numerous ways of having in: Imm gs appear in the telephone
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I - STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A. Procedural History

On or about April 3. 2006, the Cemplainant filed a 74-page (including attachments) 124
paragraph Fortmal Complaint (*Complaint™} against Verizon Pennsylvania Inc, (“Vefizon PA™)
Mthaugh extremely long and verbose, the gravamen of Mr. Derby’s «;“Co‘mplainant“ or “Mr.
Derby”) complaint is his dissatisfaction with his White Pages directory listings and paid
directory advertising.

On M‘ny 11, 2006, Verizon PA filed an Answer denying the material allegations
regarding services provided by Verizon PA and averred that 1t was without specific information
or knowledge to respond to allegations reparding paid directory advertising provided by Verizon

L

Information Services, Ine. (“VIS”) because VIS is a separate and distinet company from
Verizon PA.

On Mav 31, 2006, the Complainant (iled a Preliminary Motion for a Maore Specific
Pleading in response w Verizon PA’s Answer to the Complaint, to which Ve‘rimn PA filed a
response on June 12, 20006,

By Ocder dated I uly 17, 2006, the Commission scheduled the instant Ccmplzﬁm for an

mitial telephonic hearing to be held on Wednesday, September 20, 2006. By Order dated

July 19, 2006, the Presiding Administrative Law Judge (*‘AI,J":) John H, Corbett, Jr. denied the

- Complainants Motion for @ More Specific Pleading. AL) Corbett stated that the Order was

issued only atter “thorough review of the Complaint and Answer filed in this case . . .”

By Order dated October 16, 2006, ALY Corbett ordered main briefs be filed on or before

Movember 15, 2006, his Main Brief of Verizon PA is submitted in accordance with that Orcder.




Yo

B. Factual History

In 1998, the Complainant called Veﬁzon PA complaining that when he established
service in 1996, he was never given a choice us 1o where his paid additional busincss histing of
“Mr. Stump”™ would appear. (Tr. 51) At that timie, as a courtesy. Verizon PA agrecd to suppress
the ¢hurges for this Iist‘ing and provided a “place listing as™ indicator on the “Mr. Stump™ listing
so thar Compiainant’s “Mr. Stump™ listing would appear in the directory under the M-1-8-T-E-R
section (e as if spelled out in f'ul[ Y {T'r. 51) This indicator remains in place unless removed. (Tt
51, 665 Because of the “place listing as” indicator, the “Mr. Smmp‘“ listing always appeared
where 1t should have in the white pages, in the M-1-S-T-E-R scction. {Tr. 51)

The Complainant did not complain zbout the “Mr. Stump® listing kappearing in the M-[-S-
T-E-R section until VIS decided. in 2003, 10 remave the cmss—n:’fe‘rﬁhcc listing in the Mf section
of the book that read, “MR — See also Mister.” (Tr. 12, 51) This way a business decision and
done because surveys of VIS's customers indicated that these cross-reference indicators were not
helpful to its customers. (Tr. 67) This heading, as well as other non-useful headings. were
dropped trom the books to save space. (Tr. 67)

In the 2004 editions of thé Complainant’s telephone books. all the “Mr.” businesses
appeared in the Mr section but the Complainant’s “Mr. Stump” listing still appeared in the M-1-
S-T-E-R section. (Tr. 13) These busincsses‘appeared in the Mr section Qf the 20{14 books due o
cenversion of the indexing system by VIS intobya standard pub‘fishing system for the entire
Verizen footprint. (Tr. 66) The Complainant’s *Mr. Stump™ listing remained in the M-1-S-T-E-
R section of those same books, where it should have, because of the “place listing as” indicator
that was placed on this Jisting in 1998 and never removed. (Tr. 53, 66)

In January 2005, after viewing the 2004 books described above, M. Dsfby' called

Verizon PA’s husiness office and reguested that the “place listing as™ indicator be removed from

i
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the “Mr. Stump listing, (Tr. 54) This was done immediately and allowed his listing to default to
the alphabetical position where the other *Mr.” businesses would appear in subsequent issues.

 (Tr. 54) The Complainant’s “Mr. Stump” listing has appeared, with one exception, with all the

other "‘Mr.’% businesses in subsequent books (Tr, 59-60).

The Complainant’s “Mr. Stump” listing always appéared properly and where it should
have except for one occurrence in 2005 where the Complainant’s “Mr. Stump” listing was
omitted from };is secondary telephone books. (Tr. 55) Verizon ?A took édcquate and r’z;ilsonable
steps to rectify this situation by fully crediting Mr. Derby for ¥4 his telephone charges for the
year 2005, which is in accordance with its triff. (1r. 55) As 4 courtesy. Verizon PA also
credited him % of his telephone charges for the year 2004 as well. (Tr. 55) This was only done
as @ customer serviee courtesy, because, as explained earlier, his name appeared o the M-1-S-T-
I:-R section because of the “place listing as™ indicator that he had requested., (T;‘ SS) Tﬁe total
credits he received amoumcd 10 $220.16>’ (Tr. 55) The omission was corrected dnd the “Mr.

Stump’ listing has appeared correctly in all subsequent telephone books, (Tr. 59 -60)




IL SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

The narcow issue in this case is whether Verizon PA provided unceasonable service to the
Cemplainant with regard to the placement of his free White Page and Single-Line Yellow Pagé
histings (“free listings™), specifically, the Comp[ainzmt‘s “Mr. Stump” listing, in the directories in
which the Comp!airiam:s business listings uppe;{f. The Public Utilit}v’ Code does 1ot require
perfect scrvice (though Verizon PA strives to do so). but rather adequate and reasonably
cmztmuoﬁs ser\*ice; When a utility does oot provide perfect service, the question then becomes
did the utih{y take reasonable und adequate steps to correct the sitnation.

The ewvidence clearly shows that the Complainant’s unresolved free listings at issue
always éppeurcd in the tc[’cphone dircetories where they stQ’ld have been, except for une
oceurrence in 2005, under the alphabetizing rules of VIS and the complainant’s requests to
Verizon PA’s business c)i'ﬁce.’ In addition. Verizon PA took adequate and reasonable steps o
e‘arrect the one omission and providés reasonable listing alternatives that allow the Complainant
nunierous ways of having his listings appear in the telephone books.

Complainant’s entire case is based on his unsubstantiated opinion or beliel thatherizon
PA’s telephone books are i’nmrrectly alphabetized which causes his “Mr. Stump” listingftoy
appear in the directory in an alphabetical position that is different from where Compluinant
believes it should be. Contrary to Complainant’s view. the evidence clearly shows, the “Mr.
Stump” iistin,g always appeared in the telephone books properly under the alphabetizing
guideiincs and was consistent with the Complainant’s requests. The one omission that did oceur.
in 2005, was settled by Verizon PA fully compensasing the complainant under the provisieﬁs of
its 1aritt and therefore is barred by the doctrine of accurd and satistaction and the Public uiility

Code. In addition, Verizon PA offers numerous listing services that adequately and reasonably



address the Cowplainant’s concerns about the appearance or placement of his listings in the

white pages.

L. ARGUMENT

A. Applicable Legal Standards

’As‘tkhe proponent of a rule or order, the Complainant bears the burden of proof. 66 Pa.
C.5. §332(a). The term “burden of proof™ means a duty to establish a fact by a preponderance of
the evidence. Se-Ling Hosiery v. ;‘kf/b/‘gttlia«s, 364 Pa. 45. 70 A.2d 834 (1954}, and Feinstein v.
Philadelphia Suburban W’q/er C‘mnpcmy, 50 Pa. P.U.C. 300 (1976). The term “preponderance of

| the evidence” means one party must present evidence that is more convincing, by even the
smallest éxxﬁounu than the evidence presented by the other party.  Id. Accmdingly,‘ one must
review the record in this case o determine whether the Comiplainant has satistied his burden of
proof. [f the review indicates the burden has been satisfied, one must then detemiine whether the
Respdndent has submitied evidence of co-equal value or weight to refute the Compluinmﬂ‘s
gvidence | Lf this has occurred. the burden of proof cannot bé satistied, unless'thc party bearing
the burden of proof presents additional evidence. Morissey v. Pa. Dept. of Higivvays. 424 Pa,
87, 225 A2d 895 (1967); and Burleson v Pa PUC. 443 A2d 1373 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982),
affirmed. 501 Pa. 443, 461 A.2d 1234 (1983)‘

I’ursudm o Section 501 of the Public Utility Code (“Code”), 66 Pa. C.S. ;‘;‘SOL’ the
Commission must “enforce, execute and carry aut.‘by its regulations, orders or otherwise™ all the
provisions of the Code. Scction 701 of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. §701, allows any person. having an
mterest in the subject matter, 1o file a formal complaint in writing with the Commission setting

forth any act or thing done or ommed o be done by‘ any public uiility in violation, or c’!aimed
‘x?iularirm, of any law which the Commission has jurisdiction to administerq See also. 52 Pa,
Code §3.21(a). l'{c‘ré. the c;omplainani must demonstrate Verizon PA viélatcd some provision of
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the Code, a Commission regalation or a Commission Order. 66 Pa. C.8. §332(a). Neither the
law nor the facts provide any support for the relief that he requests.

The Public Utility Code does not réquire perfect service but rather adequate and

t

seasonably continuous service.  When a utility does not provide perfect service, the question

then becomes did the utility take reasonable and adequate steps to correct the situation ?

B, The Complainant Has Failed To Sustain His Burden Of Proof That
’ Verizon PA Viclated The Publie Utility Code, A Commission Regulation, Or
Order With Regard To The Complainant’s Free White Page And Single-Line

Yellow Puge Listings.

The nurrow issue in this case is whether Verizon PA provided uxirc;ascnaisic service to the
Complainant w‘;(h‘rcgard to the placement of his free White Page and Single-Line Yéllow Page
listings {(“free lisnings”f in the directories in which the Complainant’s business listing appears,”
In other words, were ﬁhe Comptlainant’s free listings listed adequately and reasonably in the
,Cutm)!aiﬁam’s directories? The answer is yes. |

As stated above, the Public Utility Code ’doﬁs not require perfeet service (tiuoxlgh Verizon
PA strives o do $0). but rather adequate :md reasonably continuous service.” When a utility does

not provide perfect service, the question then becomes did the wtility take reasonable and

i

V66 PuC.8 §18010 See also Moser v. PECO Cnergy Co., 2003 WL, 22860199 (Pa. PUC) {citing Maldonadeo v
Pocong Water Co., 1994 Pa. PUC Lexis 93 and dnswerphone, ine v Bell Telephone Co. of PA. 1993 Pa PUC
Lexis 70; frawman v. Verizon Pennsylvama, Ine.. PUC Docket No C*ZOD(}SSU‘) {Imtial Decision dited April 21,
'?()0(} adopted as Commussion final decision by Order entered June 2, 2006).
2 See n 1 (sipray
* The “free” single-line or straight-line Jisting in the directory. in both the White and Yellow Pages i subjeu o the
-Commission’s jurisdictign I,szuld L. Williamy v. Verizon Peoansylvania In¢., Docket No. C-20043753, Final Order
entered July 11,2006 Although the original Complaint also alleged facts associated with the Complainant's paid
directory advertising, ALJ Corbetr at the hearing, narrowed the issue by affirming that the Commission does not
have junisdiction over claims involving paid directory advertising. (Tr. 20) Fi v[zx v Pennsylvama Public Utiliy
( ommission, 146 A 2d 347 (1959}, Juhn Cardone v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvarmua, 76 Pa. £.U.C. 371 (1992),
* Mr. Derby's primary directory for the main business listing is Detaware County Main Line, with Western Main
Line Yellow Pages. His nuin and additional listings also appear in other Whize Page tssues, the Deloware County
- Main Ling, Western Main Line. Eastern Main Line, Western Delaware County, Chester, Southern Delaware County,
Lastern Delaware Coenty, West Chester, Sowthern Chester ¢ Oumy and Coatesville. {Tr. 46)
AV Sm nl tsupra).




adequate steps 1o correct the situation® As described below, the evidence clearly shows that the
Complainant’s unresolved free listings at issue always’ appenr.ed in the telephone directories
w'hei-e they should have been under the alphabetizing rules of VIS‘B and the '(‘_"omp[ainam‘s
requests to Verizon PA’s business office. In addition, Verizon PA took adequate and reasonable
steps to correet the one omission and provides reasonable listing a!ternatives that allow the

Complainant numerous ways of having his listings appear in the telephone books.

I The Complainant’s “Mr. Stamp” listing always appearcd in the telephone
directories where it should have been under the alphabetizing rules of VIS
and the Complainant’s requests to Verizon PA’s business office,

The single listing at the heart of the Complaint is the White Page histing of “Mr. Stump™
in Complainants 2003-2005 telephone directories. Complainant’s entire case is based on his
unsubstantiated opinion or belief that Verizon PA’s telephone books are incorrectly alphabetized
which causes his “Mr. Stump™ listing 10 appear in the directory in an alphabetical position that is
cifterent from where Complainant believes it should be. Contrary to Complainant’s view, the

evidence clearly shows. the “Mr. Stump™ listing always appeared in the telephone books

sraperly under the alphabetizing guidelines and was consistent with the Complainant’s requests.
property p g8 P v

° Sae o {mpz 0.

T As expiained below, there was an omission in 2005, for which the C onip lainant was not only mliv compensated
and resolved under the provisions of Verizon PACs tariff, but was given reliet as a courtesy in excess of the tanfl
(Tr. 55} That matter is concluded under the Public Utility Code and the doctrine of accord and smisfac:mn‘eiven
ﬁmx the Complainant aceepted that relief

B VIS is an affiliate 6f Verizon Services Corp conlracted to fulfill the d: rectory regulatory reqmremt.nl:; for Verizon
PA by publishing the white pages and the free listings in the yellow pages (Tr. 63} For purposes of this proceeding,
VIS publishes the directory for Verizon PA, but Verizon PA is ultimately responsible for the free listings as they
appear in the directory (T, 63)

I‘hrouyx the years. the Complainant hus had numerous iterations of his tmain and ud dmoml listings appearing in
his telephone directories. (Tr. 47, 50-51, 53-54, 56-57) Currently his main listing is Mr. Stump Grinding. He also
has charged additienal listings, which are AAA Stump Grinding, Stumps {ne.: Derby, Christopher, Atlorney: and
Mr. Dreveseal, (Tt 47) ' :
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‘\»‘crizun PA’s records show that the Complainant called Verizon PA’s business office in
1998" compluining that when he established service in 1996, he was never given a choice as to
where hus paid additional business listing of “Mr Stump” would appear.’’ (Tr. 513 At that time.
ds 4 courtesy, Verizon PA agreed w suppress the charges for this listing and provided a “place
listing as” indica{ar“z on the “Mr. Stumip” listing  so that ’(Iomp}ainam”‘s ;‘Mr. Stunp™ listing
would dppux in the directory tmder the M-1-8-T-I:-R section (i.e. as if @pe.lcd out in full.)' (Tr
ST} This indicator remaing in place uniess removed, (Tr. SI’, 66) Because of the “place hstmg
as” mdicator. the *Mr Stump™ hsting always appeared where it should have in the white pages.
aceording to the Complainant’s request, in the M-1-S-T-E-R section." (Tr. 51)

K 'i’he Complainant did not mmpléin about the “Mr. Stump™ listing ayﬁpcarmg in the M-[-8-
T-E-R section until VIS decided. in 2003, to remove the crcss—referehce 1isting in the Mr section
of the book that read, “‘VER See also Mister.” (Tr. 12, 51) This was a business decision and
was done because surveys of VIS's customers indicated that ‘the&: cross-reference indicators
were not helpful o its customers. (Tr. 67) This heading, as well as other non-usetul hcadings"s
were dropped from the books to save space. (Tr. 67) There is no evidence in the record to
suggest that removing these headings had any effect on the Complaiant’s business. Lxlwwm.
there is no evidence in the record that any other business CQmplain&d; or was otherwise

negatively atfected by this deciston. (Tr. 58, 67)

0 Ver zon PA’s records do not go back beyond that paint.

¥ Venizon PA’s business customers pet one free main listing in the white and yellow pages but can have additional
isstmgs for a tariifed mnmhly charge of $3.25 each (Tr 47)

A “place listing as™ indicator is an exceplion instruction that lets the publisher know 1o place the Immo ina
pm.lim section of the white puges. (T, 51.66)

Throughout this brief, reference 1o the M-I-S<T-L-R section means Mr. as if spelled outn full, and the Mr section
sueany Mr. as iFan abbreviation,

* Under VIS°s alphabetizing guidelines, abbreviations such as My, are placed in the booi\ as if spelled out i full,
sugt ag M-LS-T-E-KR, (Tr 643 Listing abbreviations as +f spelied out i full 1s lustorical industry practice. There is
# whole hist of such abbreviations, re. St tor Saint s histed as Saint {Tr. 64)
¥ Por example, “Se¢ also Samt.” (Tr. 67)




The Complainent alse takes issue with a 2004 cecurrence where all the "M bdsincsscs
~appeared in the telephone books n the Mr section but his “Mr. Stump”™ listing still appeared in
the M-1-S=T-E-R section (Tr. 13) The recerd is clear that these businesses appeared in the Mr
section of the 2004 books due to conversion of‘ the indexing svstem by VIS inioy a‘smndard
publishing system for th entire Verizon footprint, ('1‘15 66) The Complainant’s “Mr. Stump”
listing remained in the M-1-8-T-E-R section of those same books, where it should have, because
the “place listing as™ indicator was placed on this listing in 1998 at his requést and was never
removed.'® (1. 53, 66) Accordingly, and contrary to Complainant’s specui’ationé his listing was
not left where itrwas in retaliation because of any complaints he might have made to Verizon PA.
(I'r. 34, 60) The Complainant’s suggestion that Verizon PA re-positioned all the “Mr>
businesses. except for his, because of his complaints, is unfounded and sijnp!y untrue.

In January 2005. after viewing the 2004 books described above. Mr. Derby called
Verizon 1’A‘s business office and requested that the “place lisung as" indicator be removed from
the “Mr. Stump” histing. {Tr. 54) This was done immediately and allowed his listing to default to
the alphabeticul position where the other “Mr.” businesses would appear in subsequent issues.
{Tr. 547 The Cnmplaixmm’s “Mr. S-tmﬁp” listing has appeared. with one exception, with all the
other “Mr." businesses in subseguent books. (Tr. 59-60)

Venzen PA has provided clear and convincing evidence that s h’andling of the
Cmﬁpl’aixmm'ﬁ “Mr. Stump™ listing was adequate and reasonable. The listing zilways appeared
preperly under the alpbabetizing guidelines and the Complainant’s requests. ’I‘héret’orm the
Cmnplaiuum has not carried his burden of proof that YVerizon PA provided him with

unreasonable service with respect to his “Mr. Stump™ listing.

“““This indicator will oaly be removed if requested by the customer.

9
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2. For !hé 2005 omission of “Mr Stump” in the 2005 secondary phone books,

Verizon PA gave Complainant the substantial relief provided under Verizon
PA’s Commission-approved tariff as well as additional courtesy relief, which
Complainant accepted und, consequently, accord and satisfaction and
adherence to tariff requirements bars further litigation of this claim.

As stated above, the Complainant's Mr. Stump listing always appcarud property and
where it shcm!d have except for one oceurrence in 2005 where the Complainant’s “Mr. Stump”
listing was omited from his bccundary telephone books."” (Ir. 55y Verizon PA‘to'ok adequate
and reasonable éteps to rectify this situation by fully erediting Mr. Derby for ¥4 his telephone
chargeé for the year 2005, which is in accordance with Verizon PA’s tariff.'® (Tr. 35) As a
- courtesy, Verizon PA also credited him %2 of his welephone charges for the year 2004 as well. (Tr.
55} This was oaly done as a customer service courtesy, because, as explained earlier, his name
appested in the M-I-S-T-E-R section because of the “place listing Zlo ’mdlcator that he had
requested. (Tr. 535) The total credits he received amounted to SBEO.I(M (Tr. 55) The omission
wis corrected and the “Mr, Stump™ listing has appeared correctly sn alf subsequent telephone
books. (Tr. 59 -60)

'!‘Iie Comp!ainam"théreibre has received the full relief available under Verizon's taritf
and any additional relief Complainant requests here should pe rejected. He is barred not ouly by
the kmgstanding doctrine of accord and satisfaetidn”" from demanding any additional dam’ugcs,
but also by the tariff rcm;ed‘y. which has been approved—and s therefore tantamount to law—in
Verizon PA's tariff.*!

i}

As stated carlier, Verizon PA is net required to provide perfect service.” When a utility

does not provide perfeet service, the question then becomes did the wtiity take reasonable and

T West Cheszer bc;uthem (.hester County, and Coatesville bcoks
T pA PUC Ne. 500, Section 1, 1% revised sheet 13 '
Y Luchueher v Kerson ef al . 335 Pa. 79, 48 A.2d 857 (|94(7) Hayden v. Coddington, 82 A 2d 285 (sz Super.
1951).
‘“oa Pa. . S, §3303
- Nee i, I(sz:pmj
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adequate steps to correct the situation.  Here it is clear that it did - it gave him the ariff-
preseribed (and therefore Commission-approved) remedy and more for the one isolated non-

listing and also assured that his “Myr. Stump™ listing appeared correctly in subsequent books.

3. Verizon PA provides reasonable alternative listing services that would allow
the Complainant numercus ways of having his listings appear in the
telephone books. ‘ -

At the threshold, Complainant has not shown that he is entitled o any relief. However,
because Verizon PA provides alternative listing services that would alleviate any of his concerns
ngardEng the placement of his listings. no Commission action is required for Cmnpluihzun o get
what he wants.

As Verizon PA witness, Mary Van Wert, testified, Verizon PA offers numerous
alternative listings services that allow a customer to have their listings p!aced almost anywhere
they want in the white pages. (1r. 58 - 59) I‘-'or‘ example, the default placement of the listing can
be overridden by using a “place listing as” indicator as described abbvc. (Tr. 58) A “plakcc listing
as™ indicator 1s an exception instruction that lets the publisher know 1o place the listing in a
specitic section of the white pages. (Tr. 51) This indicator would place his listing an_vwhcr’c he
wanted in the book. (Tr 58) The Complainant used this same placement option for his “Mr.
Stemp” listing from 1998 to 2005. (Tt. 58)

The ‘(L;‘,ompl’zxinam is also permitted as many additional listings as he kwams, (Tr. 539)
Verizon Pa’s business customers get one free main‘lisziqg in the white and yellow pages but can
have additional listings for a tariffed monthly charge of $3.25. (Tf. 47, ‘58) Hé‘s had many
additional ?isttngs over the years and bas taken advantage of this service. (Tr. 47, 50-51, 53-54,

36-57})

L1
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Finally. thérc is also & Iisting option called a cross reference listing which would ahpear
in the book as “See Mr. Stump ™ (Tr. 59) This cross reference can be placed anywhere the
customer wants. such as und{:r the Mr section of the book. and r"efers the customer o the main
l’ixti“n‘;g\ {Tr 59}

These are all adequate and reasonable allernatives for the Complainahtfs concerns about
the uppcimmcc or placement of his listings in the white pages. For the Complainant t()‘suggcst
that Verizon PA completely change the way the books are alphabetized or published, when
a{ternati’ves are available that would §1C00n1p1i511 his unique desires, is unreascnable. |

In sum, the Complainant has demanded that Verizon PA completely change the way its
i‘eiep’;wne bouks are prepared and the way in which listings of other customers appear. because
;h’c doesn’t ikikbc ’dm way iU's done. Mr. Derby has ui‘i‘trcd no evidence 11‘1;11 uther customers are
wrxcemed,bnjuch less that anvone is harmed by the way the current directories are alphabetié:ed‘
and he has of‘t'créd no evidence, other than s singular opinion, that the current method 18
incorrect,  Just because the Comp[ainant’ believes that the book should be alphabetized
diffbrem}y neither makes such listings wrong nor misfiled, nor does it constitute unreasonable or
nadequate service.

Similarly his verbose advocacy, exaggeration and wild speculation that listings occurred
based upon retaliation has no support in the record, and 15 clearly a plov by the Ccmplainam in
an attempt to gain sympathy. As discusséd above, Verizon PA has rebutted cach and every
allegation by th?: Ciomblainam Mr. Derby's subjective opinion as to how Verizon PA should
conduct its business, standing alone, cannot meet his burden ut proving that Verizon PA

provided him with unreasonable service. For these reasons, the Complaint should be dismissed.




® ®
IV.  CONCLUSION
Complainant has produced no evidence 10 substantiate ﬁny of the allegations leveled
against Verizon PA m this proceeding and accord‘mgly has failed to carry his burden of proving
that Verizon PA provided unrcascnirblc or inadequate scr.ficc to him, or that Verizon PA
otherwise violated the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations  or  Orders.
Conseyuently, this Complaint should be dismissed in its entirety

Respectjully submffted.

Williamt E. Lehman, Attorney 1., #83936
Hawke McKeon Sniscak & Kennard LLP
Harrisbury Energy Center

100 North Tenth Street

P.O. Box 1778

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778

E-mail: welehmanighmsk-law.com
Telephone: (717) 236-1300

Facsimile: (717) 236-4841

~ Counsel for
DATED: November 15, 2006 Verizon Pennsylvania Ine,
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V. PROYPOSED FINDINGS OF FACTS
L Mr. Christopher Derby is a business customer of Verizon PA and currently
receives service under account number 601-640-9434, billing to Mr, Stump. Ine., at 271 North

 Phoenixville Pike, Malvern, PA. (Tr. 46)

2. kMr, Derby’s primary directory for the main business listing is Delaware County
Main Line, with Weswm Main Line Yellow Pages. His main and addiuonal listings also appear
in other White Page issues, the Delaware County Main Line, Wcstcfn Main’Line, Eastern ‘Main
Line, Western DeJaware County, Chester, Southern Delaware County, Eastern De[aware County,

West Chester, Southem Chester County. and Coatesville. (Tr. 46)

3. A business customer gets one free single-line listing in the White and Yellow Pages.
2 8 ; g2 g

{Tr. 47)

4. A business customer can have additional listings for a wriffed monthly rate charge of

$3.25 (Tr 47)

5. Currently, the Complainant’s free main listing is Mr, Swump Grinding. He also has
charged additional listings, which are AAA Stump Grinding; Stumps, Inc.; Derby, Christopher,

Auorney; and Mr Driveseal. (Tr. 47)

6. VIS 1s an affiliate of Verizon Services Cotp. contracted t¢ fulfill the directory
regulatory requirements for Verizon PA by publishing the White Pages and free listings in the

Yellow Pages. (Tr. 63}

7. Up until June of 2004, Mr. Derby’s free main listing in the White and Yellow Pages

was Stumps, e, (Ir. 30)
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8. The listing of "Mr. Stump™ was actually a charged additional listing he had along

with a few others. (Tr. 50-51)

9. In 1998. as a courtesy. Verizon PA suppressed the charges for his additional paid

listing of “Mr. Stump.” (T1. 51)

10, Also in 1998, Verizon PA, at the request of the Complainant, placed a “place listing
as” indicator on his “Mr. Stump” listing to place the listing in the telephone book in the

M-1-S-T-E-R seetion as if spelled out in full (Tr. §1)

11, In his 2003 directory. Mr Derby’s free main listing of “Stumps, Inc.” appeared

where it should have, under Stump. (Tr. 51}

12. In his 2003 directory. Mr. Derby’s additional listing of “Mr. Stump” appeared in the

-M-1-S-T-E-R section where it should have. (Tr. 31)

13. In 20063, VIS removed the cross-reference listing in the “Mr™ section of the book that

read “MR. ~ See also Mister.™ (lr. 12-51)

14. This cross-reference listing. as well as other non-useful headings, was removed
because surveys of VIS’ customers indicated that these cross-reference indicators were not

helptul to its customers. (Tr. 67)

15, Under VIS™ alphabetizing guidelines. abbreviations such as Mr. are placed in the

book as if spelled out in full, such as M-(-S-T-E-R. (Tr. 64)

16. Listing abbreviations as if spelled out in full is historical industry practice. (Tr. 64)
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17 In the Coniplaiuam’s 2004 welephone b@kg all the “Mr.” businesses appx:zired in the
telephone books in the Mr section, but the Complainant’s “Mr. Stump™ listing still appeared in
the M-I-S-T-E-R section. (Tr. 13) These businesses appeared in the Mr section of the 2004
books due 0 eonversion of the indexing system by VIS into a standard publishing system for the

entire Verizon footprint. (Tr. 66)

18, The Complainant’s “Mr. Stump™ listing remained in the M-I-S-T-E-R section of
thuse same books, where it should have, because of the “place listing us™ indicator that was

placed on this bisting in 1998 and never removed. (Tr. 53, 66)

19, In January 2005, after vicwiﬁg the 2004 bocks described above. Mr. Derby called
Verizon PA’s business office and requested that the “place listing as™ indicator be removed from
the “Mr. Smmp”khsting. {Tr. 54) This was done mmmediately and allowed his Hsting to default
to the alphabetical position where the other “Mr” businesses would appear in subsequent issues.

(tr. 54)

20, The Complainant’s “Mr. Stump” listing has appeared, with one exception, with all

the uther “Mr " buginesses in subsequent books. (Tr. 59-60)

2}, In 2005, the Complainant’s “Mr. Stump” listing was omitted from his secondary

telephone books. (Tr. 55)

22. Per its tariff at Pa. PUC No. 500, Section 1, First Revised Sheet 13, Verizon PA

credited the Complainan: for one-half of his telephone churges for the vear 2605. (Tr. 55)

23. As a courtesy, Verizon PA also credited the Complaihant tor one-half of its

telephone charges for the year 2004 as well. (Tr. 55)
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24, The total credits the Complainant received amounted to $220 16, (Tr. 55)

9

41

%

. The 2005 oniission was corrected and the “Mr. Stump™ listing has appeared correctly

in all subsequent telephone books. (Tr. 59-603)

26. Venzon PA offers numerous alternative listing services that allow a customer to

have their listings placed almost anywhere they want in the White Pages. (Tr, 58-39)

27. The default placement of a listing can be overridden by using a “place listing as”
mdicator. (Tr. 58) This indicator would place the listing anvwhere the customer wanted in the

book (Tr 58)

28, A customer is also permitted as many additional listings as they want for a tariffed

munthly charge of $3.25 each. (Tr. 47-58)

29, Verizon PA also provides a cross-reference listing which would appear in the book
s “See Mr Stump.” This cross-reference can be placed anywhere the customer wants. such as

under the “Mr™ section of the book and refers the customer to the main listing. (Tr. 59)
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VL.  PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1 The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this

proceeding, 66 Pa. €S, §701

2. The Complainant has the burden of proof, 66 Pa.C.S. § 332(a).
3. I'he Complainant failed to meet his burden of proof.

-4, The Complainant did not show that Respondent violated any provisions of the

Public Utility Code, Commission regulations or anv Commission order.

VII. PROPOSED ORDERING PARAGRAPHS
THEREFORE:
[T 1S ORDERED:
L’ ‘That the Complamt filed by Christopher Paul Derby, Owner 01 Mr. Stump, Inc.

against Verizon PA at Docket No. C-20060082 is dismissed.

2. That this case be marked closed

18




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that [ have this day served a true copy of the foregoing document upon
the parties, listed below, in accordance with the requirerents of §1.54 (relating to service by a
party). '

Service via first class mail:

Christopher Paul Derby, Owner
Mt Stunp, Inc.

271 Phoenixville Pike
Malvern, PA 19355

(2 copies)

Dated this 15" day of November, 2006.

i ﬂ@L
 William E. Lehman
Counse! for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.
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CHRISTOPHER PAUI
Attorney at Law

November 29, 2006

James J. McNulty, Secretary

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
- Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street - Filing Room (2 North)

P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

VIA EXPRESS MAIL

Re: Mr. Stump Inc. v. Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc.

Docket No. C-20066082

Dear Mr. MeNulty:

Enclosed are the original and nine copies of Mr. Stump, Inc.'s Reply Brief for the above

captioned case.

Attorney for Mr. Stump, Inc.
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REPLY BRIEF FOR MR. STUMP, INC.

1. Verizon's Proposed Findings Of Fact #6 contains the following partial admission;
“Verizon Information Services is an affiliate of Verizon Services Corp. contracted
to fulfill the directory regulatory requirements for Verizon PA by publishing the

White Pages and free listings in the "Yellow Pages.".

© 2. Yet five months ago Verizon PA told this court that it can not be ccimpe!led 1o respond
tothe Pennsylvania PUC on behalf of VIS (Verizon's Answer To Motion dated June 12,
2006}, and in its Answer 1o the Complaint told the Commission that VIS does only paid

advertising.

3. Quandry. How is the Pennsylvania Public Utility Cunmissioh to exercise its subject
matter jurisdiction in oversecing whether Verizon is "fulfilling the directory regulatory
requirements” if this court sets the precedent, as requested by Vérizon, that Verizon PA
c’annot be combell‘ed to respond to the PUC regarding VIS and its Verizon Services

- Corp. affiliate? The Virginia PUC can compel Verizon (Exhibit #2), Other st,atés‘
Commissions do too. I strongly urge that the court certify this jurisdicﬁonal quandry to
the PUC prior to making any recommendations on Mr. Stump, Inc. vs. Verizon PA.
And of course we do not have any truth yet éxnyway in the case at handk due to the cfenial

of due process.

4, This Verizon paﬁial admission, this Proposed Finding Of Fact #6, comes as a result of
my having presented Exhibit #2 (published September 7th just prior to the hearing but
too late for interlocutory review). Clearly, Verizon PA had been lying to the Court and




the Commissinﬁ all along. They told the Commissien that VIS does only paid advertising
so therefore Vgrizon cannot be compelled to respond to the PUC. Upon Mr. Smm_p‘ﬁ
motion Verizon took one baby step towards the truth in hoodwinking the court with a
signed afﬁdavitvstating that VIS "merely publishes” and still insisting that the PA PUC
cannot ecoinpél Verizon PA to answer the PUC regarding VIS, Exhibit #2 proves the
fraud. What is the PA PUC to do now if it finds itself with directorics having thousands
of botched listings as happened in Virginia? The court is about to set a dangerous |
precedent in agreeing with Verizon PA that the PA PUC cannot compel Verizon PAto
answer the Commission on behalf of VIS, Senior executives at Verizon Corporate |
headquarters in New York admit that VIS is critical to the directory but this court is
about to divest the Commission of its jurisdiction by sanctioning the denial of due
process in these proceedings brought aqu by Verizan.‘s fraud. One more time...the

- Commission has subject matter jurisdiction over ?thc.wh.ite pages and the free yellow
‘page listings and therefore must have ‘persanal jurisdiction over Verizon PA and its

| affiliutes and subsidiaries including VIS to the cxtént that they are inv\rmved in

providing the public service.

5. And Verizon's main brief now relies heavily on VIS/VSC testimony and évidence
for both the mgumént and the proposed findings of fact. All of this reliance on VIS
and ips Vcr‘imn‘ Services Corp. affiliate afler denying me an answer theﬁ diécover}!:
from VIS an,d its affiliates. Not having the dﬁc process of an answer and discovery
the hearing was a shum. Verizon's testimony went uncontested by necessity as I will
not even attehxpt fo carry the burden of proof without first having the most basic

o




procedural due process of an answer and discovery that includes VIS, the affiliate
respmxsibie for destroying my public service for three years in a row. And, as
promised in my main brief, much of the testimdny and averments are false resulting
| in'béth the akgumeni and the findings of fact being replete with errors and outright
lies. Whét Verizon told the court about 1998 is a lie. Same with 2003, 2004, and
2005. But | will not address the details just as I would not cross examine without
an answer :zmd discovery. As promised in my main brief, due to the denial of due
process the "findings of fact” cannbt be confused with a search for the truth. And
there is no posgibility of the equitable relief as réqUested in defail in my complaint
bcca,use the court does not even know the facts. Verizon and VIS have destroyed
my business through three years of unacceptable public service failures that only
compound from year to year and there is no hope for the future until the
Commission and the Court have the truth. The truth is detailed in my Complaint
filed & months ago and we still do not have an Answer. [ will not be railroaded,

- will not be cheated, and do not appreciate being the victim of fraud as a result

7 o
Christopler Paui Derby - At
271 Phoenixville Pike
Malvern, PA 19355
Telephone: (610) 640-9434
E-mail: chrispalaw@earthlink.net

of this denial of due process.

Counsel for Mr. Stumnp, Inc.
DATED: November 29, 2006 ~
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RE:  Mr Stump, Inc. v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.; Docket No. C-20066082; REPLY
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I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

’As set forth in Verizon Pennsvlvania Ine *s Main Brief, C‘omp}axmm bears the burden of
proof in this matter.” By ret‘usihg 10 address any substantive issue or facts of record 1n his Main
Brief, the C()snplainam has {ailed to carry his burden of proving that Verizon PA violated the
Public Uhility Code ¢ ‘Code™).? the Pennsylvania Public Utility' Commission™s (“Commission’ ')
regalations,” or Orders.

Notwithstanding the Complainant’s complete failure to carry his burden of proof on the
substantive 1ssues, he has also failed to show that hie was dented due pracess at any part of this
procecding, and bis attempt 1o deflect attention from the facts in this case - that cleérly show
Verizon PA provided him reasonable service with respect to his {ree. single-line white page and
yelinw page listings ~ and cry due process foul at this stapge of the proceedings should be
rej_ccu:d

All of the Complainant’s speciol xs’due‘ process arguments in hisk Main Brief have been
v previously argued before Your Horor. both by pleading and at thé hearing, and rejected.”
Vf:rizcm PA sirongly suggests that these same issues were implizitly rejected by the ‘(Idmmission
by declining the Complainants Petition for Interlocutery Review and Answer t0-a Mamriai
Que:sticm.‘ﬁ ’vf‘he same result should occur here.

The Complamt’s mamn contention in his brief is that Verizon PA did not answer his 74

page, 124 paragraph. rambling, disjointed complaint to his liking. As Your Honor previously

66 Pa CS.A. §332¢a).
“60!’3 CSA 8101 e seq.
5” Pa. Code Q:} bletseg.
* See Complainant’s Prelimirary Motion for a More bpeuﬁc Pleadiog and Reply t0 New Mater and Afficmative
Dciezms eed interim Order Denying Motion for a Mare Specific Pleading (Order issued July 19, 20063 (Tr. 25.26)
*The Commission®s regulation at $2 P Code §5.303(b} states that “the Commission will act promptly on petitions.
Petions for Comnussion review and answer which are not grasted wahiy thirty (34 days of filing will be deemed
ty bedemed,” 52 Pa. Code $5.303(b)
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held, after careful review and consideration of the Cumpluim and Answer, Verizon PA‘S Answcf
was sufficient © Indeed, Verizon PA’s Answer is detailed and is itself 28 pages.

’I‘hé Complainant’s other claim in this brief is that he was denied disco#ery and that this
violates due pmcyess, That is clearly not true. Ie had zimpic opportunity to conduct discovery -
whiclt he failed fo do ~ and he fuily participated in an evidentiary hearing, where witnesses from
Vﬁfiwn PA and Verizon Services Corp. testified and were available for cross-examiination.
The Complainunt’s complete and utter failure to prosecute this complaint. and his waiver of
discovery, does not entitle him Lci another bite at the apple no matter how maﬁy times he repeats
the phrase “due process™ i his brief.  His request to start this pfucccding all over again is a
complete waste of the Commission’s dme and resources, as well as Verizon PA’:S, and should be
rejected.

F‘inaliy; Complainant’s brief misstates Verizon PA’s position regarding Verizon
Information Services” ("VIS™) invelvement in this case and the jurisdiction df the Commission

over the Complainant’s Iree listings. These erroneous statements are also addressed below,”

1.  ARGUMENT

A. Verizon PA Has Answered Sufficiently The Complaint With Respeet To The
‘ Complainant’s Free Listings.

The Complainant’s allegations that Verizon PA has not fully answered the Complaint
with regard to his free listings lacks merit and should be rejected. His sole contention is that -
Vetizon PA did not fully answer the Complaint with regard to VIS's involvement in the

publishing and placement of his free listings. To prove his point he even goes 1o the extent of

o hmnm Order !)enym;, Motion for a Mare Specific Pleading (Order issued July 19, 2006).
7 I addstion, his relance on a document from the Virginia Corporations Commission 15 without merit and should be
rejected.

b2
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completely misstating and nuscharactenzing® Verizon PA's statements about the invelvement of
VIS wath his free listings. To the contrary, Verizon PA hay tuily answered the LQmp!mnt with
regard to the only issue in this Complaint that the Commission has junsdiction to adjudicate -
that being whether his tree listings appeared reasonably in the dir:‘:cmrieé.g

With respect to that issue, VIS' is an affiliate of Verizon Service Corp. and is contracted
to fulfill the diréclory regulatory requirements for Verizon PA By publishing the white pages and
free listings ix;z the yellow pages. (Tr. 63) The Commission has jﬁrisdiction to de{:ide whether the
Complainant’s free listings appeared reasonably in Verizon PA's telephone directories.!!
Likewise. Verizon PA is responsible for the way the Comhlainaht’s free listings appear in the
telephone bouk and. accordingly. has fully ansx\rered the Complainant’s aﬂegdt§~ons regarding his

free Iistings.

B.  The Complainant Has Not Been Denied Due Process.
L. Discovery
The Complainant’s due process arguments should be rejected. Speciﬁca}ly{ | the
Complainant’s assertion that because Verizon PA’s Answer was not to his liking he was unable
fo conduct dié(‘ﬂ\«’(‘t}’ lacks merit. (Complainant’s Main Brief, P. 6, 9 13,14) The Compiainam is
an attorney and isf’ul’ly aware of the discovery process to learn facts and inibrmaiion that he

needs 1o litigate the Complaint.'? Yet the Complainant clearly waived his right to discovery by

¥ See Complainant’s Main Briet €4 7.1, 18.
¥ The “fiee” single-line or straight-lire listing in the directory, in both the White and Yellow Pages is subject 1o the
Commission’s jurisdiction. Honald 1. Willams v Yerizon Pesnsylvama Ine . Docket No. C-20043753, Final Order
entered July 11,2006 Although the original Complaint also alleged facts nssociated with the Compiainant’y paid
directory advernsing, AL} Corbett, al the hearing. narrowed the issue by affirming that the Commission does not
bave jurisdietior over claims icvolving paid dlreclnr'y advertising. (Tr 20) Felix v Peansylvania Public Unlity
Comunssion, 146 A 2d 347 (1959 Juln Cardone v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylyanes, 76 Pa. PUC 371 (1992
“* Verizan PA utilizes VIS to prepare its dircctories. VIS is not regulated by the Comnussion.

Id
H stcavcry procedures were also outlined in Your Honor’s Prehearing Order at §9.

3




failing to propound even one discovery question, neither formally nor informally; thus, he cannot
bootstrap a due process violation when he caused the situation of which he complains by failing

o exercise discovery rights,

2. Hearing participation

Similarly, the Cmn‘plzxinam‘s contention that he was denied due process fails because he
parﬁﬁipﬁwd fully in an evidentiary hearing before an ALJ. The Camplainam testitied at the
hearing and Verzon PA presented two witnesses in respense to his testimony. One witaess was
from Verizon PAs business office who testitied to the businesses office’s practices regarding the
Cc}mplainam's contacts and free listings (Tr. 44-60) and the second witneés was from Verizon
Directory Services, who testified regarding practices regardingmhe publishing of his free listings
and the (chmplammt“s contacts with VIS regarding bis free listings. (Tr. 61-67) Th’ese witnesses
were folly available for cmss-examinatidn regarding:my 1ssue involving his free listings. (Tr. 60.
68). but the Complaimant declined that opportunity. The [act that the Complainant declined to
cross-examine these witnesses, or believes he was unprt‘p:ired o cross-examine these wilnesses

because he wanted more information, 1s not a denial of due process,

<. The Complainant’s Relianee On A Report Of The Commonwealth Of
Virginia's State Corporation Commission is Irrelevant And Has No Bearing

On This Proceeding. :
The Complainant’s reliance on *Complainant’s Exhibit #2™ to further his assertion that
Verizon PA refuses to answer allegations about VIS is completely misplaced. The issue in this
case is whether Verizon PA provided reasonable service regarding his free listings. Verizon PA
has never denied VIS's involvement in the process of printing the Complainant’s free listings in

the directory.  Verizon PA. through its Answer and testimony of two witnesses. addressed that




issue. Instead of focusing on that issue, the Complainant instead injects a completely irrelevamnt

document involving Verizon Virginia Inc. Because there is no foundation in fact or law showing

how it 1s relevant here, that document cannot support his complaint, "

Il CONCLUSION
For all of the reasons set forth above, and in its Main Brief. Verizon PA respectfully
requests that the Formal Complaint of Mr. Stump, Inc be dismissed or denied in its entirety for

farlure nf the Complamant to sustain his burden of proot.

-

Respectt‘u!()y submitted!
}

A
illiam E. Lehiman, Attorney [.D. #83936
Hawke McKeon Sniscak & Kennard LLP
Harrisburg Energy Center

100 North Tenth Street

P.O. Box 1778

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778

E-mail: weiehmanf@hmsk-law com
Telephone: (717) 236-1300

Facsimile: {717) 236-4841

Counsel for
DATED. November 30, 2006 Verjzon Pennsylvania Inc.

" This Exhibit is a Report of the Virginia State Corporation Commss:on and was properly objected to on hearsay
and relevance grounds by counsel for Verizon PA and was only admiued into the record by the ALJ for legal
argutnent purposes and not as evidence or proof of any fact in this proceeding. (Tr 38,39) :
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Counsel for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.




